CITY OF SHASTA LAKE
DRAFT
HOUSING ELEMENT
Planning Period
January 1, 2014 – June 30, 2019

Produced by Development Services Staff:
Carla Thompson, Development Services Director (Environmental)
Debbie Israel, Senior Planner (Principal Author)
Paula Madara, Permit Center Manager (Data)
Sandra Castello. Administrative Assessment (Data)

TABLE OF CONTENTS
PREFACE AND SUMMARY

i-ii

HOUSING GOALS, POLICIES, AND PROGRAMS

1

Introduction

4

Goal HE-1:

Adequate Land for a Balanced Range of Housing
(Addresses Government Code Sections 65583(c) (1) (2) & (3))

Implementation Programs
HE 1.1

Vacant Land Inventory to Accommodate Future Housing Needs

HE 1.2

Infill Strategic Plan

HE 1.3

Density Bonuses and Incentives Completed

HE 1.3

Scattered Site Development NEW

HE 1.4

Non-Conforming Structures and Uses

HE 1.5

Secondary (and Other Accessory) Dwelling Units

HE 1.5

Multi-Family Property Development Project Identification NEW

HE 1.6

Pursue State and Federal Funding

HE 1.7

Establish Design Standards-Mixed Use and Multi-Family

HE 1.8

Development Agreements

HE 1.9

Homebuyer Assistance

HE 1.10

Collaboration with Affordable Housing Providers

HE 1.11

Revision of the R-3 and R-4 Zoning Districts to Increase Densities

HE 1.12

Rezoning To Address 2003-2008 Housing Element Shortfall Completed

HE 1.12

Utility and Other Infrastructure Mapping and Verification NEW

HE 1.13

Address Housing Opportunities and Constraints

HE 1.14

Annual Report on Housing Element Implementation

HE 1.15

Redevelopment Project Area Goals No Longer Applicable

HE 1.16

Redevelopment Assistance for Affordable Housing No Longer Applicable

HE 1.17

Water and Sewer Service Priority for Affordable Housing Completed

Goal HE-2:

Maintenance, Improvement, Preservation, and Rehabilitation of Housing
(Addresses Government Code Sections 65582(c) (4) & (6) (d))

Implementation Programs

4
5-12

13
13-14

2009

HOUSING ELEMENT

HE 2.1

Housing Rehabilitation (Single-family)

HE 2.2

Housing Rehabilitation (Multifamily)

HE 2.3

Preservation of Affordable Rental Housing

HE 2.4

Preservation of Mobile Home Parks

Goal HE-3: Adequate Services for Residential
Implementation Programs
HE 3.1

Local, State, and Federal Funding for Infrastructure

HE 3.2

Wastewater Capacity Improvement

HE 3.3

Impact Fees for Affordable Housing NEW

Goal HE-4: Balance of Employment and Housing
Implementation Programs
HE 4.1

TABLE OF CONTENTS

15
15

18
15

Mixed-Use Development

Goal HE-5: Energy Efficiency
Implementation Programs
HE 5.1

Energy Efficiency

HE 5.2

Subdivision Activity

Goal HE-6: Equal Housing Opportunity
(Government Code Section (65583(c) (5))
Implementation Programs
HE 6.1

Emergency Shelter

HE 6.2

Section 8 Rental Assistance

HE 6.3

Equal Housing Opportunity

HE 6.4

Accessibility for Persons with Disabilities Completed

HE 6.5

Special Housing Needs Completed

HE 6.6

Transitional and Supportive Housing Completed

16
16

19
19-22

APPENDICES
List of Tables
Appendix A:
Appendix B:
Appendix C:
Appendix D:
Appendix E:

Analysis of Constraints and Opportunities
Citizen Involvement
Funding Resources
Glossary
Analysis of 2003-2008 Housing Element
ii

PREFACE AND SUMMARY

HOUSING GOALS, POLICIES
AND PROGRAMS

Housing Goals, Policies, and Programs
HOUSING GOALS, POLICIES, AND PROGRAMS
INTRODUCTION
The California Government Code requires the Housing Element (HE) to contain “a statement of goals, quantified objectives,
and policies relative to the maintenance, preservation, improvement, and development of housing” (Section 65583[b] [1]).
This section fulfills that requirement and contains the City of Shasta Lake (City’s) goals, policies (P), and programs (PR) for
housing and supportive services to provide direction on key housing issues in the City.
The following six goals define the major topic areas covered by the Element:

Adequate land for a balanced range of housing,

Maintenance, improvement, and rehabilitation of housing,

Adequate services for residential development

Balance of employment and housing,

Energy efficiency,

Equal housing opportunity
An overarching concept applicable to all of the goals and policies in the General Plan is the City’s intent in ensuring that all of
the above goals and the policies and programs that support them are compatible with healthy community principles. As part
of the General Plan Update, the City has partnered with Shasta County Public Health to address these principles in the
community and to incorporate them into land use decisions.
Among the healthy community principles that apply to housing and services and that support housing are:










Access to quality affordable housing
Access to economic opportunities
Safe neighborhoods and public places
Access to multiple modes of transportation including buses, biking, and walking
Access to medical services
Access to sources of healthy food (including stores, farmer’s markets and community gardens)
Access to environmental quality
Access to parks, and other sources of recreation
Green and sustainable development and practices

The principles above, incorporated into land use decisions will help Shasta Lake become a healthier community.
Policies are provided to guide day-to-day decisions regarding housing in the City. Implementation programs follow the goals
and policies of the adopted Housing Element and provide actions the City will take to make progress toward its stated housing
goals.
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The City is required to have quantifiable objectives wherever possible. Those objectives are included within each program
definition, along with timing and assigned responsibility for implementing those programs. Objectives for the 2009-2014
planning period are as follows:

Quantified Objectives for Planning Period- replaced
Income Level
Extremely Low-Income
Very Low-Income
Low-Income
Moderate-Income
Above-Moderate
Total

New
Construction
2
2
7
8
2
21

Rehabilitation

Conservation

Totals

2
2
10
15
10
39

0
0
0
0
0
9

4
4
17
23
12
69

Source: Development Services Department

Housing element law recognizes that in developing housing policy and programs, identified housing needs may exceed
available resources and the community's ability to satisfy these needs. The quantified objectives of the housing element,
therefore, need not be identical to the identified housing need, but should establish the maximum number of housing units
that can be constructed, rehabilitated, and conserved, or households assisted over a five-year time frame.
The programs detail specific actions that the City will undertake to ensure the goals are met using the adopted policies. In the
sections below, the rationale for the particular program is listed and, where appropriate, information given as to how the
program will address a particular need.
Where a program requires funding, possible funding sources are listed. Shasta Lake is not an “entitlement” city and does not
receive allocated federal funding for housing and services in support of housing automatically. That results in significant
funding uncertainty from year to year. It also means that the City must not only be ultimately ready for possible funding
opportunities but also ultimately flexible in many of its priorities.
For the City, many of the significant sources of funding for housing and services in support of housing require applications,
which are competitive. This means the City has to apply annually, be competitive, assume funding is still available, and make
choices from the many projects needed to improve the condition and quality of life in Shasta Lake. The goals, policies, and
implementation programs listed in this section are the reflection of these uncertainties.
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GOALS, POLICIES AND PROGRAMS
Readers will note that a significant number of the implementation programs listed in this section are underway, and several
were due to be completed during the 2009/10 fiscal year but delayed by other projects. This has been driven by the funding
received to complete some of the projects, as well as the City‘s interest in keeping momentum going forward with the projects
listed below. The most significant project was the completion of the Affordable Housing Chapter which included many of the
implementation programs.
The Goals, Policies, and Implementation Programs, while completing the Housing Element, are not intended to be the sole
source for action by the City.


The City is undertaking a General Plan Update that includes the other elements of the General Plan. As part of the update,
the City will be incorporating healthy community principles and economic development pursuits to provide for a wellrounded community with a good quality of life.



The City of Shasta Lake Housing Authority is the Successor Agency for the Shasta Lake Redevelopment Agency. No policies
have been included for the Successor Agency until funding has been settled and the Authority knows what firm funding is
available.

Appendices attached provide more detailed background information for the development of these goals, policies, and
programs.
References to the “City” mean City of Shasta Lake and references to “Agency” mean the City of Shasta Lake Redevelopment
Agency. Acronyms used in this section include the following:
CDBG
HCD
PTA
TAC

Community Development Block Grant (State funding)
California Department of Housing and Community Development
Planning and Technical Assistance (State Funding)
Technical Advisory Committee (includes representatives of each City department and the Shasta Lake Fire
Protection District)

Other definitions are found in Appendix D - Glossary.
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GOAL HE-1: Adequate Land for a Balanced Range of Housing
(Addresses Government Code Sections 65583(c) (1) (2) & (3))

Policies
Policy H-P-1

The City shall give highest priority for permit processing to affordable housing projects.

Policy H-P-2

The City shall grant residential density bonuses consistent with State law for projects that reserve units for
low- and/or moderate-income households and meet affordability longevity requirements.

Policy H-P-3

The City shall give priority, and incentives to the use of infill lots and accessory dwellings for affordable
housing to maximize their use.

Policy H-P-4

The City shall encourage homeownership in new housing constructed for low- and moderate-income
households.

Policy H-P-5

The City shall continue to provide support and financial assistance to first-time homebuyers.

Policy H-P-6

The City shall strive to ensure that affordable units are located in suitable locations throughout the city
close to retail services, parks, schools, public facilities, and public transit, and other amenities.

Policy H-P-7

The City shall consider the use of infill sites a priority for the construction of all housing and will look to
acquire and assemble sites, as funds are available to facilitate development of lower-income housing
projects at reduced costs, while minimizing displacement of existing residents.

Policy H-P-8

The City shall support the continued use of rental assistance opportunities, including HUD Section 8 Housing
Choice Vouchers by City of Shasta Lake residents

Policy H-P-9

The City shall use available state and federal funding assistance appropriate to the City of Shasta Lake’s
needs, to develop affordable housing. Appropriate programs may include, but are not limited to Community
Development Block Grant Program (CDBG), Home Investment Partnership Program (HOME), Multi-family
Housing Program (MHP), and other programs aimed at providing housing affordable to low - and very lowincome households.

Policy H-P-10

The City and Redevelopment Agency shall consider using Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)
funds and tax increment revenues, as well as any other appropriate funding source to subsidize on- and
off-site infrastructure improvements for lower-income housing projects.

Policy H-P-11

The City shall seek and apply appropriate financing techniques, such as mortgage revenue bonds or other
mortgage-backed securities, to develop affordable housing in concert with affordable housing partners.

Policy H-P-12

The City shall review and apply fee reductions and waivers in concert with an incentive package to create
additional affordable housing.

Policy H-P-13

The City shall amend the Non-Conforming section of the Municipal Code to increase the possible use of
non-conforming residential structures.

Policy H-P-14

The City shall apply incentives and other inducements as may be available to encourage development of infill
parcels for residential use in mixed-use and residential infill developments. The city shall consider the
modification of setbacks, height limitations, coverage ratios, parking requirements, and other development
regulations in the Zoning Ordinance to facilitate and encourage the use of in-fill sites for residential and
commercial mixed use or multi-family residential use.

Policy H-P-15

The City shall encourage the construction of accessory (second) units. In addition, The City shall consider new
housing construction methods and dwelling unit types that encourage affordability through innovative
design such as small lot subdivisions and planned developments.
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Policy H-P-16

The City shall seek to improve the efficiency of the housing production and marketing for rental, new, and
resale housing by providing information to the public and developers on approved residential projects and
vacant land supply.

Policy H-P-17

The City shall ensure that its current development impact fee structure does not unnecessarily constrain
production of affordable infill development and multi-family housing and, where constraints are identified,
consider assistance through payment of fees by the Redevelopment Agency Low and Mod fund, fee waivers
or fee reductions as part of an incentive package.

Policy H-P-18

The City shall ensure that amenities, transit, and other essential services are provided at appropriate
distances from residential development to serve the surrounding neighborhoods without the use of the
automobiles (pedestrian-oriented development, transit-oriented development, and traditional
neighborhood development).

Policy H-P-19

The City shall ensure that street and subdivision layout encourages connectivity and livable
neighborhoods.

Policy H-P-20

The City shall grant priority for service hook-ups to developments that help meet the community’s share of
the regional need for lower-income housing.

Implementation Programs
HE

1.1

Vacant Land Inventory to Accommodate Future Housing Needs (Changed/Continued)

While the City has a vacant land inventory that was included in the last Housing Element, mapping it on the City’s GIS system
accurately as an overlay has encountered difficulties The City has had issues with the GIS system set up by consultants. During
the last planning period, the County rectified the mapping as a project. However, the result became that the City’s specific
overlays no longer matched with the base map - making their use difficult.
The inventory will also permit the City to better understand the constraints of each parcel to provide any additional changes
necessary to City policy needed for efficient development that can meet healthy community standards.
Vacant Land Inventory to Accommodate Future Housing Needs:
The City shall take the completed land inventory for the City, update it with the few parcels created during the last planning
period, and integrate it with the City’s GIS system. A process will be developed to provide for updates to both the inventory
and the GIS layers that relate to the inventory (including infrastructure) on a regular basis. Information will be assembled in a
form useful for marketing the properties for affordable housing.
Responsibility:
Time Frame:
Funding:
Quantified Obj.:

Development Services Department, Public Works Department, Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
FY 2014/15
City (Staff Time)
Updated vacant land inventory

HE

Infill Strategic Plan (Continued))

1.2

To incorporate many of the healthy community principles, the City needs to address infill properties and their potential to
provide affordable housing sites. Having housing on infill sites will mean the housing will be close to services, schools, and
transportation. The City has inventoried vacant sites available for housing. More work needs to be done to complete
information about the utility needs and complete street needs to make use of those sites. The City is updating the Land Use
and Circulation Elements during the 2014/15 FY, which will help with this information. The final report will include
recommendations for the use of infill sites that include incentives for use.
Infill Strategic Report
The City will complete the Infill Strategic Report and use it to help establish programs for which the City and the
Redevelopment Agency’s Successor Agency or the Shasta Lake Housing Authority, will seek funding. This will also assist in
setting up a Capital Improvement Plan (CIP), which the City has not established.
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Responsibility:

Development Services Department, Public Works Department, Technical Advisory Committee, Planning
Commission and City Council
Time Frame:
FY 2015/16
Funding:
City (Staff Time)
Quantified Ob.: 10 low-income households

HE

1.3

Density Bonuses and Incentives (Completed)

The City does not currently have a density bonus ordinance, relying on the State law for guidance and requirements in the
past. Until now, there have been no requests for density bonuses from the development community. The City is working now
with several non-profit organizations interested in developing in the City, and the City is looking for additional partners for
affordable housing development who can commit to long-term affordability. Amendment of the Zoning Ordinance to be
specific about what density bonus is allowed as well as a list of incentives would expedite review of projects so that
protracted negotiations over those items does not ensue.
Density Bonus
The City shall amend Title 17, the Zoning portion of the Municipal Code to include density bonus provisions that are consistent
with State law, including statewide parking standards for affordable housing and a listing of other incentives available to
affordable housing developments, which commit to long-term affordability.
Responsibility:
Time Frame:
Funding:
Quantified Obj.:

Development Services Department, Planning Commission, City Council
FY 2009/2010
General Fund (Staff Time)
20 very low and 30 low-income units during the planning period

HE

Scattered Site Development (New)

1.3

The City has numerous sites within the City that are single lots. Development of those lots is sporadic in part because
developers are not aware, the owners are out of town or the ownership is uncertain. A few solo builders pick up some of these
lots for development but not in the numbers that they might be. The City will evaluate individual characteristics of these lots
to see if they may qualify for infill development funding
Scattered Site Development
The City will map the single vacant lots, their sizes, and other characteristics. If appropriate, the City will seek funding or
encourage others to do so. Local builders/developers will be contacted to engage their interest.
Responsibility:
Time Frame:
Funding:
Quantified Obj.:

Development Services Department, Planning Commission, City Council
FY 2014/2015
City (Staff Time)
10 low-income units during the planning period

HE

Non-Conforming Structures and Uses (Continued)

1.4

Review of the City’s Zoning Ordinance indicates that the Non-Conforming Use Section of the Zoning Ordinance may be an issue
for development of infill properties and for the conservation of housing. Frequent public inquiries about the expansion,
replacement, or improvement of non-conforming structures indicate that potentially there is a market that would be available
for improvement of these structures many of which are over 50 years old. However there has been no specific review of what
structures are non-conforming, the nature of the specific non-conformity and what can reasonably be done with these
structures that will insure the housing is not just affordable but livable and code compliant.
Non- Conforming Structures and Uses
After the completion of the infill report and the site inventory, the City will complete a review of the existing ordinance in
relation to use of vacant and underutilized sites. Based on the review the City will modify the Zoning Ordinance to reflect the
findings of the review.
Responsibility:

Development Services Department, Planning Commission, City Council
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Time Frame:
FY 2014/15
Funding:
City (Staff Time)
Quantified Obj.:Changes to the non-conforming portion of the Zoning section of the Municipal Code for residential that
encourage development and/or rehabilitation

HE

1.5

Second (and Other Accessory) Dwelling Units (Completed/Removed)

In 2004, the City adopted a Second Dwelling Unit ordinance that meets the requirements of State law. Since adoption,
only two second units have been constructed. The Zoning Ordinance also includes different versions of dwellings allowed
as accessory to a primary residence, including family care residences, caretaker’s quarters, and guesthouses, each with
varying standards and requirements. The City sees this as an opportunity to both clarify allowable uses in the Zoning
Ordinance and to provide for additional affordable housing.
Second (and Other Accessory) Dwelling Units
The City will review and consider amendments to the Second Unit Ordinance to allow second units to be established at a
higher density than identified in the General Plan in certain circumstances, and to allow each unit to be separately
metered for utilities. Once changes are made, they will be placed on the City’s website, the City's utility billing, the
Builder's Exchange, the City's Development Services Department and Redevelopment Agency and otherwise publicized.
Responsibility:
Time Frame:
Funding:
Quantified Obj.:

Development Services Department, Planning Commission, City Council
FY 2009/2010
City (Staff Time)
5 extremely low, 5 very low and 10 low-income units during the planning period

HE

Multi-Family Property Development Project Identification(New)

1.5

The City has adequate sites for Multi-Family development however there has been little interest in proposing such
development on these lots. Staff will identify, more finely, characteristics of the larger sites that may be preventing their use
as well as attempt to match those sites with potential funding. Many of the sites have some infrastructure or environmental
issue due to having been created while in the County- with no infrastructure provided or left at inadequate sizes or placement.
Multi-Family Property Development Project Identification
Identification of multi-family properties with issues for development. Post identification, staff will look to match potential
funding available for infrastructure or financing.
Responsibility:
Time Frame:
Funding:
Quantified Obj.:

Development Services and Program Manager
FY 2014/2915
City (staff time)
Identification of two properties ( or more) that could qualify for grant funding

HE

Pursue State and Federal Funding (Continued)

1.6

With very limited resources and staff, the City has been successful in receiving the vast majority of funding requests submitted
to State agencies when requested. The funding has ranged from the State Department of Water Resources for water line
replacement and upgrades to the Department of Housing and Community Development funding HOME funding for Down
Payment Assistance.
Pursuit of federal funding has been very limited by comparison as have request for foundation funding. Limited resources and
staffing has been the root cause for this. There may be funding opportunities the City may be missing. A review of federal and
foundation funding will be undertaken with a report to the City Council as to eligibility and promise for such funding.
Addressing city priorities identified in the Housing Element will be part of the report
The City will continue to pursue grant funding for a variety of purposes, including infrastructure and the provision of
affordable housing.
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Pursue State and Federal Funding
Complete a report to the City Manager and City Council addressing potential sources of funding to help fund city needs and
prioritize use of Agency, City or other grant funds for projects. The City shall pursue appropriate State and Federal funding
sources to support the efforts of non-profit and for-profit developers to meet new construction and rehabilitation needs of
lower- and moderate-income households. The City shall periodically update and review available housing programs to identify
appropriate funding sources to meet the City of Shasta Lake’s housing needs.
Responsibility:
Time Frame:
Funding:
Quantified Obj.:

All Departments, City Council
Annually
City (Staff Time)
Successful grant funding for affordable housing and/or infrastructure related to affordable housing.

HE

Establish Design Standards-Mixed Use and Multi-Family (Continued)

1.7

The City has undertaken a project using CDBG PTA funds and City funds to produce graphic-driven design standards that
address mixed use and residential development. The project is also intended to make design review for residential uses an
over-the counter approval. The current design review standards are vague enough that applicants have difficulty
understanding what is required. This extends not only the review process but also the developer’s timeline for submitting a
complete application.
In addition, many projects are now required to go before the Planning Commission for approval, which adds at a minimum
several months to the processing time, even for uses permitted within the zone. The establishment of clearer design standards
will foster more clarity for the development community while reducing processing times. It will also mean that allowed uses
(both commercial and residential) would no longer have to obtain a Conditional Use Permit for Design Review from the
Planning Commission.
Establish Design Standards
The City will complete the design review project in the next fiscal year (2015/16) subsequent to the Land Use Element update.
Workshops for public input will occur in the fall of 2014 with preliminary recommendations for ordinance amendments
approved by City Council in 2015/16. The Planning Commission and City Council will review final draft design standards
2015/16. Once design standards are adopted, allowed uses such as (residential, commercial, and mixed use) would no longer
have to obtain a Conditional Use Permit from the Planning Commission.
Responsibility:

Development Services Department, Redevelopment Agency. City Manager, Planning Commission,
City Council
Time Frame:
FY 2014/2016
Funding:
City (Staff Time)
Quantified Obj.: Reduced review periods by 2016

HE

1.8

Development Agreements (Continued)

The City does not have a development agreement ordinance detailing specific conditions and process by which a development
agreement is used. For projects that have used a Development Agreement, the requirements of the Government Code have
been used and then each agreement has been developed. While that has worked and development agreements signed, it
would be more productive to have the process in code so that prospective developers can have certainty with respect to the
City’s process and potential conditions of the agreements.
Development Agreements
The City will adopt a development agreement that meets State law and provides for the city’s interests in promoting quality
land use development, and if applicable, long term affordability.
Responsibility:
Time Frame:
Funding:

Development Services Department, Redevelopment Agency. City Manager, Planning Commission,
City Council
FY 2014/2015
City (Staff Time)
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Quantified Obj.: Adopted Code Amendment

HE

1.9

Homebuyer Assistance (Ongoing)

The City has been very active in promoting Home Buyer Down Payment Assistance using Redevelopment Agency Low-Mod
funds and HOME funds. While serving all income groups, there has not been a review of the number of loans made to each
income group. The City will continue to pursue this funding but will maintain records that demonstrate at a glance what level
of income for each Household has been loaned and identify any needs to market across income levels.
Homebuyer Assistance
Agency staff will provide data on an annual basis as part of the Redevelopment Action Plan report to the Agency Board
detailing the delivery of homebuyer assistance loans. Report will include analysis of income level participation and
recommendations for ensuring all eligible income levels are being served.
Responsibility:

Redevelopment Agency, City Manager, Planning, Redevelopment Agency Board
City Council
Time Frame:
Annually with Action Plan Report to Redevelopment Agency Board.
Funding:
City (staff time)
Quantified Obj.: Annual review of specific number of homebuyer loans for every income level. analysis of strengths and
weaknesses in delivery to income levels.

HE

1.10

Collaboration with Affordable Housing Providers (Changed/Ongoing)

During the last planning period, the City did not complete a project in collaboration with an affordable housing partner.
However, for many years the City/Agency has worked with Northern Valley Catholic Social Services to develop a project that
would house very low-income seniors. Property purchased for the project is still available and, depending on specific project
requirements, will have infrastructure needs. Habitat for Humanity constructed 2 units during the last planning period but the
organization has not done any housing in the County in the last couple of years.
Collaboration
The City/ Agency will continue to seek out affordable housing partners. One-on-one discussions about how to access funding
will be undertaken.
Responsibility:
Time Frame:
Funding:
Quantified Obj.:

Redevelopment Agency, City Manager, Redevelopment Agency Board, City staff and Council
Ongoing
City (staff time)
Completed projects with affordable housing partner(s); compilation of a list of potential partners; an
assessment of potential projects that can be completed

HE

Revision of the R-3 and R-4 Zoning Districts to Increase Densities (Continued)

1.11

The City has low densities for the two most dense zoning districts that are meant to accommodate affordable housing, R-3 and
R-4. For properties to generate affordable housing, the densities must be higher to account for increased costs, particularly in
the City of Shasta Lake where off-site infrastructure costs are significant compared to the revenue generated from the
housing.
Revision of the R-3 and R-4 Zoning Districts to increase densities
The City will review with affordable housing developers their ability to pay for infrastructure and what densities allow them to
maintain the 20-55 year affordability required when installing affordable housing. The City will increase densities for the zones
but also will look at particular areas for re-zoning to determine what existing sites can accommodate those densities and be
compatible with surrounding neighborhoods.
All multi-family residential will be increased to minimum allowable densities of 20 units (Mullin density) per acre. For the R-4
zone, the text will be changed to have allowed mixed uses that can be developed at 30 units be per acre as well. Where mixed
uses are allowed, the new design standards may mean that mixed use may become an allowed use (as opposed to requiring a
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Conditional Use Permit) in some commercial zones. That review will be part of this program. This program was continued
because it requires a General Plan Amendment and it is more appropriate to complete with the Land Use Element update.
Responsibility:
Time Frame:
Funding:
Quantified Obj.:

Development Services, Redevelopment Agency, Planning Commission and City Council
2015/2016
City (staff time)
Density increases to a minimum of 20 units per acre for multi-family residential developments and mixed use
developments in R-3 zones, and a change identifying multi-family residential as an allowed use in R-4 and
commercial uses where it is part of a mixed use development together with a change in density for R-4 to 30
units per acre.

HE

Rezoning to Address 2003-2008 Housing Element Shortfall (Completed/Removed)

1.12

The adopted 2003-2008 Housing Element noted there was a lack of appropriately zoned land to meet the Regional Housing
Need Assessment (RHNA) meaning the City did not meet the requirement to have suitable land for specific numbers of
housing units. That lack is identified in Attachment A and is identified as a 271-unit shortfall. Fifty units of that total are
accommodated by other programs and policies. To address the remaining 221 units and the lack of appropriately zoned
property, the City is incorporating a program to rezone selected candidate properties to accommodate those units.
Rezoning to accommodate 2003-2008 RHNA housing needs
To accommodate the housing need for the remaining 221 units affordable to lower-income households, the City will rezone at
least 7.4 acres of vacant land by August 31, 2010, at a density allowing a minimum of 30 units per acre. Rezoned sites will
include the candidate sites for rezoning, described in Table 39 and will permit owner-occupied and rental multifamily
residential uses by-right (without a conditional use permit, planned unit development permit or other discretionary action)
pursuant to Government Code Section 65583.2 (h). In addition, at least 50 percent of those remaining 271 units will be
accommodated on sites zoned for exclusively residential uses.
Responsibility:
Time Frame:
Funding:
Quantified Obj.:

Development Services, Redevelopment Agency, Planning Commission and City Council
By August 31, 2010
General/Agency funds (staff time)
Rezoning of property to either R-3 or R-4 with a minimum density of 20 units per acre.

HE

Utility and other Infrastructure Mapping and Verification

1.12

One of the barriers to development in the City (not just for housing) is inaccuracy in mapping of utilities and other
infrastructure. The inaccuracy results in longer than needed lead-time for development project review. It also deters
prospective developers because the information is not available to even allow for calculating potential costs. Accurate
mapping will reduce delays and improve customer service.
Utility and other Infrastructure Mapping and Verification
The City’s utilities were installed in the days of paper, not computer or GIS mapping. Unfortunately an additional issue of asbuilt maps for some of the utilities not being prepared or retained complicates their use. Updating of the maps with
verification will help the identified issues.
Responsibility:
Time Frame:
Funding:
Quantified Obj.:

Development Service/TAC
2014
City(staff)
Accurate maps for GIS Mapping overlays

HE

Address Housing Opportunities and Constraints (Continued)

1.13

The City’s Zoning Ordinance includes standards and regulations adopted from Shasta County at the time of the City’s
incorporation in 1993. In some cases, the standards relate more to a rural environment and are less appropriate in an urban
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context. Those same zoning standards result in non-conforming lots and structures that may have a useful and future life to
instead have disinvestment occur.
There are close to 200 active code enforcement cases on any given day. Units of housing that are vacant, and/or red-tagged
constitute a nuisance to their neighborhoods. More sites will be identified as code enforcement activity continues. The
identified units discourage surrounding property owners from investing. Code enforcement is an important objective for the
City.
Address Housing Opportunities and Constraints
The City shall evaluate the Zoning portion of the Municipal Code to determine what standards may need revision in order to
encourage affordable housing. The revisions may include a change in parking standards, setbacks, height, or ability to use
clustering without having to re-zone property to the Planned Development Zone.
Responsibility:
Time Frame:
Funding:
Quantified Obj.:

Development Services Department, Planning Commission and City Council
2010/11
City (staff time)
Revision of Municipal Code to address code constraints for affordable housing

HE

Annual Report on Housing Element Implementation (Changed/Ongoing)

1.14

The City has submitted annual reports to HCD annually. The City will continue to provide the annual report to HCD per current
State law. The City will use the report to inform the public as to how implementation programs for the Housing Element are
progressing. The City will also take the opportunity to address any breakdown in the process so it can be addressed and
corrected or the program modified.
The report will be completed in the winter, prior to budget development, and project funding can be considered for the City
and Redevelopment agency budgets.
Annual Report on Housing Element Implementation
The City will complete an Annual Housing Report to submit to HCD consistent with State law.
Responsibility:

Development Services Department, Redevelopment Agency, City Manager, Redevelopment Agency Board,
City Council
Time Frame:
Annually in the winter
Funding:
City (staff time)
Quantified Obj.: Annual review of specific actions taken to implement the Housing Element and report to HCD

HE

1.15

Redevelopment Project Area Goals – (Removed)

In 2008, the Agency amended the Redevelopment Plan for Shasta Lake, expanding the project area and extending the life of
the Plan. To move forward with implementation, the Agency will adopt a revised 5 - year Implementation Plan to direct the
expenditure of funds for those five years, which will overlap the Housing Element planning period.
Redevelopment Project Area Goals
The 5-year Implementation Plan will prioritize Redevelopment Agency Low and Mod Funds according to the needs of low and
moderate-income households in the Redevelopment Plan Area. Those funds will be used to provide funding for
implementation programs listed within the Housing Element as they apply to the Project Area, which encompasses a majority
of the City’s residential neighborhoods.
Responsibility:
Time Frame:
Funding:
Quantified Obj.:

Development Services Department, Redevelopment Agency, Redevelopment Agency Board, City Council
2009
General Fund /Agency funds (staff time)
Adoption of Redevelopment Agency 5-Year Implementation Plan

HE

Redevelopment Assistance for Affordable Housing (Removed)

1.16
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Review of the barriers to development of affordable housing has been addressed in other programs. Those barriers that are
addressed relate primarily to specific regulatory language such as those that affect second units or non-conforming lots/uses.
However, in reviewing other government barriers, it was determined that a significant cost for affordable housing is the cost of
fees as well as the implementation of infrastructure improvements. Twenty percent of all Redevelopment Agency funds are to
be used to create and assist affordable housing units. The Agency will use those funds for affordable housing and will prioritize
funding for extremely low income units.
Redevelopment Assistance for Affordable Housing
The Redevelopment Agency will institute a program that will provide, based upon proforma needs for affordable housing,
financial assistance, and/or infrastructure installation to make low, very low, and extremely low housing affordable with
extremely low units being a priority. The Agency will know by July 1, 2010, how much funding can be made available. Program
Guidelines will be prepared as well. Priority funding will be made available for extremely low and very low housing units.
Responsibility:
Time Frame:
Funding:
Quantified Obj.:

Redevelopment Agency, City Manager, Redevelopment Agency Board, City Council
By August 31, 2010
Agency funds (staff time)
Completed and adopted policy by the Redevelopment Agency Board with specific funding attached to the
Redevelopment Agency budget

HE

Water and Sewer Service Priority for Affordable Housing (Completed/Removed)

1.17

State law requires local governments to provide a copy of the adopted Housing Element to water and sewer providers. Water
and sewer providers must grant priority for service allocations to proposed developments that include housing units
affordable to lower-income households. The law prohibits water and sewer providers from denying, conditioning the
approval, or reducing the amount of service for an application for development that includes housing affordable to lowerincome households, unless specific written findings are made.
The City is the service provider for both water and sewer service within the City, and although a written policy has not been
adopted, the City has had adequate capacity to provide service to all development in the City.
Water and Sewer Service Priority for Affordable Housing
The City will adopt written policies and procedures regarding water and sewer service priority. The policy shall specify that
affordable housing units shall receive priority access to water and sewer resources over other new projects should the
capacity of the local water or sewer systems become inadequate to meet the full demand for new connections.
Responsibility:
Time Frame:
Funding:
Quantified Obj.:

Development Services Department, City Council
2009/10
City (staff time)
Development of policies and procedures for granting water and sewer service priority to affordable housing
developments.
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GOAL HE-2: Maintenance, Improvement, Preservation, and Rehabilitation of Housing
(Addresses Government Code Sections 65582(c) (4) & (6) (d))

Policies
Policy H-P-20

The City, within its financial capabilities, shall support the revitalization of older neighborhoods by keeping
streets, sidewalks and other municipal systems in good repair and providing neighborhood improvements,
such as street lighting, landscaping, and recreation amenities that contribute to stable, quality
neighborhoods.

Policy H-P-21

The City shall continue code enforcement efforts.

Policy H-P-22

The City shall require the abatement of unsafe structures, giving property owners ample opportunities to
correct deficiencies.

Policy H-P-23

The City shall promote the continued upkeep of existing mobile home parks.

Policy H-P-24

The City shall cooperate with the Shasta County Housing Authority in conjunction with the City’s
municipal powers and with Redevelopment Agency powers to promote the maintenance of housing
affordable to low - and moderate income households.

Policy H-P-25

The City shall encourage private reinvestment in older residential neighborhoods and private
rehabilitation of housing.

Policy H-P-26

The City shall maintain an adequate level of public services, infrastructure, and park and recreational
facilities to meet the needs of existing and projected development within the fiscal capacity of the City.

Policy H-P-27

The City shall adopt public services, such as neighborhood policing services to enhance the stability and
value of existing neighborhoods.

Implementation Programs
HE

2.1

Housing Rehabilitation (Single-family) (Changed/Continued)

The City has had very little assisted single-family housing rehabilitation during the planning period (3 units). The
Redevelopment Agency has been primarily engaged in down payment assistance loans and grant applications for
infrastructure supporting housing, water and wastewater grants, etc. However, rehabilitation of the housing stock itself has
not been a priority.
To conserve what stock the City has that currently needs substantial rehabilitation, the Agency City will review the Housing
Stock Inventory to assess potential rehabilitation needs, identify potential loan applicants, and prepare a program to serve
those needs. The City has applied for 2014 CDBG (Community Development Block Grant) funds for rehabilitation of both
single-family and multi-family units. This program can be operated with the program proposed for energy efficiency (HE 5.1) to
maximize use of funds and accommodation of energy efficient measures lowering the overall operational costs for a home.
Housing Rehabilitation (Single-Family)
Responsibility:
Time Frame:
Funding:
Quantified Obj.:

Redevelopment Agency, City Manager, Redevelopment Agency Board City Council
Annually with Action Plan Report to Redevelopment Agency Board.
City (staff time)
3 units of very low, 6 units of low and 10 units of moderate housing rehabilitated

HE

Housing Rehabilitation (Multifamily) (Changed/Continued)

2.2

The City has had no assisted multi-family development rehabilitation during 2009-2014 planning period. The multi-family
housing stock is generally of more recent vintage than the single-family stock with the exception of pockets of cottages that
have been recreational housing or short-term housing in the past.
Housing Rehabilitation (Multifamily)
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The City will address the rehabilitation of multi-family units as a priority when applying for funding.
Responsibility:
Time Frame:
Funding:
Quantified Obj.:
residential units

Redevelopment Agency, Program Manager, City Manager, City Council
Planning Period
City (staff time)
Successful Funding for rehabilitation of a minimum of 10 units over the planning period for multi-family

HE

Preservation of Affordable Rental Housing (Continued)

2.3

The City has two affordable housing developments in the City that are at-risk developments; the Valley Ridge Senior Housing
development on Morning Star Way and Tara Hills Apartments on Riddle Road and Cascade Boulevard. The City will investigate
funding sources for purchase of the units if the owners decide to sell and will research possible owners for the property.
Preservation of Affordable Rental Housing
The Agency will investigate funding sources for purchase of the units if the owners decide to sell and will research possible
owners for the property. The Agency will maintain at least annual contact with the owners of the properties,
Responsibility:

Program Manager, City Manager, City Council
City Council
Time Frame:
Annually
Funding:
City (staff time)
Quantified Obj.: City Plan for preservation of at-risk units

HE

2.4

Preservation of Mobile Home Parks (Continued)

The City has one large mobile home park and several others, which vary in size. The largest park is occupied mainly by seniors.
While there has been no indication that the owners of this park would want to sell it is not uncommon for that need or
interest to occur. With that in mind, the City will research and prepare a plan should sale of the parks become imminent.
Preservation of Mobile Home Parks
The City shall research and prepare a plan should the occasion arise that the parks would be sold.
Responsibility:

Development Services Department, Redevelopment Agency, City Manager, Redevelopment Agency Board
City Council
Time Frame:
2015
Funding:
City (staff time)
Quantified Obj.: Plan for conservation of mobile home parks
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GOAL HE-3: Adequate Services for Residential Development
Policies
Policy H-P-28

The City shall ensure that housing developments pay their own way in terms of financing public facilities and
services. For affordable housing, the City shall secure funding wherever possible for the replacement or
installation of off-site infrastructure

Implementation Programs
HE

3.1

Local, State, and Federal Funding for Infrastructure (Continued/Ongoing)

The City lacks adequate essential services though out the City. Affordable housing, both existing and proposed new
construction, can lack adequate infrastructure or it may be missing altogether (i.e. dirt roads for example in an urban space).
The City spends considerable staff time applying for and servicing funds for infrastructure. This program will continue as
staffing allows.
Pursue State and Federal Funding for Infrastructure
The City and Agency will pursue funding for infrastructure that will support infill properties that can be used for affordable
housing as a priority.
Responsibility:
Time Frame:
Funding:
Quantified Obj.:

Redevelopment Agency, City Manager, Redevelopment Agency Board City Council
Annually
City (staff time)
Applications for funding for infrastructure

HE

Wastewater Capacity Improvement (changed/continued)

3.2

The City has identified a need to improve the City's ability to use the full capacity of the wastewater treatment plant.
Currently, the reclaimed water storage reservoir is undersized and does not permit long-term storage, limiting the City's ability
to treat and then retain reclaimed wastewater.
During the last Planning Period, the City explored extending a reclaimed pipeline to Tierra Oaks to use for landscape needs.
The estimated cost of the pipeline extension was not agreeable to Tierra Oaks (subdivision) Board so the City continued to
look at disposal possibilities. The City determined that replacing the outfall to Churn Creek with a reclaimed water outfall is the
most efficient means of disposal. The City now has a consultant preparing NEPA and CEQA documents to apply for permits for
the project.
Pursue Alternatives for Wastewater Capacity and Disposal
The City will continue the process to install a reclaimed water outfall to Churn Creek to include environmental documents,
permits, and funding.
Responsibility:
Time Frame:
Funding:
Quantified Obj.:

Redevelopment Agency, City Manager, Redevelopment Agency Board City Council
2017 (functional outfall)
Wastewater and/or grant funds
Construction of reclaimed outfall to Churn Creek
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Impact Fees for Affordable Housing (New)

The City’s impact fees are necessary to assist in maintaining the adequacy of the City’s utility facilities and structures.
However, as an incentive for the construction of affordable housing, the City will develop a policy of and process for waiving
such fees for affordable housing developments that include long-term affordability of at least 30 years and that is recorded
against the property. The City will also pursue funds that may pay for those fees.
Impact Fees for Affordable Housing.
Development of a policy to address waiving impact fees for affordable housing that has long term affordability of at least 30
years and review other scenarios.
Responsibility:
Council,
Time Frame:
Funding:
Quantified Obj.:

Redevelopment Agency, City Manager, Planning Commission, Redevelopment Agency Board

City

2014
NA - Staff generated
Policy and process approved by City Council
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GOAL HE-4: Balance of Employment and Housing
Policies
Policy H- P-29
The City will incorporate recommendations from the Economic Development Review completed by EDAW
concerning economic development priorities for the City.

Implementation Programs
HE

4.1

Mixed-Use Development (Continued)

Although the City introduced mixed-use zoning in the form of the Village Commercial (by right) there has been no
development proposed. This is synonymous with the lack of commercial development in the City. That lack has occurred in
part due to missing or inadequate infrastructure and dilapidated structures and signs, which are visually obvious. It is also due
to Shasta County’s lagging behind the State and Federal economies in improving.
The City has hired EDAW/AECOM to evaluate past economic studies as a peer review and to make recommendations to the
City as to the best use of resources to attract commercial development.
Mixed-Use Development
The City will evaluate commercial parcels and structures as part of the update to the General Plan and the Redevelopment
5-Year Implementation Plan. The evaluation will include identifying parcels/lots, which are most appropriate for mixed uses of
commercial and residential.
Responsibility:
Time Frame:
Funding:
Quantified Obj.:

Development Services, Planning Commission, Redevelopment Agency, Agency Board, and City Council
2014/15
City funds (staff time)
List of priority commercial sites that can be used for mixed use.
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GOAL HE-5: Energy Efficiency
Policies
Policy H-P-30

The City shall enforce State requirements, including Title 24 requirements, for energy conservation in new
residential projects and encourages residential developers to employ additional energy conservation
measures with respect to the following:
• Street and driveway design
• Lot pattern and configuration
• Siting of buildings
• Landscaping
• Solar access

Policy H- P-31

The City will use Electric Department generated resources to develop a program for the installation of
energy efficiency measures.

Implementation Programs
HE

5.1

Energy Efficiency (Changed/Ongoing)

The City has not addressed energy efficiency for residential uses in a comprehensive way to date. Efforts have been made to
offer rebates for particular weatherization without widespread success. The City is partnering with Shasta County to obtain
weatherization funds. Those funds, combined with available rehabilitation funds, will provide the energy efficiencies needed
for affordable housing. The City now has a ten year plan which outlines sources of energy to be used by the City and its
residents. The Electric Department monitors and proposes the use of Public Benefit funds. Recent years have seen a hiatus in
the use of the funds due to over-expenditure.
Energy Efficiency Program
The City will partner with other agencies as well as using its own resources to provide for weatherization and energy efficient
rebates for residential uses. The City’s Electric Department is assessing the city’s ability to assist residential uses with its
resources combined with other resources.
Responsibility:
Time Frame:
Funding:
Quantified Obj.:

Electric Department, Development Services Department, City Manager, City Council
Annually
Electric Department funds (staff time)
Program to use Public Benefit funds to assist affordable housing residents to access rebates, efficient
appliances, and weatherization

HE

Subdivision Activity (Changed)

5.2

The Shasta Lake Municipal Code includes a City exemption from the Solar Shade Control Act, which means the City’s residents
can plant trees and shrubs and not consider how the trees impact solar energy systems on neighboring properties. This
exemption was in place in the County Code at the time of the City’s incorporation. This will be reviewed as part of the General
Plan Update. The General Plan update is continuing with the Land Use and Circulation Elements during the 2014/15 FY.
Subdivision Activity and Solar Shade Act
The City will remove the exemption from the Solar Shade Act and look for other opportunities to encourage the use of solar
facilities by residents.
Responsibility:
Time Frame:
Funding:
Quantified Obj.:

Development Services Department, Planning Commission and City Council
2015/16
City (staff time)
Revision of Municipal Code to address exemption

18

2014

HOUSING ELEMENT

GOALS, POLICIES AND PROGRAMS

GOAL HE-6: Equal Housing Opportunity
(Government Code Section (65583(c) (5))

Policies
Policy H-P-32

The City shall seek to accommodate housing and emergency shelter for residents with special housing needs
through appropriate zoning standards and permit processes.

Policy H-P-33

The City shall give special attention in housing programs to the needs of special groups, including
persons with disabilities, large families, the elderly, and families with lower incomes.

Policy H-P-34

The City shall encourage housing construction or alteration to meet the needs of residents with
special needs.

Policy H-P-35

The City shall coordinate with the Shasta County Continuum of Care regarding shelter and service
needs that may occur for residents of Shasta Lake.

Policy H-P-36

The City shall assess the special needs of young families and the elderly for improved and
conveniently located public and private services.

Policy H-P-37

The City shall encourage the development of new housing units designed for the elderly persons and
persons with disabilities to be in close proximity to public transportation and community services.

Implementation Programs
HE

6.1

Emergency Shelter (Completed)/Removed

The City has not revised its ordinance to meet State Law with respect to this housing. However, as inquiries have been
received from property owners and service providers, the City has provided the information from the State law denoting that
these uses shall be treated no differently from the residential units within each zone.
The most appropriate zone for the placement of emergency and transitional housing units is within the C-2 or C-2-DR zone
(Community Commercial-Design Review). This zone is applied to portions of two of the city’s major thoroughfares, Cascade
Boulevard and Shasta Dam Boulevard. Those thoroughfares are also on the Redding Area Bus Authority’s bus route for Shasta
Lake, making mass transit by bus available to residents of those units.
In particular, the City has identified one major structure that is currently vacant that could be used for emergency and/or
transitional housing. That structure (with room for over 50 beds) is located at 2096 Cascade Boulevard and was most recently
used for a rehabilitation facility for parolees and people on probation.
The most recent use of the structure had 61 beds, with some rooms with two beds per room. A field visit to the structure
found building and fire code issues that will reduce the available rooms (for example the ability to exit safely from the
structure). For that reason, 50 beds is a more likely number for the structure but a final total will be dependent upon the
program need together with the rehabilitation of portions of the building.
The program is now shut down and the structure is vacant but suitable for use for emergency/ transitional or other supportive
housing. It has a kitchen, meeting rooms, offices, and grounds for outdoor use. Uses within an existing structure do not need
to have a Design Review Permit within the C-2-DR zoning district The property owner has expressed an interest in using the
structure for congregate living or use by another non-profit organization that might have transitional or supportive housing.
Emergency Shelter
The City will amend the Zoning portion of the Municipal Code to incorporate the requirements of State law relative to
emergency shelter and transitional housing. The zones that are proposed for such use are C-2 or C-2-DR (Community
Commercial-Design Review). The City will amend the zone to permit the uses noted as allowed uses by right without a
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Conditional Use Permit or other discretionary action per Government Code § 65583, and meet the administrative standards.
Design standards are being developed for all commercial and multi-family uses (see Program 1.7) and they will include
standards for emergency shelters that are consistent with the aforementioned Government Code.
Responsibility:
Time Frame:
Funding:
Quantified Obj.:

Development Services Department, City Manager, Redevelopment Agency Board, City Council
2009/10
Agency funds (staff time)
Zoning Section of the Municipal Code

HE

Affordable Housing Chapter Implementation and Tracking (NEW)

6.1

With a new Affordable Housing Chapter(Municipal Code §17.81) in place it will be important to monitor housing activity
permitted and assisted through the use of that Chapter. Tracking activity will help determine if the changes are working,
understandable, and efficient.
Affordable Housing Chapter Implementation and Tracking
The City will track accessory units, transitional and supportive housing, emergency shelter, and reasonable accommodation
specifically to watch for issues that can be remedied easily or additional ordinance changes made. A quarterly review with TAC
will occur with a summary report annually to be included with the Annual Progress Report
Responsibility:
Time Frame:
Funding:
Quantified Obj.:

Development Services
Annually- Quarter review with TAC
City (staff time)
Incorporate into Annual Progress Report

HE

Section 8 Rental Assistance (Changed/Ongoing)

6.2

Section 8 vouchers are issued by the Shasta County Housing Authority. The City does not have any power to issue the vouchers
but does contact the County concerning the vouchers and the units for which they are being used. The City now tracks the
number of Section 8 Housing Choice Vouchers are used in the City. Discussion with the Section 8 administrator at the County
indicates that they encounter issues when they attempt to qualify housing in Shasta Lake for use by residents with the Housing
Choice vouchers (due to condition).
Section 8 Rental Assistance
The Agency will maintain consistent contact with the Housing Authority in order to maintain data and information about the
Section 8 programs. Information will be made readily available to individuals and developer of affordable housing.
Responsibility:
Time Frame:
Funding:
Quantified Obj.

City Program Manager
Ongoing
City (Staff Time)
Maintain Contact with Shasta County Housing Authority for data and other information. Data made
available to property owners about housing standards. Determine what housing standards keep Shasta Lake
Housing from being eligible for Section 8.

HE

Equal Housing Opportunity (Ongoing)

6.3

During the planning period, the City and Redevelopment Agency (until it was ended by the State) have posted information at
various City offices concerning equal opportunity and the enforcement program of the State Fair Employment and Housing
Commission.
Equal Housing Opportunity
The City shall provide information obtained from the Housing Authority (including brochures, flyers, posters, and similar
publications) in public locations throughout the City, including the Development Services Department, the Redevelopment
Agency, Administration Office, library, and the Community Center. In addition, the City shall have such information available
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on the City’s website and for distribution to churches, developers, non-profit agencies, and others who request it. Information
shall be provided in languages other than English where appropriate
Responsibility: City Program Manager
Time Frame:
Ongoing
Funding:
City (Staff Time)
Quantified Obj. Up-to-date information concerning equal opportunity and enforcement available on a routine basis.

HE

6.4

Accessibility for Persons with Disabilities (Completed/Removed)

While the City enforces all accessibility (ADA) requirements for all structures, there has not been a code revision to address
reasonable accommodation with respect to Zoning.
Accessibility for Persons with Disabilities
The City will adopt a reasonable accommodation ordinance to address needs for persons with disabilities with respect to
Zoning, Subdivision and Building activity to ensure equal access to housing. This process will be a ministerial process with
minimal or no processing fee, subject to approval by the Development Services Director, applying the following decisionmaking criteria:


The request for reasonable accommodation will be used by an individual with a disability protected under fair
housing laws.



The requested accommodation is necessary to make housing available to an individual with a disability protected
under fair housing laws.



The requested accommodation would not impose an undue financial or administrative burden on the City.



The requested accommodation would not require a fundamental alteration in the nature of the City’s land-use and
zoning program.

The City shall create a public information brochure on reasonable accommodation for persons with disabilities and provide
that information on the City’s website.
Responsibility:
Time Frame:
Funding:
Quantified Obj.

Development Services, Planning Commission, City Council
2009/2010
General Fund (Staff Time)
Revised ordinance adopted

HE

Special Housing Needs (Completed/Removed)

6.5

The City will look at alternative means of providing affordable housing for special needs populations, for the elderly, persons
with disabilities, large families, and people needing supportive care. Among those options are single room occupancy (SRO)
units. All housing projects, assisted by either the City of Shasta Lake or the City of Shasta Lake Redevelopment Agency, will
include 25 % of the units that use universal design accommodating the needs of persons with disabilities.
Special Housing Needs
The Agency shall review housing needs within the context of the 5-year Implementation Plan to determine what assistance
can be provided by the Agency. The City shall update the Zoning Ordinance to explicitly define single room occupancy (SRO)
units as a residential use that is allowed “by right” in the R-3 and R-4 zoning districts and all Commercial zones. The Agency will
include within the Five Year Implementation Plan the requirement that of the units receiving Agency assistance, those projects
will be required to have 25% of the units constructed using universal design that will accommodate people with disabilities.
Responsibility:
Time Frame:
Funding:
Quantified Obj.

Redevelopment Agency Development Services, Planning Commission, City Council
2009/2010
Redevelopment Funds/General Fund (Staff Time)
Implementation Plan and Revised ordinance adopted
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Transitional and Supportive Housing (Completed/Removed)

The City has not revised its ordinance to meet State Law with respect to this housing. As inquiries have been received from
property owners and service providers, the City has provided the information from the State law denoting that these uses shall
be treated no differently from the residential units within each zone. To be fully compliant the City will amend its Zoning
Ordinance to provide for that equal treatment.
Transitional and Supportive Housing
The City will amend its Zoning Ordinance to clarify that transitional and supportive housing units will be allowed in all zones
where other residential units are allowed with the same standards that must be met by other residential uses.
Responsibility:
Time Frame:
Funding:
Quantified Obj.:

Development Services Department, City Manager, Redevelopment Agency Board, City Council
2009/10
Agency funds (staff time)
Zoning Section of the Municipal Code
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INTRODUCTION
The City faces continuing ongoing challenges during this Housing Element update, including a
housing market with foreclosures, some of the highest rates of regional unemployment in the
State and the country, and more limited funding for affordable housing, especially with the end
of Redevelopment Agencies, including the Shasta Lake Redevelopment Agency.
Local funding was reduced during the planning period due to the reduction in construction of
new buildings for commercial and industrial use. It is estimated to continue until close to the end
of this planning period (2019).
A significant reduction in the number of foreclosures and short sales of bank owned property in the region. Particularly in Redding, sales will need to occur, as that housing is an attractive alternative to Shasta Lake housing. The exception to that potentially will be affordable homes that can be constructed or purchased and rehabilitated. Funding will also be reduced due to
closures of businesses within existing buildings and the reduction of expansion by existing businesses, some of which have already occurred.
Finally, elimination of Redevelopment funding by the State will reduce the Agency’s ability to attract business to the community, keeping property values and sales tax receipts down. Reducing tax increment funding will also harm the Agency’s commitment to improving infrastructure in support of housing - a significant need for the construction of affordable housing. That
funding is necessary for many sites identified as affordable housing sites.
One bright spot among the gloomy forecasts for economic development and housing construction will be the City’s update of
the remainder of the General Plan. It is expected that the revisions will decrease processing time and the projects that survive
the economic downturn can move ahead more expeditiously.
The information in this Appendix resulted in amended and new programs for the City to be completed within the planning period for the 2014-2019 Housing Element. The goals, policies, and implementation programs are meant to be used in tandem.
ARTICLE I
POPULATION, HOUSING AND JOBS TRENDS
Section 1.01
Employment and Income Characteristics
The City has a few thriving long-term
commercial businesses including local
grocery stores, the hardware store, service stations and professional services.
A fire significantly impacted the building
housing the ACE Hardware store. ACE
had to close for a few months but returned to business in a new location in
the City (on Cascade Boulevard).
Several businesses that started just as
the downturn started were unable to
stay open including Starbucks and several retail stores.

Heritage Roasting Company

On a positive note several small businesses opened during the planning period: Heritage Roasting Company and the Wintu Cultural Center (with a museum and gift shop), both of which made major
changes to existing structures and opened during the end of the planning period.
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Grand Opening of the Wintu Cultural Resource Center - It houses a museum, gift shop, community
meeting room with a kitchen and administrative offices for the Wintu Tribe of Northern California.

Retail and professional services are hampered by the lack of buildings that meet code requirements reducing available storefronts. Most of those businesses would rather lease only rather than own their structures. Many of the commercial lots are
also small without much depth making their use problematic and hampering the placement of access and parking spaces.
Industrial operations have been more resilient overall. Tenants of the City’s industrial incubator building are experiencing
growth. Sierra Pacific Industries, which operates a large log sawmill in the City, reduced their operations elsewhere, closing
mills in other communities, but maintained their operation in the City.
Knauf Insulation, the second largest industrial operation within the City, is in operation. Both businesses are dependent upon
the construction industry as users of its product(s). Knauf’s product mix has becoming greener and will hopefully be even more
competitive during the next planning period. Sierra Pacific Industries is moving toward sustainable products that should perform well in their market.
Sectors of employment found in Shasta Lake as noted in the 2010 Census are shown in Table 1. Comparisons to more current
years can only be used in tandem with information gathered by EDD for the Redding Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) of
which Shasta Lake is a part.
One of the major blows to the City’s economy was the elimination of the Redevelopment Agency by the State. The Funding
from the Agency was used to match grant funds and to pay for infrastructure improvements as well as fund housing project
components.
The Agency’s role ended in 2011 but it has taken three years to wind down the activities and the asset considerations. The Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency (which is the City Council for this period) will monitor the sale of the property
known as the “Commercial Center” located within a block of the main interchange with Interstate 5. Because the property is
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part of the Successor Agency, review no action on sale or development could occur until the State approved the Long Range
Property Management Plan (LRPMP). Decisions will be reviewed by the local Oversight Board - which includes agencies receiving property tax within the city limits. The Shasta Lake Housing Authority will be active in looking at housing projects.
The state approval of the LRPMP occurred May 5, 2014. During the last planning period, The City had a development group
ready to move on the property when the economic downturn began after which they reluctantly withdrew their offer.
The City will market the Commercial Center property during the next year. There will once again be an RFP issued to market the
property for sale. Because the Redevelopment Agency is no longer functional, funds that could have aided in off-site infrastructure installation are not available – as an incentive to develop- the property may sell for less than it once may have sold. During
discussion with potential developers of that property previously, staff was reminded by developers of the need to have local
and regional / rooftop numbers in order to attract business, particularly anchor stores or uses.

Commercial Center property – Located at Cascade
Boulevard near the intersection with Shasta Dam Boulevard

The relationship of the number of businesses in the
community that provide jobs and services to the
diversity of housing within the community is part of
the jobs/housing balance that is an important part
of being a healthy community.
That balance is also important to the judicious use of
infill lots for all uses but particularly commercial/industrial uses. The City does not have funding
that is sufficient to improve poor or non-existing
infrastructure and relies on grant funding to assist in
replacing or installing infrastructure.
Use of infill properties will encourage improvement
where all or partial infrastructure exists. Increasing
the tax base through increased industrial/ commercial development is an important need.

The City is poised to respond to the economic downturn
by putting processes in place to assist businesses that want to locate and/or expand within the City including the elimination of
Planning Commission approval for most design review. The implementation of design standards will lead to over the counter
approval and will improve timeframes for building approval.

EMPLOYMENT
The largest employers reported for the City of Shasta Lake are industrial users and include Knauf Insulation and Sierra Pacific
Industries (together with Flake Board Industries). Knauf (which has been in the City for 10 years)) has a building that is valued
at $143 million. Sierra Pacific has land and equipment that constitute a lumber mill that is undervalued at its Proposition 13
value (assessment). Both properties are worth more than their Assessor’s Value due to no turnover and reassessment.
Unemployment in the County has consistently been higher than the majority of the counties in the state; for example, at the
end of March 2014 the unemployment rate was 10.9. While figures are not maintained for the City of Shasta Lake individually,
at a minimum the rate would be the same as the County, if not higher.
The City has land remaining, and available, in the first phase of the Shasta Gateway Industrial Park. The park has a second
phase that has not been developed, and may not be for many years, due to a secondary access that will be very expensive to
install. The secondary access is required for additional development in the Industrial Park due to concerns of the Fire District
for both access to the Park and egress in an emergency. This need has been heightened with the addition of the Trade School
and previous retail (not industrial) uses.
There is an emergency access for the industrial park from Ashby Road through the Knauf property to Newtown Rd. that intersects to Lake Boulevard. The access crosses the Union Pacific Railroad that took the crossing out and was asked to reinstall it.
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That access will not suffice as a permanent secondary road access. This will be a limiting factor to additional development of
the existing industrial park and its second phase to the south and east of the park.

Table 1 Employment Sector Participation
Industry Type

Shasta Lake
Shasta Lake
2007-2011
2008-2012
Estimate
%t Estimate
3,840
3,617

%

226 5.9%

230

2.1%

45 1.2%

276

6.4%

Manufacturing

432 11.3%

117

7.6%

Wholesale trade

262 6.8%

566

3.2%

Retail trade

112 2.9%

232

15.6%

Transportation, warehousing, and utilities:

488 12.7%

37

6.4%

Information

214 5.6%

230

1.0%

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting, and Mining
Construction

Finance and Insurance, and Real Estate, Rental and
Leasing
Professional, scientific, and management , and
administrative
Educational Services, Health Care, And Social Assistance and Business Services

39 1.0%

276

6.4%

262 6.8%

846

7.6%

331 8.6%

251

23.4%

Arts, entertainment, and recreation, and accommodation and food services

888 23.1%

237

6.9%

Other services, except public administration

356 9.3%

243

6.6%

Public administration

185 4.8%

230

6.4%

Source: ACS 2007-20011 and 2008-2012(American Community Survey)

The Shasta County Economic Development Corporation (SCED) is administering a Microenterprise grant from the State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD). The funding allows SCED to provide technical assistance, a portion
of which is in the form of a 6-week workshop for small businesses. Upon completion of the workshop, applicants are eligible for
funding to implement a marketing plan for their business.
The City had a study done during the last planning period to evaluate the potential for a hotel complex at one of the City’s
three interchanges. That study allowed that it would be possible to have a successful hotel complex given certain conditions
that the city will pursue with private developers. Wages for industrial users are higher than retail. However, income to City suffers from retail leakage to Redding, Anderson and the County so overall income to the City is an important issue to consider
when addressing development within the City.
The City prepared an RFP to market the property and received an appropriate offer from a development group however, the
group pulled out right before they were to prepare environmental documents indicating that the economic environment was
too uncertain for their potential anchor.
The Agency was told by HCD that to use the 2009 income survey, the Agency could not seek out renters in order to increase
their return rate to a level commensurate with their percentage of the population. Therefore, the income survey is not used
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here because it is not statistically accurate for purposes of analysis. For use in this Housing Element, the City will use the income levels reported in the American Community Survey (ACS) 2008-2012.
Looking at the data above and not accounting for overlap between those with both Social Security income and retirement income, there is close to 50% of the income being generated from government transfer payments apart from income earnings
generated by employment. These payments are generally very low and extremely low-income levels.
There is also 33% of the population receiving Social Security with an additional 11% receiving Supplemental Social Security Income payments. These are lower levels of income, which combined with the levels of public assistance, 10%; mean less disposable income available for expenditures, and a lower ability to pay for services.
Alternatively, the structures for this assistance often include cost-of-living increases when private industry does not and so are
deemed more stable income overall.

Table 2

Income In 2012 in Shasta Lake

Households

3,384

100.0

Less than $10,000

267

7.9

$10,000 to $14,999

386

11.4

$15,000 to $24,999

545

16.1

$25,000 to $34,999

379

11.2

$35,000 to $49,999

179

15.3

$50,000 to $74,999

629

18.6

$75,000 to $99,999

305

9.0

$100,000 to $149,999

271

8.0

$150,000 to $199,999

37

1.4

$200,000 or more

27

1.1

Median household income (dollars)

39,420

(X)

Mean

49,791

With earnings
Mean earnings (dollars)
With Social Security income
Mean Social Security income (dollars)
With Supplemental Security Income
Mean Supplemental Security Income (dollars)
With public assistance income
Mean public assistance income (dollars)
With retirement income

54,080
1,574
16,310
469
8417
303
4750
805

71.5
(X)
33.1
(X)
11.1
(X)
10.1
(X)
19.7

18,993

(X)

Mean retirement income (dollars)

2,495

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2008-2012 American Community Survey

With the construction of houses in Windsor Estates and Deer Creek Manor (many more expensive houses- $300-400,000), the
income levels that are shown for the City likely increase over time. With the final set of construction of houses in Oakridge Estates (a moderate-income development – under $250,000), there will likely be a higher rate of moderate (or workforce) rates
of income. Windsor Estates is now marketing housing at a reduced level of under $300,000, closer to workforce housing levels
but still not entirely affordable to most middle-income earners.
Both developments provide more units that are available for local workforce housing. While the Redevelopment Agency conducted an income survey in 2009, distributed via utility bills, in the first quarter of 2009, the return on the survey was poor in
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that it did not reflect the percentage of population that are renters. The return for homeowners was far above that of renters
in comparison to their portion of the community – making the survey statistically flawed.

Aerial View of Shasta Lake- Shasta Dam Boulevard runs east west in the middle
of the photo with Shasta Lake in the left corner of the photo

1.02

Population and Household Characteristics

Shasta Lake is one of three incorporated cities in Shasta County.- Redding is the major urbanized area in the County with Anderson and Shasta Lake being very close in population. Each community is distinct; however, Redding and Shasta Lake share
several areas of co-terminus city limits. To the City’s southern border on both the east and the west side of the Interstate 5
freeway, Redding plans significant urbanization including a major shopping center complex. COSTCO will be located south of
the City’s limits off the Oasis interchange. No timeframe is established for construction and opening however it is presumed to
be within this planning period.
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Population Trends - Neighboring Jurisdictions

Jurisdiction
Name

2000

Anderson
Redding
Shasta Lake
Shasta County
TOTAL

CONSTRAINTS AND OPPORTUNITIES

2009

2014

9,027

10,765

Change
Change
during
(%)
planning
period
-404
-3.9
10,361

80,865

90,898

91,207

309

.34

9,093

10,269

10,128

-141

-1.4

64,271

71,091

67,716

-3375

-5.0

165,256

185,03
2

179,412

-3611

Source: CA Department of Finance E-5 (Jan 2014 Est.)

Population and housing growth in the City spiked in 2003 at the beginning of the planning period. Since that time both population and housing changes have dropped (Table 4). Because of the state of the economy at all levels, the City does not expect
that trend to change. It may well stabilize however because the City has been the source of affordable housing for many years
for this area.
The cost of lots range from $15,000 to $110,000 with most infill lots hovering around 50,000. The cost for lots in this area for
new construction are still below that for other areas in part because of the lack of, or inadequate, infrastructure. Because of
the state of the infrastructure, the City has spent a significant portion of the period applying for, and in some instances, receiving funding for infrastructure improvements (see Appendix A - Section 3.02)- primarily sewer and water.

Because of the City’s efforts in obtaining outside funding (state and
federal), major portions of the
City’s water and sewer lines have
been repaired and/or upgraded.
There are still significant portions
that do not have adequate water
pressure for fire-fighting and inadequate sewer lines that have infiltration/inflow (i/i) problems which
are then compounded at the sewer plant (excess flow).

Sewer Line Replacement Project
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Source: CA Department of Finance E4 and E-5(aggregated)

Population and Household Growth

Population Growth Trends
(2000 - Current)

Household Growth Trends (2000 - Current)

Population Numerical Percent Average Households Numerical Annual Average AnChange Change Annual
Change Percent nual Growth
Growth
Change
Rate
Rate
2000

9,093

3,767

2001

9,289

196

2.16

3,805

38

1

2002

9,516

227

2.44

3,875

70

1.84

2003

9,875

359

3.77

4,018

143

3.69

2004

10,038

163

1.65

4,100

82

2.04

2005

10,180

142

1.41

4,162

62

1.51

2006

10,195

15

0.15

4,204

42

1.01

2007

10,237

42

0.41

4,257

53

1.25

2008

10,243

6

0.06

4,273

16

0.37

2009

10,269

26

0.25

4,281

8

0.19

2010

10162

-107

-1.1

4209

-72

-1.7

2011

10102

-62

-0.61

4185

-24

-0.6

2012

10094

-8

-.08

4179

-6

-.14

2013

10120

26

-0.26

4178

-1

-.02

2014

10128

8

.08

4180

2

05

1035

10.33

413

10.39 1.0 (-2.41 in
the planning
period).

At this time, there is no reason to
believe that there will be any significant growth encountered during the
planning period certainly not like
that experienced from 2000 through
2009. Instead, the City has assumed
a much smaller and steadier growth
rate in both the population rate and
the rate of formation of households.
Those rates are expected to be more
like that experienced in the last several years with a top average rate of
potentially 0.5%.
The Regional Housing Need Allocation (RHNA) issued in September
2012, for the January 1, 2014January 30, 2014 planning period,
indicates a regional need for an additional 134 total housing units
through the end of the 2014-2019
RHNA planning period. That means
an increase of 3.2 % in the number
of housing units within the City over
5.5 years or an average of 24 units
per year.
However, the historical rate of population and household growth does
not support the need as allocated by
the State.
The Element provides for the allocated need through the adequate
sites analysis – meaning that there
are enough sites available for construction to meet both the last planning period’s RHNA and the current
year’s RHNA. However, readers
should not expect those units to
occur within the planning period.
If the State continues to permit rehabilitated units to count towards
the RHNA then the City may account
for 40-50% of the units allocated by
the State.

Recent years have seen between four and seven building permits issued. The City’s proposed programs should be able to increase those numbers. The majority of the units constructed in the last planning period were low, moderate, and above moderate housing units. No very low or extremely low units were constructed as there were no apartments or other multi-family
units constructed.

Page 9 of 82

2014

HOUSING ELEMENT

Table 5

Age Categories

Age
Group

2000

2012

Number %

Number %

0-19 years

2839

31.5

2679

26.2

20-24 years

499

5.5

293

2.9

25-34 years

922

10.2

1393

13.6

35-44 years

1460

16.3

1134

11.1

45-54 years

1232

13.6

1515

14.8

55-59 years

461

5.1

727

7.1

60-64 years

453

5.0

682

6.7

65-74 years

624

6.9

981

9.6

75-84 years

399

4.4

557

5.5

85+ years

138

1.5

249

2.4

TOTALS

9027

100

10210

100

CONSTRAINTS AND OPPORTUNITIES

In 2000, close to one third of the
residents were age 19 or under as
opposed to a much smaller percentage that was over 65 (12.8%).
In 2012, that number dropped to
26. 2% while the number of residents over 65 increased to 17.5%

Source: 2000 Census and ACS 2008-2012

Margaret Polf Park, the City’s only regional park, hosts physical activities and community events
throughout the year for all ages. The park includes ball field, walking trails, a BMX park, and restrooms.
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Housing Characteristics
Table 6 indicates the age of housing within the City of Shasta Lake that, together with the condition of housing, results in a significant issue for the City of Shasta Lake. Nearly 50% of the City’s housing is over 49 years old and constructed as a temporary
use by workers constructing Shasta Dam- i.e. just a few years. Review of housing finds housing with no or poor foundations,
minimum electrical and substandard construction according to the Building Division.

Table 6
Year Structure Built

Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 (SF 3) H 34 plus City Building Division files.

Number

Built 2010 to April 2014

31

Built 2000 through 2009

826

Built 1990 thru 1999

614

Built 1980 thru 1989

511

Built 1970 thru 1979

799

Built 1960 thru 1969

435

Built 1950 thru 1959

630

Built 1940 thru 1949

363

Built 1939 or earlier

282

Total

4491

Table 7
Housing Type

The City conducted a 2009 Housing Condition Survey using CDBG PTA funds. The
survey results are listed in Table 7. The City documented 4305 units within the
City. Those units have been placed on a GIS database to be able to manage and
track information more efficiently. A total of 309 units were identified which
would be considered either dilapidated or in need of substantial rehabilitation.
As part of this next planning period, the City will update the Housing Survey.

Housing Condition Survey Results

Sound

Minor

Moderate

Substantial

Dilapidated

TOTAL

Single

2,276

342

479

130

112

3,339

Mobile

420

31

57

15

28

551

Duplex

38

8

28

8

3

85

Multifamily

291

0

26

11

2

330

3,025

381

590

164

145

4,305

70

9

13.7

3.8

3.5

100

Total
Percent

Source: COSL Development Services
2009 Windshield
Survey

A portion of the survey also included neighborhood conditions, which is not part of the survey required by HCD. Many of the
units that have become abatement cases also have issues that relate to the quality of life in the neighborhood including the
amount of trash, debris, cars, etc. that are stored on or adjacent to the abatement case properties .
This number is consistent with the sampling of 40 units (vacant) the staff has identified as being a high priority needing to be
demolished [See Code Enforcement]. The properties involved with those units can be recycled to produce new housing units
and in some instances additional units.
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The percentage of multi-family units and single-family units are shown below. The 52 units shown as group quarters could
include nursing/residential care homes and facilities for mentally and physically disabled individuals. One building on Cascade
Boulevard has been used as group quarters but is now virtually vacant. The City does not have a large housing stock of multifamily units; however, they are generally in better condition than the SFD units.
The results of code enforcement activities however indicate that a number of single-family residences are rented as well as
people living in multi-family units. Building permit activity bears out the need for additional multi-family units.

Table 8

Housing Units by Type

2000
Unit
Type

Number

SingleFamily
2-4
Units
5+ Units
Mobile
Home
Group
Quarters
TOTAL

2009

Percent

2014

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

2,920

76.46

3,409

79.16

3177

77.82

237

6.2

247

5.74

157

3.84

114

2.99

114

2.65

164

4.02

496

12.99

484

11.24

567

13.9

52

1.36

52

1.21

17

.42

3,819

100

4,306

100

4082

100

Source: Department of Finance E-5 County/State Population and Housing Estimates

Table 9

Building Permits Issued 2003 - 2014
Single-Family

2-4
units

5+ Units

TOTAL

2003-2008

315

14

0

329

2009-2014

41

0

0

41

TOTAL

356

14

0

370

Source: COSL Development Services Department Records

Section 1.03

Housing Needs

Overcrowding
Overcrowding has been traditionally defined as more than one person per room (includes more than just bedrooms). For the
City that would mean that 4.4 % of owners are considered overcrowded as opposed to 6.4% of renters (or 50 % more renters).
While there are units that the ACS shows as being overcrowded there is a remarkably small percentage for both homeowners
and renter households. This is particularly striking given the small sizes of the structure- many houses being less than 1200 sqft.
Overcrowding is one need for housing that can be addressed through rehabilitation and more accessory dwellings in addition
to the construction of multi-family dwelling units. Affordability also offers renters in overcrowded situations to move to single
family structures that more often offer additional bedrooms or rooms available for bedrooms.
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Table 10

Overcrowded Households
Owner

Persons per Room

Households
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Renter
Percent Households

Total Overcrowded
Percent Households

Percent

2,017

69.4

611

59.8

2628

66.9

763

26.2

345

33.8

1108

28.2

1.01 to 1.50

127

4.4

66

6.4

193

4.9

1.51 to 2.00

0

0

0

0

0

0

2.01 or more

0

0

0

0

0

0

2,907

100%

1,022

100%

3,929

100%





TOTAL
% Overcrowded by Tenure
(1.01 or more)
% Severely Overcrowded by Tenure
(1.5 or more)

4.4%

6.4%

4.9%

0.00

0.00

0.00

Source: ACS 2007-2011 Table B25014 (Table supplied by HCD was incorrect)
NOTE: This Table will be updated as part of the Land Use Element update.

However, the best answer to overcrowding is building larger units, with more rooms, either bedrooms or total rooms. The City
will address this need during the preparation of an infill report, as those will likely be the most affordable units for lower income users (owners and renters) and during the preparation of a Zoning Report that addresses increasing the density allowed
for R-3 and R-4 zoning districts. The new affordable housing subdivision (Cappuccino Court) will include mainly 3-bedroom
houses. It will be very hard to construct 4- bedroom homes without significant subsidies.
Overpayment
Table 11 describes the overpayment by sectors of the housing market. Two thirds of the people in the extremely low-income
levels who are homeowners are overpaying for their housing as opposed for example to 13.8% of the people with moderateincome levels. The table below indicates that significant percentages of low-income renters and homeowners are overpaying
for their housing.
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Household Overpayment by Income
(Over 30 % of Income)

Extremely
Low

Very
Low

Low

Moderate Above
Moderate

Total

Lower
income

Ownership Households

343

367

639

514

814

2,677

1,349

Overpaying owner households
Percentage of overpaying
owners
Renter Households
Overpaying renter
households
Percentage of overpaying
renters
Total Households

230

179

376

301

112

1,199

786

67.0%

48.9%

58.9%

58.6%

13.8%

44.8%

58.2%

433
422

180
168

141
116

131
32

49
0

934
738

754
706

97.5%

93.6%

82.1%

24.2%

0.0%

79.1%

93.7%

776

547

780

645

863

3,611

2,103

652

348

492

333

112

1,937

1,492

84.0%

63.6%

63.1%

51.6%

13.0%

53.6%

70.9%

Overpaying households
Percentage of overpaying
households

Source: State of the Cities Data Systems: Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) Data

Table 12

Percentage of Low-Income Households Overpaying for Housing

Owner-Occupied Units
Households with incomes less than 80% AMI
926
Renter-Occupied Units
Households with incomes less than 80% AMI
861

Paying 30% or More of Household Income
586

Percent
63.3

Households with incomes less than 80% AMI
618

Percent
71.8

Source: ACS 2007-2011

The City has been successful with a Down Payment Assistance Program (DAP) that has used both HOME/CalHOME funds as well
as Redevelopment Agency Low/Mod 20% Set-Aside funds to address overpayment by low/mod income homebuyers’ as well as
Program Income funds ( returned as loans are paid or property sold). All sectors of households are overpaying with the exception of above - moderate households. New construction to increase the housing stock will make a difference. Homeowners are
overpaying by 63.3 % and renters are overpaying by nearly 72%.
To address these needs shown above, the City has revised the programs shown in the 2009-2014 Housing Element that refer
to rehabilitation of rental units and to reflect looking at any funding available to rehabilitate those units. The City purchased
property on Morning Star Way (in 2006) to market to non-profit developers of multi-family units with a focus on very - low and
low-income residents. That property will add a minimum of 5 multi-family units or 10 with increased density when and if it has
a development with funding. Adjoining properties are for sale but the City has no funding to purchase the property.
Vacancy rates are another factor in determining whether a payment will become overpayment. It is generally accepted that
when the vacancy rate moves below 5%, the market is sufficiently tight that prices/rents begin to rise. For the City of Shasta
Lake the stated vacancy rate has hovered at 9% since 2000 according to the Department of Finance. The City believes however
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that the rate noted is more likely the result of abandoned houses being counted as vacant which may mean the vacancy rate is
actually lower.
Some of those units are on the caseload for abatement because they are vacant and require either substantial rehabilitation or
demolition and new construction to become habitable units. A portion of those could be rehabilitated and re-inhabited. This
possible factor will be investigated more as part of mapping code enforcement cases and correlating them with housing condition and vacancy numbers.
Section 1.04 Special Housing Needs
Several tables describe housing needs for special populations including disabled and elderly (senior) populations (Tables 13-16)
as well as large and female-headed households.
Disability: There are also significant numbers of people identified with a disability of one kind or another. As shown in the tables below there is a constellation of disabilities- some of which may need the reasonable accommodation that has been put
into the City’s Municipal Code as well as other persons who may have disabilities that would be more manageable if there was
universal design being used.
The Planning Commission has determined that it is appropriate to require that all Agency and City funded housing projects will
ensure that 25% of the units are constructed using universal design to accommodate people with disabilities. Not all disabilities
require physical changes but instead accommodation that will also be required. That will be a minimum with the City looking at
a higher percentage where warranted and affordable. As part of the development of extremely low and low income senior and
low/mod income multifamily housing, the City will require that 25% of the affordable units to be constructed meet universal
design requirements.

Table 13 Persons with Disabilities by Disability Type and Age
Number

Percent

Total Disabilities Tallied

4380

100.00%

Total Disabilities for Ages 5-64

3492

79.73%

Sensory Disability

256

5.84%

Physical disability

872

19.91%

Mental disability

606

13.84%

Self-care disability

336

7.67%

Go-outside-home disability

475

10.84%

Employment disability

947

21.62%

888

20.27%

Sensory Disability

120

2.74%

Physical disability

303

6.92%

Mental disability

121

2.76%

92

2.10%

252

5.75%

Source: ACS 2008-2012

Total Disabilities for Ages 65 and Over

Self-care disability
Go-outside-home disability
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TABLE 13 a Persons With Disabilities
By Age and Type of Residence
Source: ACS 2008-2012

AGE YRS

ResidenceParent /
Guardian

0 to 2
3 to 5 y
6 to 9
10 to 13
14 to 17
18 to 21
18 to 21
22 to 31
22 to 31
22 to 31
22 to 31
32 to 41
32 to 41
32 to 41
42 to 51
42 to 51
42 to 51
42 to 51
52 to 61
52 to 61
52 to 61

1
8
8
18
9
7

Indep.
Care
Facility

Indep.
Living

Comm.
Care

Other

1
7
2
3
1
7
5
5
1
6
1
6
1
3
10

62 and
Older
62 and
Older
72

TOTAL

1
8
8
18
9
7
1
7
2
3
1
7
5
5
1
6
1
6
1
3
10

1

1

3

3

13

24

1

2

Two third of the people listed live with
either a parent or guardian. Twenty-one
percent live independently. Most of the
others appear to live in congregate housing/facility. Long-term care for these persons may become necessary over time.
The supportive housing permitted now in
the Municipal Code should help provide
alternative residences for people whose
parents/guardians become unable to care
for them.

114

Farm Workers
According to the 2012 Agricultural Census, there were only 282 farms in Shasta County with 1067 workers. There were 114
workers that worked over 150 days and 200 workers that worked less than 150 days. In the previous 2007 Agricultural Census,
there were seven farms with over 10 workers and now there are 25 workers where they worked over 150 days, a small increase, but an increase one contributing factor to overall number of farms may be the increase in farmer’s markets in the
County. Overall, there are 282 farms, 1067 workers with a total payroll of $ 11,947,000 - an increase of $3,557,000. No information specific to Shasta Lake is available.
Because there are no agricultural operations within the City, there is no obvious place for traditional farm worker housing - that
which would be located on or close to an actual agricultural operation to accommodate identified farm workers.
However, those same families can be presumed to be in the low and very low income categories given the wages traditionally
paid to farm workers – minimum wage and slightly higher ( i.e. about $16,640 -$20,000). The City has determined that housing
for these families should be accommodated with the affordable housing categories of low and very low income rather than
separated into housing solely for farm workers.
Seniors
With respect to extremely low and very low- income seniors, the City/Agency has been working for the last three years with
Northern Valley Catholic Social Services (NVCSS) to find a site to build units for that population.
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Initially, in 2006, the Agency purchased property that would have accommodated five units without a density bonus. In 2008,
the Agency acquired a second set of sites on Meade Street near its intersection with Locust, which, at a minimum, would permit construction of 10-30 units.
The Agency is working with NVCSS to determine off-site what density bonus could be allowed for the site. NVCSS applied for
HUD 202 funding with the Agency assisting with the site and off- site improvement, however they were not funded. They also
applied through the State for tax credit funds but did not receive approval. The city will be reviewing the status of this project
in the early portions of the planning period.

Corner of Meade St. and Locust Ave.
Location for proposed senior housing (City and NVCSS sponsored)

There are also significant numbers of people
identified with a disability of one kind or another.

Table 14 Female Headed Households
Householder Type
Total Households
Total Female Headed Householders

Number

Percent

2609
404

15.5

Female Heads with Children under 18

250

9.6

Female Heads without Children under 18

154

5.9

Total Families Under the Poverty Level

373

Female Headed Households Under the
Poverty Level

113

As part of the development of extremely low and low
income senior and low/mod income multifamily housing, the City will require that 25% of the affordable units
to be constructed meet universal design requirements.
Twice the numbers of households headed by women
are living under the poverty level as the total families
living under the poverty level. Renters have nearly double the rate of large families as owner households.

30.3
Source: ACS 2008-2012
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level.
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Table 15
Type

Household Size by Tenure

1-4 persons

5+ Persons

Total

Number Percent Number Percent Number

The City will look at targeting female head of
household and large family households for the
DAP program.
No funding is available from the Redevelopment
Agency. Administrative funds may be available if
the State Department of Finance accepts the City’s
appeal for that use. The City may also sue to be
able to use those funds that amount to approximately $150,000 per year for 4 years.

Percent

Owner

2,015

91.09

197

8.91

2,212

65.04

Renter

982

82.59

207

17.41

1,189

34.96

TOTAL

2,997

3,401

100

404

Source: ACS 2008-2012

In the last few years, the Agency concentrated on assistance to first-time homebuyers use HOME, Cal HOME, and program income to source the funding. If the City is able to continue the programs, the same funding sources will be used.

Table 16
Householders by Tenure by Age
Householder Age

Source: ACS 2008-2012 B25116

Owners

Renters

Total

65-74 years

490

28

518

75 plus years

504

69

573

TOTAL

994

97

1091

.
Not included as a specific Table is the number of
seniors that occupy one particular housing development, Twin Lakes Mobile Home Park, the largest
mobile home park in the City (182 units). The park is
designated for people over the age of 55 thus resulting in a locus of seniors at the park

The City has no current regulations to address turnover of mobile
home parks, i.e. conversion of the parks to other uses (commercial or residential). Should the property owners wish to sell or
terminate the park status, there is not a plan for the seniors living in the park over and above the notice required by State Law.
Program 2.4 was been added to have the Redevelopment Agency
monitor the status of the park. Now that the Agency no longer
exists, the City will take over that role and will also look at ways
to ensure seniors have time to respond to minimal notice of park
ownership/tenure changes, possible purchase of their lots as
condominium lots, or other means of purchase including purchase by another mobile home park owner.

Twin Lakes Mobile Home Park
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Affordability
Housing Unit Sales and Rental Costs
Home sales in Shasta Lake reflect the current economy. Of the 172 homes available in August 2009 (posted by the Shasta County Multiple Listing Service (MLS) + additions from Craigslist), 81 were for sale/new structures with the remaining 91 being foreclosures.
Sales and Foreclosures

Table 17
Number of
Bedrooms*
1 bedroom
2 bedroom
3 bedroom
4 bedroom

Sales Price
Median

99,000
173,450

For Sale/Foreclosure For Sale Prices

No.
of
SFD
0
15
60
0

NA

TOTALS

110,000
194,565

No.
of
SFD
0
22
61

Sales Price
Average

108,913
183,314

No.
of
SFD
0
15
60

Foreclosure
Average

116,342
175,700

No.
of
SFD
0
22
61

NA
NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

5 bedroom
6-------------bedroom
00

Foreclosure
Median

0

NA
NA

81
91
81
Source: MLS, Craigslist, and RealtyTrac and Trulia (reviewed for duplicate listings)

91

The City is maintaining the DAP (Down Payment Assistance Program), a program that assists households meeting household
income requirements. That program currently indicates that dwellings that cost $238,000 and below can be considered for
purchase using the program.
Because all potential homeowners are classified according to the HUD median income levels or California Income levels depending upon the source of the program funds, purchase of the units is still subject to affordability requirements as they apply
to each applicant.
Therefore, the top ranges of housing - with a cost of over $173,000 - are affordable to middle income households but not the
low, very low or extremely low. Neither very low nor extremely low would be expected to be homeowners but would instead
be more likely to rent. Low-income residents may be able to become homeowners if they qualify for the Down Payment Assistance Program given low interest rates and a low or subsidized down payment.
Not all of the units are affordable housing where residents with below 80% of the median income could qualify. However,
those units that are most needed and so likely to be purchased by the population in Shasta Lake are the two and three bedroom units of which there is more of a selection and all of the units fall under the criteria that has been established for the use
of affordable housing.
Comparison of the costs for the for-sale properties and the foreclosure properties indicates that there are some differences
between them. The better comparisons come where there are more significant numbers of units that are for sale or in foreclosure. Because there are few one, four, and five, bedroom houses in either category comparisons between them are weak.
The median prices for the majority of the for-sale dwelling units are less than those units that are in foreclosure with the exception of the few four bedroom units for sale or are a foreclosure sale.
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Rents
Rents in Shasta Lake include typical rental units such as apartment complexes, duplexes, triplexes, and four-plex (es). Table 18
shows the breadth of the housing costs tracked by CityData in 2007.

140

No. Of Renters

120
100
80

Table 18
Rent paid in 2013

60
40
20
0

Amount Paid (dollars) - Source: CityData.com
Rents advertised for Shasta Lake from April 10 to May 10, 2014 are weighted towards the rental of SFDs as opposed to apartments. There were 51 housing units for rent (14 MFD and 37 SFD). The median rents were as follows:

Table 19
Type

MFD
SFD
Totals

Studio
Number
of units
1
None
1

Rental Costs

1 Bedroom
2 Bedroom
3 Bedroom
Number
Mean
Number of Mean
Number of
of units
Rent
units
Rent
units
400
1
600
0
NA
0
NA
2
548
2
698
11
3
2
11
Sources: Redding Searchlight, Craigslist, Zillow, and Rental Source

Mean
Rent

Mean
Rent
NA
1469

There were no four or five (or more) bedroom units, either MFD or SFD, and only one studio available. The studio/cottage and
one apartment were available from multi-family stock. The remainder were SFD units with the majority of them 3 bedroom
units. Of the SFD available for rent, some of those are actually units that are for-sale. While they are not permanent rentals,
they are currently available and the City expects that a similar number will continue to be available to rent.
There are wide variances in rental costs for one and three bedroom units. – more than double the cost. However, the rental
costs for two bedroom units are reasonably related to the structure and their size. Relative to affordability, HUD income levels
for 2014 were used to determine if these rental costs are generally affordable.
The most significant issue relative to affordability is that the 2010 Census notes that the median income for Shasta Lake in 2009
was $26,275 compared to the Shasta County’s median income of $34,335, or 24% less. The current year county median is
$55,800 with no comparable amount for the City however; it can be safely assumed that there is still a 24% difference between
the City and the County medians making the City median closer to $42,408.
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Section 1.05 Termination of Federal Subsidies
At-Risk Housing
The City has two multi-family housing developments that are at-risk housing and Valley Ridge Senior Apartments (37) and Tara
Hills Apartments (49). The units have been stable since their inception and are model examples of units that work well in the
City.
The City does not expect these units to be terminated; however, a program was been added that requires more, and regular,
contact with the owners. The program to plan for the occasion that the property owners want to sell the properties or, at the
end of their affordability periods, want to convert to market rate housing units. Having a plan in place that has been adopted
by the City will assist in ensuring decisions are not done in a panic.
The City has two affordable housing developments in the City that were at-risk developments during the last planning period:
the Deer Creek Apartments at 1660 Deer Creek Avenue (9 multi-family units) and Meade Street, and the Valley Ridge Senior
Housing development on Morning Star Way (37 senior apartment units + one manager’s unit). Neither development has been
sold.
Deer Creek Apartments:
The owners of the Deer Creek Apartments received their 50-year loan from the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) on April
29, 1988. They are funded through the Rural Rental Housing Program (RRH) with the U.S. Department of Agriculture, which had
a 20-year low-income rental agreement connected to it. The term of this agreement expired on May 28, 2008. According to
USDA, these units did not have a RUP (Restrictive Use Period) and so the owner was allowed to pay off the USDA loan.
The owners have indicated that they encourage tenants with
Section 8 vouchers to be placed in these units; however, the
units have been placed for sale.
The owners are intent upon selling to another owner that
would maintain the affordability of the units.
The initial purchase price being asked, without regard to
improvements/ rehabilitation that may need to be made, is
$750,000.
Deer Creek Apartments
1660 Deer Creek Avenue

If the City receives CDBG funding for rehabilitation, these
owners will be contacted for potential rehabilitation that
could assist in keeping long-term costs of maintenance
down.

Valley Ridge Senior Apartments (37):
The owners of the Valley Ridge Senior Apartments received their 50-year USDA loan on December 19, 1991, which is scheduled
to expire on that date in 2041, 32 years from now. They also received funding through the Tax Credit Allocation Committee
(TCAC) and Rural Development (RD) Farm Homes Program with the U.S. Department of Agriculture, which has a 20-year lowincome rental agreement connected to it.
The term of this agreement expired on December 18, 2011, within the planning period. This complex has 38 units with 37 assisted units for seniors. A manager lives on the premises in the thirty-eighth unit. As noted in the proposed program, City staff
will monitor the loans for this complex as noted in Policy HP-34, and the associated Implementation Program 2.3.
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Valley Ridge Senior Apartments – Morning Star Way

Tara Hills Apartments (49)
This is a Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC project that was constructed in 1999 at the intersection of Riddle Road and Cascade Boulevard. This is an affordable housing complex with 49 units.
Conservation versus Preservation
Current construction costs are in flux due to the state of the economy and the downturn in building construction. The City of
Shasta Lake has city limits in common with the City of Redding. The Redding area has been noted as one of the worst regions in
the country for building construction with one of the biggest downturns for construction in the country. Costs for construction
generally have dropped; however, initial purchase or construction funding is still a problem for builders as is takeout financing.
The City has not had a multi-family residential unit built since 2004. That unit was a duplex that was constructed in an R-3 zone
on a relatively level parcel with infrastructure adjacent to the parcel. The construction cost for that unit was $164,348 for a
total of 3,066 square feet (dwelling plus garage). The unit cost (less the garage) was roughly $70 / square foot without the cost
of land and off-site infrastructure costs. Those units are managed as market rate units, not affordable units. These units were
also constructed prior to the City implementing a substantial increase in impact fees, including transportation and park impact
fees, and connection fees for utilities. The fees total close over $30,000 for a single-family residence.
According to Northern Valley Catholic Social Services (NVCSS) which has constructed multi-family units in Redding and Chico as
recently as 2009, the average cost per square foot for construction of multi-family units has been $120-130 (construction only).
That is an average cost with specific units ranging both higher and lower (if an elevator is required there would be additional
costs). Infrastructure costs and site preparation/landscaping costs add another $55-65 per square foot for a total cost of $185195 per square foot.
Affordable units are typically smaller than market rate units. The Deer Creek apartments have five 2-bedroom apartments that
are 791 sq.ft. each and four 1-bedrooms (640 sq.ft.) for a total 6,515 sq.ft for the entire complex without accounting for the
carports available on-site. While covered parking is not required for multi-family, it is likely that some parking would be covered, as is the case for the Deer Creek Apartments. Affordable units usually include, as is proposed by NVCSS, universal construction, which is also more costly.
Using the higher cost is a realistic means of determining the total costs for construction of (and land purchase, improvements,
etc.). Construction costs for a property this size would be approximately $1,270,425 plus an additional minimum of $100,000
for land costs for a total of $1,370,425. This also assumes there are no utility connection fees to be assessed – which could add
an additional amount close to $250,000 making the total closer to $1.6 million.
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Two multi-family residential complexes have been for sale. One is a very small duplex - not comparable to the Valley Ridge Senior Complex. Purchase of a complex for sale would be one means of establishing comparable affordability. Deer Creek could be
replaced through purchase of several sets of duplexes or triplexes, but it would be more difficult to assemble and manage units
if the same owner does not own them.
Maintenance, i.e. conserving these units in place as affordable units, is much more affordable and cost-efficient than new construction of additional units
Section 1.06

Opportunities for Energy Conservation

The City has a Residential Energy Efficiency Rebate Program open to all City residential customers. Items eligible for rebates
include electric appliances (refrigerators, clothes washers, dishwashers, and water heaters); electric heating and air conditioning units; and weatherization (retrofit insulation and replacement windows).
While the City applied for funds together with a consortium that included the County, the project was not funded and the funding is no longer available.
The City also implemented a retail solar rebate program effective January 1, 2008, with a goal to increase electrical energy production from photovoltaic systems over a ten-year period. The maximum rebate amount for projects less than 5,000 kW is
$14,000. A declining rebate schedule was developed by the California Energy Commission that started with $2.80 per Watt and
decreasing by 7% annually, and the City adopted this schedule.
The City enforces current State standards for energy efficiency in new construction. All new construction must conform to Title
24 of the California Administrative Code, which was established in 1978 to ensure all new construction meets a minimum level
of energy efficiency standards. The Green standards due to go into effect on July 1, 2014 will be enforced by the City Building
Official.
The Housing Element includes development of a program to use the resources of the Electric Department to develop a program
for the installation of energy efficiency measures. It also addresses the City’s exemption from the Solar Shade Act and removing
that exemption as a part of the changes to the Municipal Code (Zoning and Subdivision sections).
To update this in the next planning period as part of the Land Use Element there will be discussion with the Planning Commission and the City Council concerning rates and managing the cost of energy while reducing the amount use as well as the move
to Green Energy Sources.
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Planning Permit Fees
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Fees assessed for regulatory applications are shown in Tables 20-22. The City’s permit fees for many years did not cover the
cost of processing development projects through the regulatory approvals needed for development and ultimately, construction. The new permit fees were adopted in 2007 and are based on a time and materials survey. Other than an annual inflation
escalator, permit fees have not increased since then. Due to staffing changes and an increase in internal operating costs, it is
likely these fees do not reflect full cost recovery. Any change that involves more than that permitted by the fee study would
have to have another study completed.
Fees for many approvals are reviewed and updated to reflect actual cost with costs for affordable housing reduced based upon
complete applications and affordability development agreements.
No change is proposed, which should help all applicants, including those for affordable housing projects, by subsidizing a portion of the actual cost for services through the General Fund. The fees in parentheses in Table 20 are pre-application fees. If a
full application is submitted within a year of the pre-application, then the pre-application fee is applied to the permit fee. The
pre-application fees were reviewed and lowered in many instances. All applications also have maintenance surcharges of $35
for General Plan maintenance and $35 for information technology. The first fee listed is the 2009 fee and the second fee is the
fee in 2014.

Table 20
Type Abandon/ Admin AnnexVacation Permit ation

SFD

Summary
$825/847

449

CUP

Actual $1,647
Cost
(residential)

Regular1,379/
1415

Site
Specific Plan
Dev.
Permit
$437/ 437/
1.0 acre
449
449
$2,787/2860

1-1000
sqft.
846
Over 1000
1183

(400/200/) (200
/100)

MFD Summary
$825/847

449

Planning Application Fee

Design
Rev.

(600/
600)

(300/200 (100)
major and
100 minor
Use Permit)
Actual $1,647
$204
Cost

(100)

Variance

1 acre or less
$4,662/4783

1.1
to 10 ac.
3,859/5288

1.1 to 10 ac.
5,153/5288

1.1 to 10 acres
5,767/5918

10.1 to 100 ac.
7,578/ 7350

10.1 to 100 ac.
7,163/7776

10.1 to 100 acres
8,780/9010

Over 100 ac.
9,659/12,399

Over 100 ac.
12,084/12399

Over 100 acres
12,886/13223

$437

(300/100) 400/400)

$808

Regular1,379/
1415

(400/200/) (200
/100)

(600)

(300)

(100)

(100)

General Plan
Amendment(s)

1.0
acres
$3,231/3315

(500/500)

$808

Zoning Change

(500)

(300)

(500/500)

1.0 acres
$3,231

1 acre or less
4,662

1.1 to 10 ac.
5,153

1.1 to 10 acres
5,767

10.1 to 100 ac.
7,163

10.1 to 100 acres
8,780

Over 100 ac.
12,084

Over 100 acres
12,886

(400)

(500)
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Type Cert. of
Compl.
SFD

Dev.
Agreement.
$2,534/ $4,975
2601
/5106

Lot-Line Adjustment /
Merger
1-2 lots $886
3-4 lots 1,182
$909 for all

MFD 2,534/2 $4,975
601
/5106

1-2 lots $886
3-4 lots 1182

CONSTRAINTS AND OPPORTUNITIES

Subdivision and Improvement Fees

Tentative
Final
Special
Tentative Subdivision Map
Parcel
Parcel District
Map
Map
$3,095/
Actual Actual 5-20 parcels
$4,769/4893
3175
Cost
Cost
21-50 parcels
6,407/6574
51-100 parcels 7,747/7950
101-200 parcels ,250/10518
Over 200 parcels ,370/14746

Actual
$3,095/31 Cost
75

Actual
Cost

$909 for all

Final
Vesting
Imp.
Subdivision
Map
Plans
Map
Actual Cost NA-see Dev. Actual
Agreement Cost

5-20 parcels
$4769/4893 Actual Cost NA
21-50 parcels
6,407/6574
51-100 parcels
7,747/7950
101-200 parcels 0,250/10518
Over 200 parcels 4,370/14746

Actual
Cost

The fees listed in Table 20-22 are commensurate with local fees in the region for similar applications/approvals. No changes are
proposed in the fees as part of the Housing Element. The initial fees are fees from the 2009-2014 Housing Element with the
highlighted fees being the 2014 fees.

Table 22 – Environmental Fees
Type

Categ.
Exemption

Negative
Declaration

Habitat

SFD

$192/197 $2,252- changed to proj. size
Less than 5 acres
1517
5 to 10 ac
1685
10 to 40 ac
1872
40 to 100 ac
2080
Over 100 ac
2311

MFD

$192/197 $2,252-changed to proj. size
Less than 5 acres
1517
5 to 10 ac
1685
10 to 40 ac
1872
40 to 100 ac
2080
Over 100 ac
2311

Section 2.02

Mitigated
Negative
Declaration
Actual $3,488Cost changed to
project size

Mitigation EIR * Plus 100% of
MonitorConsultant’s Cost
ing
Actual
Less than 5 ac $4,322/4435
Cost
5.1 to 10 ac
$5,464/5607
10.1 to 20 ac $6,901/7081
20.1 to 40 ac $9,016/9251
40.1 to 100 ac $11,471/11,770
Over 100 ac $13,587/13,943

Actual $3,488Cost changed to
project size

Actual
Cost

Less than 5 ac $4,322/4435
5.1 to 10 ac $5,464/5607
10.1 to 20 ac $6,901/7081
20.1 to 40 ac $9,016/9251
40.1 to 100 ac $11,471/11,770
Over 100 ac $13,587/13,943

Building Permit and Infrastructure Impact Fees

Impact fees assessed for new construction and reconstruction/re-establishment of use of units not used in the last three years
are shown in Table 17 above. Over the past several years, the City completed Master Plans and impact fee studies to identify
needed infrastructure improvements throughout the City as follows:
Water Master Plan
Wastewater Master Plan
Park System Master Plan
Electric Connection Fee Study

2004
2005
2005
2006

The City will be updating the Water and Wastewater Plans in the next year if funding is received. All Impact Fees include an
inflation escalator and are adjusted annually on January 1, with the exception of the Electric Connection fee, that is increased
annually on July 1. Impact fees had not been increased since prior to the City’s incorporation and did not adequately cover the
costs to complete needed infrastructure improvements.
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As with many impact fees, because the fees were implemented they have made it possible for smaller projects to pay the fees
rather than have to go through a more thorough, and expensive, environmental review that would be potentially much more
expensive and/or have to provide the related off-site infrastructure.
It also allowed the City to capture fees from units that did not pay fees when the water and wastewater plants were expanded
and improved. Now they pay their fair share of those plant and operating costs. This will permit the City to pay for necessary
improvements to the plant(s) and other infrastructure. [See Section 3.02 - On/Off Site Infrastructure Improvements]
In response to the recent downturn in the market, City Council adopted an interim Impact/Connection Fee Deferral Program in
December 2008 to help stimulate residential development and to be responsive to the needs of property owners and developers. The program allows payment of utility and connection fees until just prior to connection of utilities and final building inspection. Builders could take out a building permit, start construction, and virtually complete construction before having to pay
the fees.
In June 2009, the City Council extended the program through December 2009, and has subsequently continued the program
through to the present. Since initial adoption in December 2008, few property owners have taken advantage of the program
and it does not appear the program has resulted in an increase in residential development over what might already have been
constructed.

Table 23
Type
SFD

MFD

Electric
Panel Size
200 =
$4,323
320 =
$4,408
400 =
$4,823

Panel Size
200 =
$3,732
320 =
$3,817
400 =
$4,232

Water

Impact and Connection Fees

Sewer

Water Capacity Charge
5/8 “ meter =
$6,403/11082.45
¾” meter =
9,604.50/16623.67
1” meter =
16,007.50/27706.12

Capacity Charge for
Collection System
$4,702.76/6954.78

Water Service Connect./
Meter Charge
5/8”/ ¾” =
$1,298.84/1459.43
1” = $1,522.38/1713.24
Over 1” = Actual Cost
Meter Only
=90.22/101.52

Trunk Sewer Capacity
Charge $530/672.60

Water Distribution Main
Charge
Parcel Front Frontage x
$18.04/20.30
Water Capacity Charge
5/8 “ meter =
$6,403/11082.45
¾” meter =
$9,604.50/16623.67
1” meter = $16,007.50
/27706.12
Water Service Connect./
Meter Charge
5/8”/ ¾” = $1,298.84
/1459.43
1” = $1,522.38 /1713.24
Over 1” = Actual Cost
Meter Only = $90.22/
101.52
Water Distribution Main
Charge
Parcel Front Frontage x
$18.04/20.30

Capacity Charge for
Treatment Plant
$7,710.25/12,741.42

Fire
Fire District
Imposed

Flood

Park

Police

School

Solid
Waste

Traffic

NA $3,378.21/
unit /
3801.75

NA

$2.97/
sqft
/3.20/sqf
t

NA

$1,327.28/
unit /
1493.69/
unit

NA

NA

$2.97/
sqft
/3.20/sqf
t

NA

$933.73/
unit /
1050.79/
unit

Impact Fee
$1046/unit
+ Plan Review
- $25

Sewer Connection
Permit
$67.66/76.14
Sewer Tap Charge
4”= $112.77 /$126.91
6” =$140.96/158.63

Capacity Charge for
Collection System
$4702.76/6954.78
Capacity Charge for
Treatment Plant
$7710.25/12,741.42

Fire District
Imposed
Impact Fee
$1046/unit

$3,072.07/
unit /3427.
22

+ Plan Review
- $25

Trunk Sewer Capacity
Charge $530/672.60
Sewer Connection
Permit
$67.66/76.14
Sewer Tap Charge
4”= $112.77 /
/$126.91
6” =$140.96/158.63

Source : Development Services Department
The initial fees shown in each section are the fees in 2009 with the second fee highlighted as the fee in 2014.
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Table 23A indicates the typical building permit and utility impact/connection fees associated with construction of a singlefamily residential dwelling unit. The table shows fees both for a 1,300 square foot house and a 1,600 square foot house, both
with attached 440 square foot garages.
Table 23B indicates typical building permit and utility impact/connection fees associated with construction of a four-unit multifamily apartment building.
The City’s fee schedules were established based on nexus studies. The impact and building permit fees' schedules comply with
the California Government Code Section 66000 et seq., the Mitigation Fee Act. In addition to the fees described above, applicants for major subdivision maps are required to dedicate land for neighborhood parks or pay an in-lieu fee. The dedication
requirement is one acre per 100 lots. The in-lieu fee is currently $747 per lot for single-family residential projects and $680 per
unit for multi-family residential projects.
These fees clearly add to the cost of housing; however, other programs are available to provide incentives such as density bonuses, the use of Planned Development zoning, and state and federal construction funding programs, which significantly reduces overall construction costs. The City applies in each grant category for that funding and is successful much of the time.
The City implemented a deferred fee program in 2008 that allows an applicant to pay impact and utility connection fees when
construction is complete rather than at the time that a building permit is issued. Many of the fees do not represent full cost
recovery and are subsidized by the City’s General Fund.

Table 23a
Fee Description
Building Permit Fees
Building
Plan Check
Encroachment
SMIP Fee
CBS Fee
General Plan Maintenance
Information
Technology
Fee
Development Impact Fees
Water Capacity
Water Meter
Sewer Collection
Sewer Treatment
Sewer Connection
Sewer Tap
Electric
Parks & Recreation
Transportation Impact

Other
School District

Typical Fees for Single-Family Dwelling Construction
1,300 sq. ft. w/ 440 sq.ft. garage
1,600 sq.ft. w/440 sq.ft. garage
1,240/1079
807/600
102/105
11/12
5/5
211/211
205/206
Subtotal: 2,581/2218

1,385/1287
900/700
102/105
13/14
5/6
240/255
233/247
Subtotal: 2,878/2534

6,972/11082
1,296/1713
5,618/6954
8,483/12741
68/76
113/127
4,323/no fee for line extensions
3,375/3802
1,326/1494
Subtotal: 31,574/37989

6,972/11082
1,296/1713
5,618/6594
8,483/12741
68/76
113/127
4,323
3,375/3802
1,326/1494
Subtotal: 31,574/37989

3,861/4160

4,455/5120

TOTAL

38,907
Source: Development Services Department
NOTE: School Fees are calculated using a 3.20/sqft fee.
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Table 23b
Typical Fees for Multi-Family Dwelling Construction: Four-Plex with 800 Square Foot Units
Building Permit Fees
Building
1,710/1354
Plan Check
1,111/800
Encroachment
102/105
SMIP Fee
24/25
CBS Fee
10/12
General Plan Maintenance
448/466
Information Technology Fee
435/452
Subtotal: 3,840/3214
Development Impact Fees
Water Capacity
17,431/44330
Water Meter
1,521/6853
Sewer Collection
22,472/27818
Sewer Treatment
33,932/50960
Sewer Connection
68/76
Sewer Tap
141/127
Electric
4,823
Parks & recreation
12,276/13,829
Transportation Impact
3,731/4203
Subtotal: 96,395/148,196
Other - School District
9,504/10,240
TOTAL:
109,739/158,436
Source: Development Services Department

These fees are in line with other cities in the region. Depending on housing unit size and type, it is estimated City and school
district fees amount to between ten and thirteen percent of the total cost of each moderate and above- moderate housing
unit. However, improvements funded by these fees are deemed necessary to maintain the health, safety, and quality of life
desired by City residents, and the City has determined its fee structure does not represent a constraint on overall development
that is dissimilar to other jurisdictions in California.
There is a constraint however for low, very low, and extremely low-income housing units. For those units the impact ranges
from being 25-33%. The City had added an Implementation Program (1.5) in the last Housing Element to look at having the Redevelopment Agency assist affordable housing with the fees and/or infrastructure installation and/or seek funding. With the
elimination of Agencies in California, those funds are no longer available for assistance. The City has added a separate Implementation Program to look at where the fees can be waived, partially waived or other funding sought through grants.
The City has added a program to prioritize funding for infrastructure in looking at local (Agency), State, and Federal funding for
infrastructure in support of affordable housing unit construction. The City’s Master plans for water and sewer indicate that
laterals, in particular for sewer, are in need of replacement. Beyond funding for trunk line, replacement there is a need to replace laterals- and affordable housing will need support to be able to make those replacements.
Other fees that may occur for housing developments include fees assessed by the Shasta Lake Fire Protection District (District)
and the Gateway School District. Those fees are collected by the districts separately from the fees collected by the City. However, both of those districts have adopted fees that also reflect their costs for infrastructure. In the case of the school district,
the fees have been assessed in lieu of construction of new schools. School fees have been raised over the planning period. A
new Impact Fee Study is currently under way.
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Processing Time

The development review and permitting process ensures that new residential projects develop in an orderly manner, consistent with the General Plan and the Zoning Code. The City’s development permitting process includes the following levels:
1.

Ministerial review by City staff: City staff is authorized to approve site plans and improvement plans for individual
single-family homes and accessory units (as part of the Affordable Housing Chapter). Staff also approves lot line adjustments and encroachment permits administratively.

2.

Administrative review by Development Services Director. The Zoning Code includes several project types that are
allowed pursuant to a Director-issued administrative permit.

3.

Discretionary review by the Planning Commission at a public hearing. Applications for subdivision (tract and parcel)
maps use permits and variances require that findings be made and that the public be invited to comment on the project.

4.

Discretionary review by the City Council following recommendation of the Planning Commission. Applications for
general plan amendments and rezones require that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and make a
written recommendation to City Council. City Council also conducts a public hearing prior to taking action on the item.

The time required to process a project varies greatly and is directly related to the size and complexity of the proposal and the
number of actions or approvals needed to complete the process, including satisfying the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
Complex, larger projects may require multiple discretionary permits, which are typically processed concurrently. It should be
noted many projects have taken several months or years to be approved because the applicants for development approvals
have consistently submitted incomplete applications or proposed significant modifications to the project, requiring additional
review.
In some cases, the process also may be longer because of issues with the City’s infrastructure and the data available for those
infrastructure areas. Subsequently, that means applicants may take much longer to get to a stage where an application is
complete and both the applicant and the City’s information is accurate and usable for decision-making.
Table 24 depicts the typical processing timeframes. The timeframes behind the original timeframes in 2009 are reduced due to
the slowdown of discretionary permit requests. Those timeframes would increase should the permit load increase back to the
levels of 2008/09.
The City offers applicants a pre-application review via weekly Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) meetings. These meetings
allow discussion and identification of potential issues by various City departments and the Shasta Lake Fire Protection District
(SLFPD). Members include the City Engineer, Public Works Director, Electric Department, Wastewater Treatment Superintendent, Water Treatment Superintendent, Building Official, Senior Planner, Permit Center Manager, and SLFPD Battalion Chief.
The City then provides comments to the applicant prior to submittal of a formal application and application fees. The fees for a
pre-application range from $100 for a residential building permit to $500 for a general plan amendment. This fee is applied to
the application fee if submitted within one year from the date of the pre-application. This assists both customers and staff in
identifying issues early – which helps the customer determine whether to proceed.
The City can improve its project tracking to ensure that all developments meet the timelines established by the State under the
Permit Streamlining Act.
One issue for the City is the accuracy of existing data for the City’s infrastructure systems. If that information becomes more
accurate, processing times could be dramatically reduced. Updating data to reflect actual line size and placement would be of
great assistance to the processing of development projects.
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Current Timelines for Permit Procedures

Type of Approval or Permit

Typical Processing Time

Ministerial Review

3 - 4 weeks (1-3)

Director-Issued Administrative Permit

3 - 4 weeks (1-3)

Conditional Use Permit

3 - 6 months (2-5)

General Plan Amendment

3 - 6 months (same)

Zone Change

3 - 6 months (3-5)

Site Plan Review (Technical Advisory Committee)

3 - 4 weeks (1-3)

Architectural/Design Review (Planning Commission)

3 -4 months (1-4)

Subdivision (more than 4 parcels) Maps

6 month - 1 year (4 mo. – 1 yr.)

Parcel Maps

3 - 6 months (2-5)

Variance

3 months (same)

Grading/Improvement Plan

2 - 3 months (1-3)

Initial Environmental Study

3 - 4 months (1-3)

Environmental Impact Report

1 year (same)

Source: Development Services Department

Table 25 Typical Processing Procedures by Project Type
Single Family
Unit

List of
Typical
Approval Requirements

Subdivision

 Preliminary Application submitted
 TAC review and comments
 Formal application submitted
TAC Review  Review by public agencies
 Initial Environmental Study;
Building Plan  Negative Declaration; Mitigated
Check
Negative Declaration
 Public review period
 Staff report preparation and
conditions of approval
 Planning Commission public hearing
Site Plan Review

Est. Pro4 weeks
3 – 6 months for Parcel Maps
cessing
6 months – 1 year for SubdiviTime
sions
Source: Development Services Department

MFD(6 or fewer units / less
than 5 acres)

 Preliminary Application
submitted
 TAC review and comments
 Formal application submitted
 Notice of Categorical
Exemption
 Building plan check

2 months

MFD (7 or more units or
over 5 acres – or in Design
Review Overlay Zone)

 Preliminary Application
submitted
 TAC review and comments
 Formal application
submitted
 Review by public agencies
 Initial Environmental
Study; Negative Declaration; Mitigated Negative
Declaration
 Public review period
 Preparation of staff report
and conditions of approval
 Planning Commission
public hearing
3 – 6 months
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Zoning Standards

Types of Housing Allowed
The City is responsible for providing for the development of an array of housing types suitable for all economic segments of the
community. The Housing Element must describe how the City's Municipal Code allows for different types of housing to meet
the needs of its residents. Housing types include single-family dwellings, duplexes, residential care homes, second units, manufactured homes, mobile homes, group residential homes, multiple unit dwellings, supportive housing, and single-room occupancy units. Tables 26 below summarize the housing types permitted by right and those that require an administrative permit
or use permit.
Except for Village Commercial, all of the commercial districts require a Use Permit for housing units to be established. That requirement would include all types of housing (Homeless and transitional shelters below). Several programs have been added to
address second (and other accessory) units (Program HE 1.5) as well as transitional and emergency units (Program No. HE 6.1).

Table 26 Housing Types Permitted by Zoning District
ZONING DISTRICTS
RESIDENTIAL USE
R-R I-R R-1 R-2 R-3 R-4 MHP CC
SF-Detached

P

P

SF-Attached

VC

C-1 C-2

P

P

AP

CUP

AP

CUP*

P

P

AP

CUP

AP

P

P

P

CUP

AP

CU CUP
P

P

P

CUP

AP

2-4 DU
5+ DU
Emergency Shelter

CUP CUP

Single-Room Occupancy
Manufactured Homes

P
P

P

P

P

AP
AP
(2nd Fl) (2nd Fl)

P

P

Mobile-Homes

PD MU OS
P CUP CUP
P CUP
P
P

P

P

AP
(2nd
Fl)

P

P

P

P

P

Transitional Housing

P

P

P

P

Farm worker Housing

P

P

P CUP CUP

Supportive Housing

P

P

P

P

P

AP

AP

P
P

P

nd

Accessory Unit (2 Units,
family care, guest houses,
senior care=merged into accessory unit definition)

P

P

P CUP CUP

P = Permitted AP = Administrative Permit (OTC) CUP = Conditional Use
* Reconstruction of a single-family residence that existed prior to 09/21/01 allowed in C-2 zone with CUP
Supportive and Transitional Housing- In residential areas – allowed where other residential is allowed when they meet the State definitions (standards) for operation- i.e. they must show evidence of supportive programs for supportive housing and for both transitional and supportive housing must meet length of time for use.
Permitted means where residential uses are permitted the non-traditional uses may be permitted with same standards. As a result of
the Affordable Housing Chapter, many more types of housing are allowed as a permitted use.
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Design Review
Some zoning districts are combined with the Design Review zoning district (DR) which, unless a use occurs within an existing
building, requires a Use Permit for all uses. A Use Permit requires a Public Hearing before the Planning Commission extending
the time necessary for project approval. An additional layer of review is added for permitted (allowed uses) uses normally considered ministerial uses. As a ministerial use, the City could process those developments at the same time as a Building Permit.
The City has added Program No. 1.5 to put the design standard in place so that design review is ministerial. The City looks forward to the update of the Land Use Element during FY 2014/2015.

Table 27

Zone Bldg. Lot
Dist. Ht.
Width

Zoning Standards

Minimum Yard Setback Min.
Front
Side
Rear Lot
Area

Lot
Parking
Area
Spaces per DU
Per DU

Minimum
Open
Space

NA
NA
NA

2
2
2

NA

2

NA
NA
15% or 900
sqft. whichever
is less
20%

NA

1.5/one
bed- 20%
room/studio;
2/2+ bedrooms; + 1
guest space/ 5 units
and 1 RV space /10
units.
Same as R-3
144sqft. per DU
2
16% w/ 2,000
sq.ft min. common rec. center; 20% w/o
rec. ctr.
2 for SF; same as R-3 NA
for MF
2 for SF; same as R-3 NA
for MF
2
NA

R-R
I-R
R-1

35’
30’
30’

NA
NA
NA

30’
30’
20’

30’
30’
5’ & 12’*

30’
30’
15’

R-2

30’

NA

20’

5’ & 12’*

15’

R-3

45’

75’
Interior 80’
Corner

20’

5’ & 12’*

10’

2 acres
5 acres
6,000 /
7,000 sqft.
**
6,000 /
7,000 sq.ft.
**
8,000 sqft.

R-4
MH
Park

45’
30’

150’
NA

20’
10’

5’/
5’ & 12’ *

20’
10’

1 acre
1 acre

NA
3,000
sqft. min.

CC

30’

20’

5’ & 12’ *

30’

20’

5’ & 12’ *

C-1

20’

10’
or
same as
abutting
resid.
district

0’ or 15’
abutting
resid. district; 10’
on street
side

15’ for SF;
10’ for MF
15’ for SF;
10’ for MF
0’ or 15’
when
abutting
residential
district

10,000
sqft.
10,000
sqft.
10,000
sqft.

NA

VC

65’ Interior
75’ Corner
65’ Interior
75’ Corner
65’ Interior
75’ Corner

C-2
PD
MU

Same as R-1 District
As Approved by Planning Commission and City Council
35’; 20’ NA
20’
15’
20’
within
40’ of R
Dist.
35’
NA
30’
30’
30’

OS

1 acre

NA
1,500
sqft. max.

NA

2 for SF; same
as R-3 for MF

NA

As shown on recorded NA
2
NA
map; or 20 acres if
designated NRP open
space
* Side yard setbacks are 5 feet on one side and 12 on the other side. Side yard setbacks for lots created prior to June 7, 1978
are five feet on each side.
** Minimum lot area in the R-1 zone is 6,000 sqft. for an interior lot and 7,000 sq.ft. for a corner lot.

NOTE: No changes were made to zoning standard requirements during the planning period of the 2009-2014 Housing
Element.
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Parking Standards

As indicated in Table 27, the City’s parking requirements for residential districts vary by housing type, the number of units, and
parking needs. Single-family units are required to have two parking spaces. Only spaces in the R-1 zone district are required to
be covered (garage or carport). Most developers opt to construct garages rather than carports. In addition, due to the proximity to Shasta Lake, for many single-family units in the City, parking is also provided on-site for recreational vehicles, boats, and
other watercraft. Space for that type of parking is often desired for single-family development and is required for multi-family
units (1 RV space per 10 units). The Zoning Code does provide for parking reductions on a case-by-case basis with issuance of a
minor use permit, and for affordable housing development as provided by State Density Bonus law.
Garages add to the development cost for housing. Excessive parking standards can pose a significant constraint to housing development by increasing development costs and reducing the potential land availability for project amenities or additional units
and are not reflective of actual parking demand. The City will review current parking requirements as part of the update of the
General Plan Land Use Element to determine how parking requirements impact the overall cost of affordable units.
Section 2.06
Emergency/ Transitional Housing
The City does not have a record of transitional housing units located within the City. The City has had one large transitional/supportive housing program, Cornerstone Recovery Systems, approved in June 2002 but which closed in early 2009. The
program was a drug and alcohol treatment center for adult men and included 26 sleeping rooms with 61 beds.
Program participants entered the program through direct referral from County Drug and Alcohol agencies, with approximately
10 percent of individuals referred through Proposition 36 programs (Substance Abuse and Crime Prevention Act of 2000),
which allows certain non-violent adults who use or possess illegal drugs to receive drug treatment rather than incarceration.
The building was vacant and for sale. In 2013, the Vietnam Veterans’ organization proposed using it for transitional uses and
the City applied for a Community Development Block Grant that was not funded. HCD said having an option to buy (not ownership) was one negative while the other was having a contractor’s estimate for building costs as opposed to having an engineer’s
estimate. The Veterans moved on to other projects in the State after the denial.
In 2013, a non-profit group that operates transitional housing in Oroville purchased the same building (at 2096 Cascade Boulevard). The City approved a Use Permit for the use in October 2013 that will include transitional housing for persons with mental
health issues and possibly some permanent housing. The City received a Building Permit application for major changes shortly
after that approval. The applicant is working through their financing and detailed architectural changes currently.
There is currently no emergency housing within the City. The City has used the Point-in-Time survey prepared by People of Progress and the City of Redding in Table 28. Additional information about facility use is included in the next Table.
As part of the 2009-2014 Housing Element’s programs, pursuant to SB 2 (Government Code Section 65583 et seq.), the City
identified one zoning district, the C-2-DR zone, as a zone district where at least one new emergency shelter can be located
without a conditional use permit or any discretionary permits. Transitional and supportive housing will be defined as a residential use of property, subject only to those restrictions that apply to other residential dwellings of the same type in the same
zone.
Because residential uses are either not allowed or are required to get a Use Permit in the C-2 –DR zone, the district has been
amended to permit residential uses with the use of standards to define the use and relationship to commercial uses in the districts. The C-2 DR district has the greatest access to retail uses and transit for low-income users as well as larger parcels more
suited to an increased residential use. Nearly all supportive services for emergency shelter users are located within Redding
making transit an important component. Program HE 6.1 addresses the change in the C-2-DR district described.
In 2012, People of Progress stopped doing the yearlong survey and instead went to the point-in-time survey method used by other communities who work with HUD wishing to access funding for homeless populations. The information in Table 28 is based upon that Point –in-Time
survey.
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TABLE 28 Homeless Needs
Note: Numbers are provided for the CoC # 516 Redding and Shasta County.
Numbers represent homeless needs for the total Continuum of Care area.

Individual

2011

Persons in Families
2012

2011

2011

2012

Total Homeless

403

384

124

140

Total Sheltered

255

232

101

110

Total Unsheltered

148

152

23

30

2012

Total Chronically Homeless

62

79

Total Chronically Sheltered

26

40

Total Chronically Unsheltered

36

39

Source: Continuum of Care or HUD;
www.hudhre.infohttps://www.onecpd.info/resources/documents/2007-2012PITCountsbyCoC.xlsx

TABLE 28 a Homeless Facilities
Facility
Type

Family Beds

Adults Only
Beds

Child Only
Beds

Total Year
Round Beds

Seasonal

Emergency
Shelter

4

92

0

128

0

Transitional
Housing

66

222

0

372

0

Permanent
Supportive
Housing

0

34

0

34

n/a

70

348

0

534

0

Total

Source: Continuum of Care or HUD; www.hudhre.info:
https://www.onecpd.info/reports/CoC_HIC_State_CA_2012.pdf
Services available locally for homeless persons include:
- Food, meals, clothing, medical care, showers, bus passes, public assistance income, and legal services
- Shelter for men, women, and children.
- Domestic Violence Shelter for women and their children
- Veterans’ Recovery Project, group living for homeless vets.
- Faith-based transitional living group homes.
- Motel vouchers for people unable to stay in local shelters due to medical or mental health or physical reasons.
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- Medical care and outreach to homeless persons through Shasta Community Health Center’s HOPE van.
- Outreach counseling and casework services for severely and persistently mentally ill homeless persons are offered through
Shasta County Mental Health’s SHIFT Program.
- Shasta County Housing & Community Action Program now has a housing caseworker working with the SHIFT Program to offer
homeless persons with mental illness HUD housing vouchers and housing casework.
- Transitional Living program for homeless families.
Locally there are a number of churches that have pantries available for food distribution. The City refers people to those pantries so they do not have to go into Redding.
Section 2.07

Non-Conforming Structures/ Lots Requirements

The City has many non-conforming lots and structures which were lawful when established but do not conform to current development standards or zoning codes.
Many lots are as small as 4,000 square feet, and some even less, and it is often difficult to meet those standards, especially
required setbacks. In addition, for small lots in the Summit City area of Shasta Lake, use of the lot is complicated by the fact
that there is no public sewer in that area and extension of sewer to the area would be cost prohibitive for a private development. The Zoning Code allows these substandard lots, which contain less area than is currently required, if all other development standards of the zone district are met or a variance is approved.
Non-conforming structures provide another challenge because many units were constructed in the 1930s – 1940s and some in
the 1950’s, which were intended only as temporary housing for workers constructing Shasta Dam. The age of City of Shasta
Lake housing structures is listed in Table 6.
If the structures/buildings had been built to any code, and maintained through the years, those structures might be a source of
housing available for rehabilitation and/or conservation. Unfortunately, that is not the case with many of the structures, and
they are identified as code enforcement cases according to the City’s Code Enforcement Officer.
The Non-Conforming Uses section of the Zoning Ordinance is restrictive in that only a minimal amount of maintenance and
repairs can be made to any non-conforming structure, and no structural alterations can be made. The cost of maintenance and
repairs cannot exceed 25 percent of the current appraised value of the structure. This has limited users who would otherwise
bring such structures up to Code.
While the Non-Conforming Uses section should not be changed to permit long-term use of structures that are unsafe to inhabit, the ordinance should be reviewed to determine what amendments could be made to encourage the conservation of existing
housing through rehabilitation or improvement. Program No. HE 1.4 was added to look at potential changes to the nonconforming use section of the Zoning Ordinance in order to conserve existing housing that can be rehabilitated and improved.
Section 2.08

Second Dwelling Units /Accessory Units

In 2004, the City adopted a Second Dwelling Unit ordinance that met the requirements of State law at that time. The ordinance allowed an attached or detached second dwelling unit, on any lot zoned for single-family residential use, without discretionary review by the City. As part of the previous Housing Element planning period the City prepared an Affordable Housing
Chapter. The Chapter includes the various Implementation Programs found in the Appendix E of this housing element.
The new chapter provides for minimum requirements; permits such units as an ministerial action through a building permit. It
also increased the size of units permitted by using a floor area ration as opposed to the 30% rule. Previously a second unit
could only be permitted if it was 30% less of the size of the primary unit. In Shasta Lake that meant no second/accessory unit or
very small units. The new ordinance also allows the property owner to determine which unit will be the primary unit allowing
an additional unit on the property that may be larger than the first unit.
The City had met with representatives from the Shasta County Board of Realtors who requested amending the ordinance to
allow second units to be established at a higher density than identified in the General Plan, provided the lot frontage is a minimum of 60 feet and the lot is a minimum of 6,000 square feet, and to allow each unit to be separately metered for utilities.
The Board of Realtors also recommended the second unit be limited to no more than three bedrooms, and the rear yard setback be no less than ten feet.
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The City has implemented the requests of the Board of Realtors with the new Affordable Housing Chapter with the exception
of the limit on bedrooms.
Section 2.09

Building/Fire Codes – Enforcement

The State requires each local agency to adopt building code requirements to ensure a minimum level of quality in new construction. The City has the option to either adopt the standards contained in the California Building Code (CBC), or they may
adopt more stringent construction standards. The development of housing may be constrained if the more stringent standards
increase the cost of construction, design, materials, or labor.
The Shasta Lake Fire Protection District (SLFPD) reviews all building plans for new construction for conformity with the California Fire Code prior to submittal of the plans and building permit application to the City. The City and SLFPD collaborate on Code
Enforcement issues, and enforcement of the Fire Code is the responsibility of the SLFPD.
The City coordinates with the Shasta County Environmental Health Department (EHD) that acts as the Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) for the City. EHD issues septic tank permits, restaurant clearances and monitors business plans for hazardous waste
generated by uses.
Building and Zoning Code enforcement is the responsibility of the City’s Code Enforcement Officer who is positioned in the Development Services Department and reports to the Building Official. There was an average of 200 open cases at any given
time, which may include trash, junkyards, junk cars, substandard housing, illegal businesses, Building Code violations, Zoning
Ordinance violations, or a combination of these violations.
The City’s first step with all code enforcement actions is to seek compliance rather than just strict enforcement. Accordingly,
the property owner is contacted for a discussion of the issues and possible remedies. In some circumstances, the City’s dumpster program has been a source of resolving a code enforcement issue. Low-income residents can get a dumpster, upon qualification, to use to remove refuse from their residence and/or lot.
For buildings, however, the violations can be more severe. In particular, where structures have not been maintained and have
been abandoned as well, the Code Enforcement Officer must post the building as a dangerous building and unsafe to occupy.
In many cases, the structure has not been secured, which can lead to much more deterioration. The City had identified 40
housing units that should be demolished to prevent their unsafe use as substandard housing and to eliminate a fire hazard. The
majority of these were abated using Neighborhood Stabilization funding in 2010. Unfortunately, there have been many units to
take their place through lack of maintenance or other issues.
When the property owner does not comply following the City’s initial contact, the City proceeds with the Enforcement Process
that requires a series of notices followed by an Administrative Hearing. The Hearing Officer makes a determination as to
whether the circumstances merit enforcement, what actions are required to obtain compliance, and a timeframe for completing the required actions. If the property owner fails to complete the actions as directed, the City can complete the work, which
may include removing junk and debris from a property or demolishing a dilapidated structure. The cost of the cleanup is recorded as a lien against the property.
There are some properties with repeated, ongoing violations, and the City can report these cases to the State Franchise Tax
Board (the State Treasurer’s Office). The property owner is informed that a tax deduction may not be allowed for interest, taxes, depreciation, or amortization paid or incurred in the taxable year. The State would reserve those funds accruing to the
property in a fund made available to the City for use in addressing the violations.
Section 2.10

Reasonable Accommodation

Housing Element law requires than in addition to the needs analysis for persons with disabilities, the Housing Element must
analyze potential government constraints to the development, improvement and maintenance of housing for persons with
disabilities, demonstrate local efforts to remove any such constraints and provide for reasonable accommodations for persons
with disabilities through programs that remove constraints.
As stated above, the City adopted the 2007 CBC and no local amendments have been made to the Code that might diminish
the ability to accommodate housing development for persons with disabilities. The current Zoning Code defines "Group foster
home" as “a state or county authorized, certified or licensed foster care facility, serving more than six mentally disordered or
otherwise handicapped persons or dependent or neglected children, which provides care on a twenty-four (24) hour basis; or
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such a facility, serving more than six children or adults, which is licensed by the state or county or certified by a state-licensed
child placement agency and is institutional or medical in nature.”
Group foster homes, as defined above, are allowed in the I-R, R-R, R-2 and R-3 zoning districts pursuant to issuance of a use
permit. Parking requirements for a group home are the same as for multi-family residential uses. The current code does not
include separation distance requirements for special needs housing developments. Licensed residential care facilities with
fewer than six persons are allowed outright in single-family zone districts.
The City has not had a specific request for reasonable accommodation during the previous planning period. Individuals inquiring about retrofits on private property are provided with CBC requirements for Housing Accessibility (CBC Chapter 11A). The
City Building Official reviews all plans and conducts all inspections from retrofits to existing facilities for compliance with the
CBC.
The City reasonable accommodation provision was incorporated into the Affordable Housing Chapter. It addresses needs for
persons with disabilities with respect to Zoning, Subdivision and Building activity to ensure equal access to housing.
Policies and procedures are ministerial and include but not be limited to identifying who may request a reasonable accommodation (i.e., persons with disabilities, family-members, landlords, etc.), timeframes for decision-making, and provision for relief
from certain land-use, zoning, or building regulations that may constrain housing for persons with disabilities. The City will also
create a public information brochure on reasonable accommodation for persons with disabilities and provide that information
on the City’s website. Program HE 6.4 from the 2009-2014 Housing Element has been implemented (see Appendix E).
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Land costs in Shasta Lake are significantly below other cities in the area, namely Anderson and Redding. Because Shasta Lake
has acted as a bedroom community to Redding (south of Shasta Lake), in the last few years much activity on infill lots has occurred from individual contractors and small developers buying a few small lots and then building on them for re-sale
purposes.
Similarly, property owners seeking them only for re-sale (flipping) or for use as rental properties, because they were of lower
value, have bought houses in Shasta Lake. The availability of financing and the interest rate can significantly affect the ability of
developers and builders to produce housing, which directly affects the consumer’s purchase price.
Sales prices ranged from $60,500 for a 1,064 square foot 3 bedroom, 1 bath dwelling constructed in 1948 on an 8,400 square
foot lot to $266,000 for a 1,792 square foot 3 bedroom 2 bath dwelling on a 9,800 square foot lot. More information concerning sales and rent costs is found in the section that addresses adequate sites and affordability (Section 4.01). One very expensive home for the community was available for $750,000 that included amenities and acreage.
Section 3.02
On/Off Site Infrastructure
Responses to Inadequate Infrastructure
The need to address inadequate infrastructure necessary to support not only affordable housing but also market-rate housing
has been a priority for the City since incorporation. Inadequate or missing infrastructure has meant that when developers of
housing look at parcels in Shasta Lake, there has to be recognition that infrastructure costs may be a part of the development
cost. There is a practical reason why lots and houses are lower priced and generally, it is related to either infrastructure or the
surrounding environs.
Unlike other communities that have healthy budgets for public works projects the City has primarily relied on grant funding, or
in the past, Redevelopment funds, to provide infrastructure. Without Redevelopment funding, nearly all funding for infrastructure will have to be the result of grant applications. Much of the infrastructure funding is not only competitive but requires that
the City have funding to prepare plans and complete environmental which may not be funded. With the low rate of revenue in
Shasta Lake, even ongoing maintenance is difficult to fund. As with the 2003-2008 Housing Element period, during the 20092014 planning period, the City made improvement of infrastructure a priority.
In 2009, the City applied for and received ARRA funding- see review - for the overlay of two residential streets. Two other infrastructure components, roads and storm water drainage, have plagued the City where development is concerned. Inadequate
utilities, unpaved (or poorly paved) roads and a lack of storm drainage structures are the most significant in terms of cost for
new construction. Roads and drainage are closely related because paving a street requires addressing storm drainage. It is better to address both concurrently rather than defer drainage improvements.
With respect to paving, the City has difficulties with in-fill lots and some parcels that are larger within the infill areas of the City.
Because much development occurred when the community was part of the County, and the County either did not apply urban
infrastructure requirements to new development or deferred the improvements, many streets are substandard.
Many streets are not paved, others are partially paved, and some are paved but had an inadequate base so they were essentially temporary. Others can only be described as a collection of potholes.
To move forward, the City has conducted a Pavement Report and will be updating the Circulation Element in the next fiscal
year. Both documents will assist in better identifying paving, right-of-way and transportation needs, and prioritizing those
needs for grant funding requests.
The City applied for and received two different Safe Routes to Schools Grant during the planning period and is planning for two
additional applications under the Active Transportation Program of the State during the next planning period.
In May 2009, the City completed a Storm Drainage Master Plan (Hydrology Study) for the entire City, a portion of which was
paid for with a CDBG Planning and Technical Assistance (PTA) grant. The Storm Drainage Master Plan only identifies where major storm drainage infrastructure is needed or needs replacement or up sizing. While it will be of assistance to the City, it will
not result in significant improvement for individual lots.
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Between the conclusions of the Paving Report and the Storm Drainage Master Plan, there is a minimum of $40 million worth of
improvement costs needed. With the costs of construction receding, there may be an opportunity to install some projects;
however, many of the projects require construction plans that do not yet exist.
The City Council’s direction to incorporate healthy community principles into the Housing Element and other elements of the
General Plan also means that the development of housing will necessarily look first to infill properties that are plagued with
these infrastructure needs. Program HE 1.2 was added to ensure infill properties are not just inventoried but that prioritized
with respect to infrastructure improvement.
As part of the Housing Element Program, the City will prepare an Infill Strategic Plan that addresses not only available lots but
also the infrastructure needed as well to service these lots. This provides the opportunity for the City to encourage highdensity, infill residential development in the downtown core. This program was part of the prior element but has been moved
to this planning period to coincide with the update of the Land Use/Circulation Element updates.
In addition, a program is included to grant priority for utility service allocations to proposed development that includes housing
units affordable to lower income households. Program HE 1.15 was implemented- see Appendix E- as part of the Affordable
Housing Chapter.
The Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP), a grant program administered by HUD/HCD to allow cities and counties to acquire and redevelop foreclosed properties, provides the City with an opportunity to address the foreclosure crisis while supporting affordable homeownership for low- and moderate-income residents, in particular using infill sites. The City used these
funds in 2010 to abate housing units. All of the abatements were a result of either voluntary, requested, abatements or units
where the abatement had gone to a hearing.
Most of the city had been within the City of Shasta Lake Redevelopment Area. In 2008, the City of Shasta Lake Redevelopment
Agency expanded its boundaries and increased the length of time the Redevelopment Agency would be operational. The added
area included portions of ”Summit City” and properties along Shasta Park Road, primarily occurring west of the Union Pacific
Railroad tracks. However, the State eliminated the Redevelopment Agency as a source of funding.
Water and Sewer (Wastewater) Capacity
According to information provided by PACE Civil, Inc., the City’s available treatment plant capacity as of January 2010 was approximately 1,551 Single Family Equivalent Connections (SFECs). However, as explained below, due to the City’s limitations for
discharging treated wastewater, the number of available connections as of January 1, 2010, is approximately 511.
PACE Civil, Inc. completed a Draft Recycled Water Facilities Planning Report (Report) in March 2008. The Report explains the
City of Shasta Lake’s existing wastewater treatment and reclamation facilities were upgraded in 1995 to an average dry weather flow capacity of 1.3 million gallons per day (MGD) and a peak wet weather capacity of 5.2 MGD.
The existing 400 AF reclaimed water storage reservoir was sized, based in part, on the assumption the City would be allowed to
discharge treated effluent to Churn Creek between November 15 and March 15, if creek flows provided the required 5:1 dilution; and the City could discharge to Churn Creek between October 16 to November 14 and March 16 to April 14 if creek flows
exceeded a minimum 10:1 dilution.
Following construction of the facilities, the Regional Water Quality Control Board increased the dilution rate in Churn Creek
from 5:1 to 10:1. Because of this change, the reclaimed water storage reservoir is undersized to accommodate the 1.3 MGD
plant flow during a low rainfall year.
The City’s plans at that time included irrigating the Peri Property, located in the northeasterly section of the City, and the Tierra
Oaks Golf Course, located in the City of Redding, with reclaimed water. The Peri project did not proceed, and the Agreement
with Tierra Oaks was cancelled due to the lack of funding needed to extend the infrastructure to Tierra Oaks.
The Report explains that the City’s current average dry weather wastewater flow is about 0.7 MGD. An estimate of the effective capacity of the existing storage reservoir, the current reclamation uses, and the allowed discharge to Churn Creek during
drought conditions is about 0.83 MGD. The increase from 0.7 MGD to 0.83 MGD represents about 540 SFECs as of January 1,
2008. New construction during 2008 and 2009 amounted to 29 SFECs, reducing this number to 511 SFECs available as of January 1, 2010.
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The Draft Report analyzes the City’s options to increase its reclaimed water utilization by expanding effluent storage and irrigation capacities. The Report identifies potential future users of reclaimed water, including Tierra Oaks Golf Course, Gold Hills
Golf Course, Lassen Canyon Nursery, and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). The Report explores the option to expand the City’s existing spray fields to the currently vacant Industrial Park expansion area south of the City’s
Wastewater Treatment Plant. The final report will analyze the option to construct a pipeline to the Sacramento River, which
would allow year around discharge and provide a long-term solution for the City.
Waterworks Engineers completed a subsequent study in August 2009 to assess further the City’s options for disposing of reclaimed water. Alternatives analyzed included effluent land application and recycling alternatives, regionalization with the City
of Redding, relocation of outfalls, and discharge to Churn Creek as an effluent dominated water body.
The study recommended the City proceed with constructing a reclaimed water pipeline to the Tierra Oaks Golf Course located
east of the City of Shasta Lake, in the City of Redding, to reach the near-term treatment plant capacity of 1.3 MGD. The study
also looked at a no dilution option as a long-term disposal solution.
Tierra Oaks determined that they would not participate with the extension of the City’s reclaimed water line. So the City proceeded to look at another alternative - a higher level of treatment and direct discharge to Churn Creek. That project is in the
process of its environmental review. The City has received positive feedback from the Regional Water Quality Control Board,
NOAA, California Fish and Wildlife, and Fish and Wildlife Services.
Water Capacity
The City entered into a Long-Term Renewal Contract (No. 4-07-20-W1134-LTR1) with the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) for the
provision of Project Water from the Shasta Division – Central Valley Project (CVP). The term of the contract is March 1, 2005
through February 28, 2045. This contract water is the primary source of water for the City.
On July 29, 2003, the City was successful in securing an additional long-term water allocation from the Bureau of Reclamation
(BOR) when the BOR agreed to restore the City’s historical allocation of 4,400 AF of Central Valley Project (CVP) water per year.
The City recently entered into agreement with Anderson-Cottonwood Irrigation District (ACID) for the long-term (40-year)
transfer of 2,000 AF of water to the City of Shasta Lake.
An agreement was reached with MCM Properties, Inc., (MCM) for the long-term (40-year) transfer of up to 325 AF of water.
The MCM agreement states MCM shall make available an additional 132 AF per year of water if agreed upon annually by both
MCM and the City. The City has the first right to this 132 AF if MCM determines that the water is available for transfer.
Including the BOR allocation of 4,400 AF, the ACID transfer of 2,000 AF, and 325 AF from MCM, the City’s total long-term water
supply would be 6,725 AF per year, pending BOR’s approval of the ACID and MCM water transfers.
The Water Utility has a current service-area population of 10,279. According to the Calendar Year 2009 Department of
Water Resources Public Water Systems Statistics Report, there are 3,698 active water service connections in the City,
which represents 95 percent residential and 5 percent commercial/industrial/institutional users.
The Report indicates a total of 2,501 acre-feet of metered water were delivered during CY 2009. Based on the BOR all ocation alone, this would leave 1,899 AF available to serve new development, which represents approximately 1, 899
SFECs. Therefore, the City has sufficient water capacity to accommodate Shasta Lake’s share of the regional housing
need. The long-term concern however is whether there will be sufficient rain and snow pack on an annual basis to avoid
water reductions determined by the Bureau of Reclamation. The City had to buy water this year from the McConnell
Foundation at $200 per acre-foot (preciously $50/acre foot). The City also adopted a drought ordinance with a penalty
for overuse of water to help reduce use in the City. The City also adopted a water efficient landscape ordinance during
the planning period that is consistent with State Law. The first land use to put the ordinance into use was the Wintu
Tribes’ new Cultural Resource Center. All of the plants used at the Center are native plants that are inherently drought
tolerant and drip irrigation installed that is timed for efficiency.
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Environmental Constraints

The City has several constraints to development that are environmental:


Topography
Much of the land area in the City significantly varies in topography, including a portion of the vacant property zoned for
housing units. In 2007, the City adopted a Grading, Erosion Control, and Hillside Development Ordinance, which addresses
how the City expects development to address topographic changes and grading. The ordinance addresses environmental
issues such as loss of soil, impacts to drainage areas, and visual impacts.
Because no extensive development is permitted on property over 30% (small isolated areas of 30 percent or greater will be
considered only for sections of roads and utilities), some of the property zoned for residential development will not be
able to meet the density allowances for specific zones. Therefore, for example, should the City adopt a minimum development standard, it would be very difficult to ensure that properties could meet those minimums.
Instead, each property must be assessed for that density allowance on a case-by-case basis due to the differences between
lots. Having an individual assessment then means additional costs per development proposed.
The City has added a program to review the R-3 and R-4 zoning districts. As part of that review, the City will analyze in detail all of the parcels with those zoning district designations for topographic issues. Program HE 1.11 provides for revision
of the R-3 and R-4 densities. The exact increases are not proposed but the City expects those densities to increase from 10
units per acre for R-3 to 20-30 units per acre and from 20 units per acre for R-4 to 30-40 units per acre. This program has
been continued into the 2014 Housing Element planning period.



Flood Plain/Drainage
The City has several creeks identified by FEMA as 100-year flood hazard areas. Properties adjacent to and in those flood
plains include some of the vacant property zoned for housing. All new residential construction or substantial improvement
must provide an Elevation Certificate verifying the structure is elevated at least one foot above the base flood elevation.
The City does not perceive this as an impediment but rather an appropriate method for making sure structures and people
are primarily not located within a flood plain and protected when they are within the flood plain. For some property owners, however, who believe the FEMA maps are incorrect, the process to validate their belief can be expensive.
Local drainage that is not of a 100-year storm value can still be a problem for new and existing structures within the City.
For example, in the area where the City has purchased property at Meade and Locust Streets, the storm drainage from the
site enters an undersized pipe that cross the street and then daylights on a private property, then traverses that property
before entering an alley area and then again traversing private property.
In order to develop without causing off-site impacts, a hydrology study is required to ensure development does not affect
downstream properties, and the developer must address the need to either retain the drainage on-site or find means to
accommodate it within public right-of-way without an increased impact to those property owners. While this does not affect all properties, it causes a particular problem for infill properties that cannot spread the cost across multiple lots/units.



Trees
The City’s vacant properties and existing developed properties contain significant tree coverage. The City’s Tree Conservation ordinance addresses how protected trees (all trees over 10” diameter at breast height with the exception of gray pine)
will be retained and/or replaced. An exemption is provided for property developed with a single-family residence that
does not result in mass clearing over 20,000 square feet, and for new construction of a single-family residential dwelling
unit.
However, for subdivisions, there is a requirement for a tree survey, which adds to the cost of the development. This cost
varies depending on the size of the property and the number of trees, and requires the identification of specific trees as
opposed to tree cover or canopy. To date, the tree survey has proved beneficial in identifying constraints that can be addressed as part of the development.
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One issue, however, is completing required topographic mapping which is often constrained by heavy tree coverage. Aerial
photography then becomes an issue rather than a resource for topographic mapping and slope tolerances. In the past, the
City has permitted, on a limited basis, tree sampling/cruising, which uses a sampling of an area and projects forward what
the tree coverage/type is on a particular property.
Larger projects have found that the tree cover has been an impediment to even sampling trees or “cruising” the trees
much in the same way they would be estimated for logging – verifiable only when brush and smaller trees are removed.
The effects of the environmental constraints vary widely according to the parcel location and size. Smaller properties and
smaller numbers of proposed units have the greater problem in accommodating the cost for additional studies or surveys
as may be required. Some larger residential properties have the ability to cluster units, preserve open space while reducing
the need for long wide roads that inherently result in more impervious surface and greater runoff under the existing
standards.
Healthy Community standards will be incorporated into the new design standards and subsequent improvement standards
that follow the remainder of the General Plan. Healthy Community standards indicate that narrower roads reduced impervious surfaces, on-site drainage retention, and clustering of uses will avoid much of the need to address mitigation as well
which adds Mitigation Costs to the overall development costs.
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Article IV.

OPPORTUNITIES

Section 4.01

Housing Opportunities – Vacant Land, Rezoning, and Accessory Units

Units Built, Under Construction and/or Approved During Planning Period
According to HCD, a jurisdiction may take credit for units constructed or under construction between the base year of the
RHNA period and the beginning of the new planning period. Units that have been issued building permits on, or after, January 1
of the year falling two years prior to the due date of the jurisdiction’s housing element may be credited against the RHNA to
determine the balance of site capacity that must be identified. For example, for housing elements due June 30, 2014 units for
which permits were issued on or after January 1, 2014 may be credited against the RHNA. Those building permits are list below.
To credit units affordable to lower- and moderate-income households against the RHNA, a jurisdiction must demonstrate the
units are affordable based on at least one of the following:




subsidies, financing or other mechanisms that ensure affordability (e.g., MHP, HOME, or LIHTC financed projects,
inclusionary units or RDA requirements);
actual rents; and
actual sales prices

Table 29 describes the units that have been constructed during the period allowed for credit- from January 1, 2009 to July 1,
2014. The valuation section is the value at the time of the Building Permit application. The Assessor’s value- because these are
all recent sales- is based upon the actual sales and the Prop. 13 increase for the years in use. These prices are relevant to the
price that would be expected to be used to determine affordability.
There were no extremely low or very low units constructed within the allowed time. There are several manufactured homes
that were constructed that could be considered available for low-income homeowners as well as few of the small, less expensive homes noted in the Table 29.
Shasta Lake uses affordability tables that demonstrate median income levels for a variety of household sizes, issued by HUD
(US. Department of Housing and Urban Development) and HCD (California Department of Housing and Community Development) on an annual basis. The income categories include the extremely low, very low, low, and moderate-income levels. Both
HUD and HCD when awarding grant funds correspondingly use those levels.
In the last five years, Agency DAP loans for example have been available initially for $225,000 but have now increased to
$228,000. HUD permits an even higher threshold but income levels in the community do not support those levels.
In the table below, the Assessor Parcel Numbers that have strikeout formatting are an indication that at the time of the permit
submittal, there was one number assigned to the parcel but that the parcel was subsequently assigned another parcel number
by the County Assessor in their records. The current parcel number is included in parenthesis. This will allow the City to keep its
records clear on what has occurred on each parcel.
The City kept the original information from the 2009-2014 Housing Element in this document to show the contrast between
the planning periods. Table 29 is from 2003-2008 while Table 29 a is from the 2009-2014 planning period.
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Units Built, Under Construction and/or Approved- last planning period
St.
No.

Street Name

Status : Units by Income Level
Built,
Under
VL L M
AM
Constr.
Or App.

006-150-030

1221 Holly Street

Built

0

1

0

075-580-030

2985 Avington

Built

0

0

1

075-580-005

2906 Avington Way

Built

0

0

0

075-580-016

4105 Doyle Ct

Built

0

0

005-490-003

Built

0

007-100-050

1228 Mussel Shoals
Avenue
1912 Oregon

Built

005-390-035

1100 Central Avenue

006-280-011

0

Affordability
Determination
Valuation

Assessor’s
Value

$95,119

$15,000

124,654

34,498

1

151,482

34,498

0

1

134,388

34,498

1

0

0

71,553

83,071

0

1

0

0

69,856

100,222

Built

0

1

0

0

98,624

103,467

1140 Holly Street

Built

0

1

0

0

69,086

119,340

006-870-057

3904 Los Gatos Ave.

Built

0

1

0

0

68,082

128,035

006-710-007

Built

0

1

0

0

140,565

135,833

075-580-009

1762 Targa Lane
5
2926 Chaucer Way

Built

0

1

0

0

151,079

144,498

005-130-037

5038 Main Street

Built

0

1

0

0

104,669

149,546

075-360-020

2737 Marilyn Ave

Built

0

0

1

0

92,944

175,098

005-220-023

4185 Chico Street

Built

0

0

1

0

85,416

180,000

006-160-007

3635 Shasta Dam Blvd.

Built

0

0

1

0

96,456

183,530

2130

Washington Avenue

Built

0

0

1

0

112,021

185,388

006-310-044

748

Miller Avenue

Built

0

0

1

0

105,991

186,000

005-260-025

4632 Chico Street

Built

0

0

1

0

110,668

195,000

075-580-015

2923 Avington Way

Built

0

0

1

0

135,069

195,187

005-260-092

4625 Chico Street

Built

0

0

1

0

108,057

200,000

006-310-042

756

Shasta Park Drive

Built

0

0

1

0

88,972

200,000

006-940-027

3740 Bloomsbury Avenue
4186 Doyle Court

Built

0

0

1

0

130,542

202,653

Built

0

0

1

0

132,280

205,187

Built

0

0

1

0

121,559

212,653

006-950-010

3766 Bloomsbury Avenue
3908 Craftsman Avenue

Built

0

0

1

0

131,172

227,653

075-030-030

2980 Avington Way

Built

0

0

1

0

136,392

230,000

3102 West Street

Built

0

0

1

0

104,125

234,737

654

Built

0

0

1

0

$131,462

(006-280-029)

(006-160-058)

007-070-030
(007-070-046)

075-580-025
006-940-025

(075-580-001)

075-110-028
(075-110-054)

005-520-018

Mussel Shoals
Avenue

$235,000
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Units Built, Under Construction and/or Approved- last planning period
St.
No.

Street Name

Status : Units by Income Level
Built,
Under
VL L M
AM
Constr.
Or App.

Affordability
Determination
Valuation

Assessor’s
Value

005-260-080

4571 Chico Street

Built

0

0

1

0

127,030

236,000

075-170-024

5439 Akrich Street

Built

0

0

1

0

105,146

236,098

005-060-026

4227 Meade Street

Built

0

0

1

0

86,823

238,170

075-580-028

2957 Avington Way

Built

0

0

1

0

134,286

240,000

075-110-028

3112 West Street

Built

0

0

1

0

104,125

240,000

1740 Los Flores Street

Built

0

0

1

0

99,652

241,026

575

Eugene Avenue

Built

0

0

1

0

242,523

241,136

005-100-084

4053 Fort Peck Street

Built

0

0

1

0

101,606

244,290

007-060-050

2095 Vallecito Street

Built

0

0

1

0

106,161

245,000

006-880-037

3985 Flower Street

Built

0

0

1

0

90,454

246,500

005-130-044

5012 Front Street

Built

0

0

1

0

97,824

247,860

075-110-028

3108 West Street

Built

0

0

1

0

104,125

249,302

(005-060-054)

(075-110-056)

006-880-028
005-630-003
(005-630-026)

(075-110-055)

075-580-008

2954 Chaucer Way

Built

0

0

0

1

150,317

260,000

075-580-026

4176 Doyle Court

Built

0

0

0

1

167,949

265,000

005-380-028

4639 Pensacola Street

Built

0

0

0

1

135,997

271,571

005-470-038

1117 Locust Street

Built

0

0

0

1

167,438

285,180

005-370-021

4657 Red Bluff Street

Built

0

0

0

1

131,767

290,000

075-550-005

4124 Pembroke Lane

Built

0

0

0

1

109,324

299,900

075-510-032

2717 Smith Avenue

Built

0

0

0

1

173,646

300,000

075-030-030

2924 Avington Way

Built

0

0

0

1

153,354

314,500

075-550-022

4103 Pembroke Lane

Built

0

0

0

1

125,694

315,000

075-550-020

4085 Pembroke Lane

Built

0

0

0

1

163,043

320,000

075-550-025

4147 Pembroke Lane

Built

0

0

0

1

126,029

322,218

Built

0

0

0

1

156,996

332,000

(075-580-004)

075-550-025

Pembroke Lane

(075-550-026)

4163

075-030-030

2880 Chaucer Way

Built

0

0

0

1

159,984

344,000

4196 Doyle Court

Built

0

0

0

1

125,914

346,800

(075-580-010)

075-030-030
(075-580-024)
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Table 29
APN

Units Built, Under Construction and/or Approved- last planning period
St.
No.

075-030-030

CONSTRAINTS AND OPPORTUNITIES

Street Name

Status : Units by Income Level
Built,
Under
VL L M
AM
Constr.
Or App.

Affordability
Determination
Valuation

Assessor’s
Value

3164 Westminster
Court

Built

0

0

0

1

$164,836

$350,000

3193 Westminster
Court

Built

0

0

0

1

243,930

370,000

(075-550-026)

075-570-004

4610 Risstay Way

Built

0

0

0

1

187,102

397,080

075-030-030

4119 Doyle Court

Built

0

0

0

1

180,534

405,000

3137 Westminster
Court
3302 Avington Way

Built

0

0

0

1

165,754

432,900

Built

0

0

0

1

262,887

433,785

0

8

29

23 (includes 3 undervalued)

(075-550-015)

075-550-012

(075-580-017)

075-550-008
075-540-025
(075-540-041)

Source: Development Services Building Records and Shasta County Assessor’s Parcel Quest
1 – All SFD During the last planning period. The exception is three Manufactured Homes.
Lined out Parcel Numbers have been replaced with new parcel numbers.

This table was left in this Housing Element because it was part of the adequate sites calculation required by the State of California’s Department of Housing and Community Development during the last planning period. It helps with comparison to the
new constructed units shown in Table 29 a.
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Table 29 a – Units Constructed January 1, 2009 to May 1, 2014
YEAR

APN

STREE
T
NO.

STREET
NAME

VALUE
AT BP
STAGE

TYPE
OF
UNIT

UNIT
NO.

2009
2009
2009
2009
2009
2009
2009
2009
2009
2009
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2011
2011
2011
2011
2012
2012
2012
2012
2013
2013
2013
2013
2013
2013
2014
2014
2014
2014
2014
2014
2014
2014
2014
2014

075-580-030
075-580-021
075-580-016
075-580-023
075-580-005
075-580-007
075-570-031
007-150-051
007-100-050
006-390-036
007-370-027
075-110-045
075-580-029
075-580-006
075-110-033
075-580-019
075-580-002
075-360-044
075-580-014
075-580-019
006-150-046
075-580-020
075-570-036
075-580-011
075-170-037
007-260-008
075-580-013
075-580-022
006-020-021
006-020-044
075-550-017
007-010-018
006-020-044
006-020-021
005-390-021
007-010-018
005-640-039
075-580-012
006-130-051
075-550-044
007-060-007

2985
4173
4105
4197
2906
2955
2733
2541
1912
17770
5225
3146
2969
2939
3172
4145
2966
2739
2891
4145
1164
4159
4689
2876
2729
1865
2883
4185
2277
2255
3140
4747
2155
2277
4008
4761
2032
2805
1306
3101
2053

Avington Way
Doyle Ct
Doyle Ct
Doyle Ct
Avington Way
Chaucer Way
Smith Ave
Smith Ave
Oregon Ave
Spruce Blvd
Front St
West St
Avington Way
Chaucer Way
West St
Doyle Ct
Avington Way
Virginia Ave
Chaucer Way
Doyle Ct
North Blvd
Doyle Ct
Risstay Way
Chaucer Way
Leona Ave
Parallel St
Chaucer Way
Doyle Ct
Ashby Rd
Ashby Rd
Westminster
Meade St
Ashby Rd
Ashby Rd
Willow St
Meade St
Cabello St
Chaucer Way
North St
Avington Way
Cappuccino Court

124,654
126,310
134,388
139,000
151,482
151,725
165,805
199,545
69,856
UTL
108,632
122,988
134,863
136,644
151,170
150,043
156,582
101,656
119,244
150,043
94,158
147,271
148,880
153,539
92,965
100,659
149,755
154,979
145,128
137,290
171,501
130,259
137,290
145,128
101,967
113,847
123,541
150,043
103,851
164,056
105,507

SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD
MHF
SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD
MF
SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
41

INCOME
Extremely.
Low

INCOME
Very Low

INCOME
Low

INCOME
Median

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
4

37

1
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Table 29 b

CONSTRAINTS AND OPPORTUNITIES

Demolitions During 2009-2014 planning period

YEAR

APN

STREET

STREET NAME

TYPE OF
UNIT

NO

Table 29 a and b

2009
2009
2009
2009
2009
2009
2009

007-280-018
006-020-044
007-160-024
006-160-045
005-580-005
075-170-035
006-470-009

1931
2155
2448
3660
4341
5420
13371

Shasta
Ashby Rd
Cottage Ave
Hazel St
Main St
Webster St
Lake Blvd

SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD
MH

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Source:

2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010

005-630-027
005-400-015
005-490-010
006-210-009
007-260-040
005-640-027
007-280-015
075-360-013
075-360-053
075-190-009
075-110-027
006-240-004
005-390-021
005-230-013 and 14
005-240-007
005-370-002
007-060-007
007-101-072
007-540-027
005-160-003
005-130-014
007-170-030
007-370-009
007-370-027
006-390-008
006-450-042

595
968
1140
1242
1868
1968
1981
2707
2708
2809
3116
3777
4008
4190
4357
4553
4625
4768
4821
4832
4852
5035
5133
5225
13546
13655

Eugene Ave
Forest St
Mussel Shoals Ave
Poplar St
Parallel St
Cabello Ave
Shasta
Marilyn Ave
Virginia Ave
Virginia Ave
West St
Pancake Hill Dr.
Willows St
Main St
Front St
Red Bluff St
Vallecito St
Meade St
Willamette St
Red Bluff St
Front St
Deer Creek Ave
Shasta Dam
Front St
Shasta
Beacon St

MH
SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD
MH
SFD
SFD
SFD
MFD
SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD
MH
SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD

1
1
1
1
1
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
3
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2011
2011
2011
2011
2011
2011
2011
2011
2011
2011
2011

005-470-049
006-130-003
005-220-049
005-050-005
005-440-017
075-170-037
075-360-044
006-890-009
006-570-009
006-440-049
006-440-048

1035
1220
1417
1625
1948
2729
2739
13864
13904
17851
17856

Gray Pine Way
North Blvd
Montana Ave
Locust St
Pleasant St
Leona Ave
Virginia Ave
Lake Blvd
Lake Blvd
Pine Ave
Pine Ave

MH
MH
SFD
SFD
SFD
MH
SFD
MH
MH
SFD
SFD

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2012
2012
2012
2012
2012
2012

006-320-022
005-660-008
007-260-008
007-250-038
006-120-025
006-570-007

480
1009
1865
2056
3836
13892

White Way
Central Ave
Parallel St
Rosamond Ave
Pancake Hill Dr.
Lake Blvd

SFD
SFD
SFD
MH
MH
MH

1
1
1
1
1
1

2013

005-630-007

4919

Koch St

MH

1

Development Services
Department Building Division
records

54
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New Construction from January 2009 to Present
The units constructed in this period were divided between two income levels. Thirty-nine of the units were single-family units.
Two of the low-income units were manufactured housing units/modular homes. No multiple family units were constructed nor
were there any very low or extremely low-income housing units constructed.
Table 29 a shows the areas/values for the newly constructed single-family units (including manufactured homes) placed on lots
during the last planning period from January 1, 2009 through May 1, 2014. Table 29 b shows the number and placement of
housing units removed (constructed and mobile home) during that same period. There were more units removed during the
period than placed in service.
The number of units that were removed increased during that period because the City had Redevelopment and Neighborhood
Stabilization funds available (particularly in 2010) for the removal of the units. Unit values are not shown, as there was no way
to estimate accurately the values of structures/mobile homes that were in an abatement process. All of the units were vacant.
It is expected that demolitions will slow significantly in the next planning period in part because the funds are no longer available and that the number of older, dilapidated structures has been reduced.
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Table 30 Vacant Land Assessment- 2003- 2008 Housing Element List
Analyzed for Use During 2009-2104 Planning Period
AP No.

Pot.
Street
Gen. Units Pot. Units ReStreet Name Acres Zone
No.
Plan Acre Units main Adjust 2009

Sewer

Water

Access

Topo

Dev.
Pot.

Current
Use

Notes / Issues

006-160-39

3839

HAZEL

0.27

U

UR

10

2

0

Yes

Yes

Good

Poor

Avg.

SFD

Built In Plan. Perio -2008
ND
2 Unit Not Feasible Due
To Slope
Would require resubdivision; slope would
nd
limit 2 units to zero unless primary SFD is very
small or they are attached
units

006-160-35

NA

HAZEL

0.57

U

UR

10

5

2

Yes

Yes

Good

Poor

Good

VACANT

006-160-32

NA

HAZEL

0.69

U

UR

10

6

2

Yes

Yes

Good

Poor

Good

VACANT

Appears to be 3 lots; one
smaller - slope over 20% in
portions and access is poor

006-160-38

NA

HAZEL

0.71

U

UR

10

4

1

Yes

Yes

Good

Poor

Avg.

VACANT

006-160-36

NA

HAZEL

U

UR

10

1

Yes

Yes

Good

Poor

Avg.

VACANT

006-160-37

NA

HAZEL

0.71

U

UR

10

6

1

Yes

Yes

Good

Poor

Good

VACANT

006-160-33

NA

Shasta Dam
Boulevard

0.72

U

UR

10

6

2

Yes

Yes

Good

Poor

Good

VACANT

006-790-11

NA

Shasta Dam
Boulevard

26.85

U

UR

10

215

0

Yes

Yes

Yes

Good

Good

VACANT

Lot is 25’ with slopes over
20%
N end is off SDB and N end
is off Hazel with major
slope in-between
Lot is with slopes over 20%
N end is off SDB and N end
is off Hazel with major
slope between
Lot is 25’ with slopes over
20%
N end is off SDB and N end
is off Hazel with major
slope
Appears to be 3 lots; slope
over 20% in portions and
access is poor
No Sewer; Tied up as part
of tribal recognition process for Wintu. Potential
units not counted
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Table 30 Vacant Land Assessment- 2003- 2008 Housing Element List
Analyzed for Use During 2009-2104 Planning Period
AP No.

Pot.
Street
Gen. Units Pot. Units ReStreet Name Acres Zone
No.
Plan Acre Units main Adjust 2009

006-040-20
NA
(New 006-040-024,025,-026,-027)

Access from 57.62
Olive or Poplar

PD

UR/SR 10

346

006-280-15

NA

Holly

1.27

R-1

UR

10

8

006-280-11
NA
(New: 006-280-030)
006-800-09
NA

Holly

1.30

R-1

UR

10

Rouge and
Altus

17.20

R-1

UR

006-800-08

NA

3440 Shasta
Dam Boulevard

18.50

R-1

006-790-13

NA

Shasta Dam
Boulevard

43.88

R-1

Washington
Ave

007-190-06

200

Sewer

Water

Access

Topo

Dev.
Pot.

Current
Use

Notes / Issues

Extend

Extend

Avg.

Avg.

Avg.

VACANT

Access must be obtained
but available from other
streets. Portion next to RR

1

Yes

Yes

Avg.

Avg.

Avg.

VACANT

Poor access; Flag Lot

8

1

Yes

Yes

Avg.

Avg.

Avg.

VACANT

Flag Lot

10

103

0

Yes

Yes

Avg.

Avg.

Avg.

VACANT

Counted as part of Subdivision Final Map ( Oilar)

UR

10

111

30-60

Yes

Yes

Avg.

Avg.

Avg.

VACANT

UR

10

351

NA

Yes

Yes

Yes

Good

Good

VACANT

0.27

R-1-B- UR
12

10

2

2

Yes

Yes

Good

Avg.

Good

VACANT

Owned by Catholic Churchunlikely to subdivide but
could provide access to
another parcel or rear.
No Sewer; Tied up we part
of tribal recognition process for Wintu. Potential
units not counted
Slope and Access present
problems

007-190-03

NA

Washington
Ave

0.39

R-1-B- UR
12

10

3

1

Extend

Extend

Poor

Avg.

Good

VACANT

Slope and Access present
problems

007-200-01

NA

0.67

5

2

Yes

Yes

Good

Avg.

Good

VACANT

NA

R-1-B- UR
12
R-1-B- UR
12

10

007-200-03

10

7

3

Yes

Yes

Good

Avg.

Good

VACANT

Slope and Access present
problems
Slope and Access present
problems

007-190-05

NA

10

8

3

Yes

Yes

Poor

Avg.

Good

VACANT

NA

UR

10

8

3

Yes

Yes

Good

Good

Good

VACANT

007-190-02

NA

UR

10

9

3

Yes

Yes

Good

Good

Good

VACANT

007-190-01

NA

R-1-B12
R-1-B12
R-1-B12
R-1-B12

UR

007-190-07

Washington
Ave
Washington
Ave & Cascade
Blvd.
Washington
Ave
Washington
Ave
Washington
Ave
Washington
Ave & Cascade
Blvd

UR

10

15

6

Yes

Yes

Good

Avg.

Good

VACANT

0.90

0.96
1.00
1.13
1.89

Slope and Access present
problems
Slope and Access present
problems
Slope and Access present
problems
Slope and Access present
problems
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Table 30 Vacant Land Assessment- 2003- 2008 Housing Element List
Analyzed for Use During 2009-2104 Planning Period
AP No.
007-200-04

Pot.
Street
Gen. Units Pot. Units ReStreet Name Acres Zone
No.
Plan Acre Units main Adjust 2009
NA

007-170-11
NA
(New: 007-170-030)
007-170-20

NA

007-200-05

NA

006-020-39
NA
(New: 006-920-;
006-940-; 006-950-)
007-250-19
3625

Washington
Ave

Sewer

Water

Access

Topo

Dev.
Pot.

Current
Use

Notes / Issues

2.19

R-1-B- UR
12

10

18

6

Extend

Extend

Poor

Avg.

Good

VACANT

Slope and Access present
problems

Deer Creek
2.92
and Ivy Avenue
Deer Creek
3.07
& Cottage Ave

R-1-B- UR
12

10

23

0

Yes

Yes

Good

Good

Good

VACANT

R-1-B- UR
12

10

25

0

Yes

Yes

Good

Good

Good

VACANT

Washington 3.09
Ave & Cascade
Blvd
Ashby Ave.
40.30
access

R-1-B- UR
12

10

25

5

Yes

Yes

Avg.

Avg.

Good

VACANT

Slope and Access present
some problems/ Owner
interested in Commercial
Slope and Access present
some problems/ Owner
interested in Commercial
Slope and Access present
problems

R-1BSM

UR

10

242

NA

Yes

Yes

Good

Poor

Avg.

VACANT

Counted as subdivision
(Oakridge and Hazelwood)

Shasta Dam
Boulevard

0.20

R-3-DR UR

10

2

2

Yes

Yes

Good

Good

Good

VACANT

Slope issue

007-250-04

2005

Elizabeth Ave 0.21

R-3-DR UR

10

2

2

Yes

Yes

Good

Good

Good

VACANT

SFD removed and now
vacant

007-250-22

NA

Elizabeth Ave 0.22

R-3-DR UR

10

2

2

Yes

Yes

Good

Good

Good

VACANT

Slope issue

007-210-08

NA

Rosamond

0.26

R-3-DR UR

10

2

2

Extend

Extend

Avg.

Avg.

Good

VACANT

Slope and Access present
problems

007-210-10

NA

Walker

0.27

R-3-DR UR

10

2

2

Extend

Extend

Avg.

Avg.

Good

VACANT

007-210-06

NA

Cascade Blvd

0.29

R-3-DR UR

10

2

2

Yes

Yes

Good

Avg.

Avg.

VACANT

007-250-23

2013

Rosamond

0.31

R-3-DR UR

10

3

3

Yes

Yes

Good

Good

Good

VACANT

Slope and Access present
problems
Slope and Access present
problems
Adjoins other MFD

007-250-27

2012

Rosamond

0.44

R-3-DR UR

10

4

4

Yes

Yes

Good

Good

Good

VACANT

Adjoins other MFD

007-210-09

NA

Rosamond

0.53

R-3-DR UR

10

4

2

Extend

Extend

Avg.

Avg.

Good

VACANT

Adjoins other MFD

007-210-11
007-270-07

NA
NA

Elizabeth
Cascade
Boulevard

0.64
0.69

R-3-DR UR
R-3-DR UR

10
10

5
6

2
0

Extend
Yes

Extend
Yes

Avg.
Good

Avg.
Good

Good
Good

VACANT
VACANT

Adjoins other MFD
Proposed for commercial
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Table 30 Vacant Land Assessment- 2003- 2008 Housing Element List
Analyzed for Use During 2009-2104 Planning Period
AP No.

Pot.
Street
Gen. Units Pot. Units ReStreet Name Acres Zone
No.
Plan Acre Units main Adjust 2009

Sewer

Water

Access

Topo

Dev.
Pot.

Current
Use

Notes / Issues

007-210-07

NA

Cascade
Boulevard

1.64

R-3-DR UR

10

10

2

Yes

Yes

Good

Avg.

Avg.

VACANT

007-210-13

NA

Rosamond

1.65

R-3-DR UR

10

13

6

Yes

Yes

Avg.

Avg.

Good

VACANT

Extends back to Parallel
Drive. Back portion could
be MFD- R-3/4
Slope and access issues

007-210-12

NA

Rosamond and 1.90
Elizabeth

R-3-DR UR

10

15

6

Extend

Extend

Avg.

Avg.

Good

VACANT

Slope and access issues

006-280-24

NA

Shasta Dam
Boulevard

R-3DR

UR

10

37

Yes

Good

Good

Good

VACANT

Slope and access issues

075-080-01
(075-080-004)

NA

Cascade Blvd. 11.90
and Riddle Rd.

R-3-DR UR

10

95

0

Extend

Yes

Good

Avg.

Good

VACANT

Tara Hills- Western portion

075-080-01

NA

Cascade Blvd. 13.30
and Riddle Rd.

R-3-DR UR

10

106

60

Extend

Yes

Good

Good

Good

VACANT

Remainder of Tara Hills

007-400-37

NA

Mountain
Gate

23.0

U

URH

20

120

150

Extend

Extend

Good

Poor

Poor

VACANT

075-060-07

NA

4.50

R-4

URH

20

72

35

Yes

Yes

Good

Good

Good

VACANT

075-060-06

NA

Cascade
Boulevard
Cascade
Boulevard

Adjacent to Freeway. Part
of property known as Peri
Property. Four acres assumed for aff. housing/
MFD
South of Tara Hills

9.80

R-4

URH

20

157

40

Yes

Yes

Good

Good

Good

VACANT

South of Tara Hills

006-150-001

NA

North, Cypress, Cedar

10.70

U

UR

10

32

2

Yes

Yes

Good

Poor

Poor

SFD

Slope and access issues

006-280-22, -19

NA

Shasta Dam
Boulevard

4.68

24.51

U

RA

0.5

10

37X2
Extend
(increased
density)

10

Extend

Yes

Avg.

Poor

Avg.

VACANT

Slope, access, and water
pressure issues. Previous
HE showed incorrect GP
designation.

Total: 646 Units (See affordability table for unit count by income)
Shaded Parcels are those considered available for required RHNA calculations - and are included in Table 39
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Vacant Land Assessment
When current staff reviewed the list in Table 29, it was clear many parcels had not received adequate review. For example, where slope is indicated as a concern, no reduction had been made to address the slope issues or indicate that the slope issue was major where the average slope was over 20%. Staff reviewed all of the parcels in the
original table (using it as a baseline for the City) to provide a more realistic assessment of the number of units that could be placed on each of the parcels. Each parcel is
unique, depending upon size, slope, location, and access to utilities.
Some parcels have multiple issues as noted in the table, which significantly reduced the number of units that could be accommodated on the parcel. For that reason, staff
added columns to the original table, as opposed to just retaining the original table, so that the reduced numbers could be included and a more realistic number of units
assumed. This was intended to show that the City reviewed the original site listing from the previous planning period. That review was also completed in order to verify
previous assessments of the numbers of sites that were still available, the realistic capacity of the sites, as well as any sites no longer available because they have been developed. An updated inventory is included as a program on page five of the Goals, Policies, and Programs section, Program 1.1. The City will review all of the parcels during
the Land Use Element update in 2014/15
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Table 31
Abatement Cases
Vacant Structures- Demolitions – Available for New Units
Case APN
File
No.*

Street Street
No.

2040

005-100-076

1895

2251

005-630-014

1066

Status

Zone

GP Lot/ Parcel Size
(Sqft/
Acre)

Last Sale Last Sale/ Notes/
Amount Transfer Issues
OR Assess-ment
(Yr)

Ashby Ave Demo

R-1

UR

3872

$49,587

10/10/96

Non-conforming Lot R-1 if alone
but more usable if OR Multicombined with adj. Family if Use
vacant lot
w/ adj. lots

1

475/
477

Black Can- Cleared
yon Road

R1-B20

SR

45000 /
1.03 acre

$58,366

12/06/79

2  2nd Unit with
Admin. Permit OR
Re-zone to R1 – or
R1- B12 once sewer
is avail. then PM

007-260-031

1843

Cascade
Blvd

C-2

C

22,651/
0.52 acre

$96,000

12/10/04

2434

007-150-005

4614

Deer Creek Cleared

R1-B12

SR

19435/ .47 $18,456
acre

8/10/99

Already 1 unit.
Same; R-1 ;
Difficult to split
Need road
/road, sewer issues improvements
– could have second and sewer/
family unit
water installed to
divide
Sewer extension for Poss. Multiany development Family or
MFD not allowed in Mixed Use
C-2
Smith and Deer
Bldg. Permit +
Creek
2nd Unit
Road Impr. Needed
Topography is limiting

563

005-400-015

968

Forest
Street

Demo

R-1

SR

13308 / 0.3 $37,932
acre

06/02/98

630

006-160-045

3660

Hazel
Street

Demo

R-1

SR

6075

$11,964

2047

005-620-034

5046

Kevin
Street

Trailer,
Demo

R-1-B20 SR

23669 /
.54 acre

$100,000

Cleared

Most Ap- Poss. Action Needed Poss.
prop. Use Min.
Max. Units
Units
(in period)
Add
Use as Non- Conforming Lot OR
combined with adjoining lot

1

6

0

Re-Zone to R-3 or
Amendment to C
District Uses.

10 (up to 20 if
R-3 density is
increased)

2

Bldg. Permit and 2
Unit
OR Rezone and PM

Appears to be 2 -40’ SFD
lots
Topography is an
issue

2

Bldg. Permit-+ 2
Unit Must meet
standards; OR Split
to flag lot 2 units

2

08/10/99

Poss. Fire Damage – SFD
Old structure
Has adjacent vacant
lots

1

Access is difficultwould be better to
join with other
properties, resubdivide & pave rd.

1

10/02/08

On Pvt. road., access SFD
may be an issue

2

Building Permit+ 2
Unit or PM

nd

3

nd

nd

3
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Table 31
Abatement Cases
Vacant Structures- Demolitions – Available for New Units
Case APN
File
No.*

Street Street
No.

Status

Zone

GP Lot/ Parcel Size
(Sqft/
Acre)

Last Sale Last Sale/ Notes/
Amount Transfer Issues
OR Assess-ment
(Yr)

555

006-470-009

13771

Lake Blvd

Demo

IR

C

15000 /
0.3 acre

$46,000

10/25/00

No sewer; Appears C
to be 6-25’ lots

0

Would need rezoning – ED review will
look at this parcel

0

2150

006-890-09

13866

Lake Blvd

Trailer on C2- DR
lot with
multiple
houses

C

22,500 /
0.52 acre

$78,670

09/01/87

No sewer

0

Would need rezoning-– ED review will
look at this parcel

0

2344

006-450-027

13657

Lassen
Street

Demo

9500 /
0.22 acre

$111,426

06/28/05

Lassen and Oak, No SFD or duplex
sewer, May be two ( per previous
lots- better use as HE policy)
one

1

Building Permit - if
can perc.
Rezone for duplexstill need to perc.

2

1054

005-280-005

4341

Main Street Scheduled R-1
for Demo

UR

6750 / 0.15 $55,176
acre

02/02/81

50’ wide lot

1

Bldg. Permit or Rezone to R-3 ( but
add to end of block)

3

221

007-010-072

4768

Meade
Street

Demo

R-1

UR

11900/
0.27 acre

$41,500

11/14/08

1

Bldg. Permit

1

794

075-110-03

4832

Mulberry
Street

Demo

R1-B-12 SR

12350 /

$66,233

04/04/57

End of street- bank SFD
beyond. Signif. Drop
in Value Since purchase Just short for
nd
2 Unit
Sewer, Water, and Multi-Family
access available.

2

Bldg. Permit + 2
Unit

R1- BSM UR

Most Ap- Poss. Action Needed Poss.
prop. Use Min.
Max. Units
Units
(in period)
Add

C

SFD

Within a block of
Cascade Boulevard
NA- No 075-110-04
Case file
but adj.,
Prop.

0

Mulberry
Street

Vacant

R-1-B-12 SR

15450

$17.440

08/10/99

Sewer, Water and Multi-Family
access available
Within a block of
Cascade Boulevard

1

nd

Used as 1 parcel
– 41,400/ 0.95
acre – could be
OR Re-Zone to R-3 up to 9 or twice
or R-4
that with a zoning density innd
Bldg. Permit + 2
crease for R-3
Unit OR
for 18 additionRe-Zone to R-3 or Ral units.
4
EX----For af-
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Table 31
Abatement Cases
Vacant Structures- Demolitions – Available for New Units
Case APN
File
No.*

Street Street
No.

Status

Zone

GP Lot/ Parcel Size
(Sqft/
Acre)

2357

075-110-02

4850

Mulberry
Street

MH(s) - C-2 - DR C
removed

2389

005-620-035

5035

Nicole
Drive

Demo

R-1-B20 SR

Last Sale Last Sale/ Notes/
Amount Transfer Issues
OR Assess-ment
(Yr)

Most Ap- Poss. Action Needed Poss.
prop. Use Min.
Max. Units
Units
(in period)
Add

13,600

$43,811

10/06/89

Possibly R0 (w/o Rezone to R-3/4
rezone)
3/4 if used
with adj. parcel

21108 /
0.48 acre

$100,000

10/02/08

Sewer, Water and
access available
Within a block of
Cascade Boulevard
Prev. dev. was Trailer Park
On Pvt. Rd – may be
difficult to divide
Same owner as 006, also -005,-035

SFD

2

2347

005-620-006

5018

Nicole
Drive

Cleared

R-1-B20 SR

29540 /
0.68 acre

$100,000

10/02/08

On Pvt. Rd – may be SFD
difficult to divide

2

2237

007-090-008

1709

Oregon
Avenue

Cleared

R-1

12465 /
0.28 acre

$3656

03/13/69

On Corner Lot

2

Pancake
Hill
Parallel
Street

Cleared

C-2- DR C

$7683

08/18/08

Near UPRR tracks

Demo

R-3

23600 /
0.54 acre
URH 15,000 /
0.34

$10,949

12/15/08

UR

932

006-120-044

3904

957

007-260-040

1868

2208

006-440-048

17856

Pine Ave

Demo

R1-BSM UR

3400
/under
minimum
6000

$12,500

02/18/00

2398

006-440-049

17851

Pine Ave

Demo

R1-BSM UR

1900

$16630

08/19/02

MFD

C or R-3/4

fordable units
with density
bonus- could
increase to 2

nd

Bldg. Permit + 2
Unit OR
Rezone to
R1 in the future if
road access is improved
Bldg. Permit + 2
Unit OR
Re Zone to R-3

nd

3 + 3 - 2 units
If Rezone to R-1

nd

3 -6

0

Rezone to R-3/4

5-10

Is zoned R-3 but no MFD
assigned density.
URH is 20 units /
acre which controls
Appears to be 2 lots.

6

Bldg. Permit for 6

6

Corner of Pit and
SFD
Pine.
Non-conforming lotappears to be part
of -049 to the West
No sewer
Non-conforming
lot SFD
Address should be
odd, Pine, south
No
sidesewer

1

Bldg. Permit

1

1

Bldg. Permit

1

Page 57 of 82

2014

HOUSING ELEMENT

CONSTRAINTS AND OPPORTUNITIES

Table 31
Abatement Cases
Vacant Structures- Demolitions – Available for New Units
Case APN
File
No.*

Street Street
No.

Status

Zone

GP Lot/ Parcel Size
(Sqft/
Acre)

Last Sale Last Sale/ Notes/
Amount Transfer Issues
OR Assess-ment
(Yr)

827

006-210-009

1236

Poplar
Street

Demo

U

UR

25365 /
0.58 acre

$8,342

08/10/04

2209

006-240-058

1331

Rouge Road Demo

R-1

UR

6373

$168,500

2231

006-210-007

3464

Shasta Dam Demo
Blvd

U

UR

17700

888

005-090-008

4080

Shasta Dam Cleared
Blvd

C2-DR

C

17820 /
0.41 acre

828

007-370-080

751

2003

006-130-066

2

09/26/08

Access to SDB and SFD
Dunne/ Oilar Subdivision needs improvement
Poor access
SFD

$28,570

08/10/99

SFD

2

$145,656

03/13/06

Shasta Dam
Blvd
demo
permit
expired
3/3/07

C2-DR

C

5400

$70,664

01/20/93

3905

Shasta Dam Demo
Blvd

C2-DR

C

11790 /
0.27 acre

Unknown

03/23/07

4078

Shasta Dam Cleared
Blvd

5129 /
5133

Most Ap- Poss. Action Needed Poss.
prop. Use Min.
Max. Units
Units
(in period)
Add

Bakerian owned;
C
also case No.
378/2003
Property has access
to SDB
If r/w was abandoned additional
property could be
attached to this and
-09

1

nd

Bldg. Permit + 2
Unit
OR
Rezone to R-3/4
Bldg. Permit

Bldg. Permit plus 2
unit

If Rezone to R3/4
5-12
1
nd

0 – 1 None
w/ UP If Rezoned could
and have 8 units
accessory
to
Comm.

Budhram-NonMixed Use or
0 Rezone for MFD
conforming lot; I
MFD
occupied
Best used with adjoining lots
(008, 082)
Appears to be two MFD
2 ( if Rezone to VC or R-3
lots; Use of adjoinaccesing vacant lot would
sory to
increase viability
C use
with
UP)
See 4080 SDB-same

3 w/PM
( flag lot)
If Rezoned
To R-3/4
8

2

5
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Table 31
Abatement Cases
Vacant Structures- Demolitions – Available for New Units
Case APN
File
No.*

Street Street
No.

2211

007-370-011

930

007-280-015

803

Status

Zone

GP Lot/ Parcel Size
(Sqft/
Acre)

5121

Shasta Dam Cleared
Blvd

C2-DR

C

8100 / 0.19 $190,000
acre

11/24/04

Best used with adj. C
lots

0

Rezone to permit
MFD ( in text) or
Rezone to R-3/4

1979

Shasta St

Demo/occ R-1
upy.

UR

22500 /
0.52 acre

$60,125

03/28/97

Close to Valley Ridge MFD
Sr. Apts.

3

Add 2 unit for 2
total;
subdivide to 3;
 Rezone to R-3

13740

Shasta St

Demo

R-1

UR

10000 /
0.23 acre

$14,746

10/13/93

No sewer

1

Bldg. Permit perk.
.

Shasta St.

UR

10000 /
0.23 acre

$7603

08/01/02

Near R-3 at Shasta / MFD.
Bonneville

1

Rezone to R-3

2-4

SR

3098

$14,000

03/11/08

Right next to RR – SFD
Need noise attenuation
Non-conforming
Lot next to lot
owned by same
Stalled
ownersSubdivision; SFD
Drainage and access
issues

1

Bldg. Permit
Difficult to meet
setbacks- Variance
appropriate or
abandon portion of
street
2  Bldg. Permit + 2nd
Unit OR Subdiv.

1

Would require rezone/GP Amendment- could be part
of Update

SFD
OR added to
adj. property
MFD

1

Bldg. Permit OR
Rezone to R-3/4

5

SFD

2

Bldg. Permit + 2
unit OR PM = some
nd
2 units

006-440-009
2215

007-110-030

1868

910

006-880-022

1628

Cleared, R-1
some
concrete
left
Thomas St. Demo
R-1

2359

075-170-035

5420

Webster

2086

075-110- 005

3125

2248

006-320-007

560

Demo/
cleared

Last Sale Last Sale/ Notes/
Amount Transfer Issues
OR Assess-ment
(Yr)

R-1 B-12 SR

1.85 acres $180,000

04/09/07

West Street Illegal
work

R-1

SR

11900 /
0.27 acre

$70,945

12/09/83

White Way Cleared

R-1

SR

41516 /
0.95 acre

$63,672

04/01/09
Access issues

Most Ap- Poss. Action Needed Poss.
prop. Use Min.
Max. Units
Units
(in period)
Add

SFD

nd

nd

3

5 - 10

1

6

6
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Table 31
Abatement Cases
Vacant Structures- Demolitions – Available for New Units
Case APN
File
No.*

Street Street
No.

2112

4008

005-390-021

Status

Willow St. Demo

Zone

GP Lot/ Parcel Size
(Sqft/
Acre)

Last Sale Last Sale/ Notes/
Amount Transfer Issues
OR Assess-ment
(Yr)

Most Ap- Poss. Action Needed Poss.
prop. Use Min.
Max. Units
Units
(in period)
Add

R-1

SR

$20,878

SFD

14000 /
0.32 acre

06/15/99

Appears to be two
lots

TOTALS:

2

51

Bldg. Permit

2

159

Source: Code Enforcement Case Files; COSL Zoning/GP Maps; County Assessor (Parcel Quest)



As of July 1, all residences, but one, were vacant; boarded up and not suitable for human habitation or cost-effective rehabilitation. That residence is on C2-DR property
Units are those allowed with process proposed BUT do not include density bonus for affordable housing – for MFD unit total would increase by 25% from Minimum of 16 to 20 and from 81
to 100.

Re-zoning to R-3 would mean w/ current density 10 units/acre- change in density for R-3 would mean 20 units per acre

Some R-3 has URH General Plan designations. In those cases, the density, without having to change the Zoning, would be 20 units per acre. There are a minimal number of URH parcels
within the City. They are primarily on parcels between I-5 and Cascade Boulevard.

Possibly R-4 would also increase in density to 25/30 units.
C- Commercial
UP-Use Permit R- Residential
SDB – Shasta Dam Boulevard SFD - Single-Family Residence MFD – Multi- Family Residence

This table illustrates the possible additional units that could be made available where code enforcement cases that involve vacant structures (that are dilapidated) could be pursued. Once the structures are removed, they can be made available for new structures.
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Site Inventory and Analysis
This section of the element addresses the requirements of Government Code Sections 65583 and 65583.2, requiring an inventory of appropriately zoned, available, and suitable sites to provide realistic opportunities for the provision of housing to all income segments within the community.
The City does not yet have a complete (detailed) inventory of all sites within the site that includes all infrastructure needs and
an assessment of whether the build-out capacity according to approved densities is realistic. The City did inventory lots that are
currently zoned for multi-family residential, including those used and those that are vacant in order to address potential for the
Regional Housing Needs Allocation to be accommodated within the City.
On June 20 2012, the California State Department of Housing and Community Development notified the City of the Regional
Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) for Shasta County and the three incorporated cities within the county. The RHNA totals for all
of the jurisdictions are listed in Table 32 below.

Table 32

Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA)
VL

L

M

AM

TOTALS

Anderson

32

21

24

59

136

Redding

287

181

205

502

1175

Shasta Lake

32

21

23

58

134

Unincorporated

189

117

128

321

755

540

340

380

940

2200

TOTALS

Source : State Department of Housing and Community Development - September 2012

The City’s share of the total number of housing units for all income levels for this planning period alone is 742 dwelling units.
This is the number that the State of California’s Housing and Community Development Department (HCD) says is expected to be
needed throughout the planning period, 2009-2014.
As a percentage of the total for the County, the City’s share is approximately 5.7% that is close to the City of Anderson’s allocation (5.9%). In the last planning period, there was discussion about increasing Shasta Lake’s proportion of moderate and abovemoderate income households. However, because Shasta Lake was not included in HCD’s meetings for this planning period the
RHNA was devised and finalized without this change.
In the next planning period, prior to RHNA development, the City of Shasta Lake will pursue discussions concerning the distribution of household income levels within the region and managing a balance of households.
Through the policy and program sections in the Element, the City must address the need to accommodate the very low and lowincome units proposed for the prior planning period - 271 units. In the last Housing Element (2003-2009), the City proposed to
rezone property to allow for an additional 300 units - more than the required amount for affordable units.
According to California State Department of Housing and Community Development Analyst Melinda Benson, the City must meet
the 271 affordable housing unit allocation (Low, Very Low, and Extremely Low) as provided in the past element because the City
did not provide the zoning noted in the last Element. This number (271) is in addition to the current planning period totals (see
summary total for 2009-2019 planning period).
This means the City must address the need for enough appropriately zoned land for affordable housing. Existing and potential
zoning must allow for 333 very-low income units (half, or 167, of which need to be for extremely low–income households) and
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221 low-income households for a total between the two income levels of 554 households. The remaining households, with
moderate and above moderate incomes, are expected to be accommodated within existing and proposed subdivisions as noted
in Table 33 and infill lots.

Table 33

Lots Created or Proposed During The 2003-2008 Planning Period
By Subdivision (Final Map) And
To Be Available During the 2009-2014 Planning Period for Housing

Name of Subdivision
SD 02-01
Windsor Estates
Expansion – Phase
2 -Unit 5 and Unit
6
SD 03-01/
SD 04-03
Deer Creek
SD 03-02
Oakridge
SD 04-01
Mountain
Properties
SD 04-04
Kingston Estates
SD-05-01 Woolery

Number of
Lots/
Units
Proposed
174

No. of Lots /
Units
Approved
174

No. of
Lots/
Units
Left
38

88

88

84

60

60

28

No

164

164

164

Yes

No

10

10

10

M (10)

Yes

No

21

21

21

M (21)

No

No

390

NA

NA

M
(309)

No

No

209

NA

NA

No

No

6

NA

NA

Tentative
Map
Submitted
NA

Final Map
Approved
Yes

Final Map
Recorded
No. for Unit 5
Unit 6 under
construction

NA

Yes

NA

Yes

Yes
(improvements
still to
complete
Yes

NA

Yes

NA
NA

SD 06-04
Yes
Heritage Grove
(36 TH, 173 garden court units,
181 SFD )
(went back to
original owner
SD 06-05
YesBrookridge (not Not complete
complete)
SD-07-01 Webster Yes
Street (back to
bank)
TOTAL MAXIMUM UNITS

1122 during
the
planning
periods
2003-2014

TOTAL ADD UNITS =
847
(353 approved plus
494 lots to be processed)

Expected Affordability
Level for Remaining Lots
AM
M
L
AM (43)

AM (84)

M (28)
AM (164)

AM (180)

M
(5)

472

375

-

NOTE: Final Maps for these subdivisions shown above have not been recorded as part of a Final Map. Unit 5 of Windsor Estates is being prepared to go to the City Council within this year for approval. The units are expected to be for moderate or
above moderate incomes. Many of the other properties are for sale by the owners for others to develop.
Only one subdivision, Langfield Subdivision, was approved during the 2009-2014 planning period, a 7 unit affordable housing
subdivision adding 6 lots (first house is under construction- April 2014) to total available.
Subdivisions in process may add up to another 575 units (reduced from proposed). Am-Above Moderate M- Moderate LLow
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Table 34 Lots Created During The 2003-2008 and
2009-2014 Planning Periods (zero)
By Subdivision (Parcel Map)
NO ADDITIONAL PARCEL MAPS APPROVED OR RECORDED
FROM 2010-2014 DURING PLANNING PERIOD
Name of Subdivision

Tentative
Map Submitted

Parcel Map
Approved

Parcel Map
Recorded

Number
of
Lots/Units
Proposed

Number of
Lots /Units
Approved

Number of
Lots/Units
Left

Yes

Yes

Yes

Affordable Level

Yes

4

4

4

M
4

Yes

Yes

4

4

4

4

Yes

Yes

No

3

3

3

3

Yes

No

No

3

3

3

3

Yes

Yes

No

3

3

2

2

Yes

Yes

No

3

3

3

3

Yes

Yes

No

4

4

4

4

Yes

Yes

No

2

2

2

2

26

26

25

25

AM
PM 04-04
Thompson/Smith
PM 04-07
Straw
PM-06-02
Zavas
PM-06-03
Standifer
PM 06-05
Ortlieb
PM-06-06
Williamson
PM-07-01
Duryee
PM 10-02
Mack

TOTAL MAXIMUM UNITS

L

*One of the PM has an existing SFD on one of the parcels reducing the maximum new sites to 23.

Using HUD median income levels for the County provides the dollar amount available for housing expenses as a percentage of
their income. Traditionally 30% of the household’s income, depending upon the household size, is the level used to determine if
housing is affordable which is what HUD uses.
The 2014 HUD income levels for affordable housing are as follows:

Table 35
Income Category
- %
Extremely Low
30% and below
Very Low
31-50%
Low
51-80%

1

2

2014 HUD Income Limits
3

4

5

6

7

8

11,550

13,200

14,850

16,450

17,800

19,100

20,400

21,750

19,200

21,950

24,700

27,400

29,600

31,800

34,000

36,200

30,700

35,100

39,500

43,850

47,400

50,900

54,400

57,900

Source: HUD FY 2014

To determine what units would be affordable the City used the HUD income limits to determine mortgage payments and the
associated total housing costs that would be affordable. The amounts stated below in Table 36 are for a 4-person householdused as a baseline. Mortgage assumed at 30 yr., 6 % interest, and 10% down. Also assumes no debt, 1.0% property tax, and insurance costs of $500. (Bankrate.com).
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Because the total cost of housing is highly dependent upon interest rate, down payment requirements, debt to income ratios
and associated housing costs (insurance and property taxes) the simplest formula was used but means that the amounts shown
are the absolute upper limit of what can be affordable.

Table 36
Income Category
(4 person household)
Extremely Low
30% and below
Very Low
31-50%
Low
51-80%
Median
100%
Moderate
81-120%
Above Moderate
> 120%

Affordability – Maximum Housing Cost

Annual Income

Monthly Income

Maximum
Payment

Mortgage

Maximum Housing
Cost

16,450

1371

411

$62,924

27,400

2283

685

108,591

43,850

3632

1090

173,787

51,500

4292

1288

217,173
260,605

>66,960

Dependent upon
Income

Dependent upon
Income

Dependent upon
Income

The City’s share of the regional housing need will be met through the implementation of a variety of strategies (e.g., available
and appropriately zoned land, units built since the beginning of baseline Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) period, second units). There were only three second units constructed in the planning period, and these are included in the single-family
residential totals.
Meeting the adequate sites requirement will be addressed primarily through the identification of available vacant lots suitably
and appropriately zoned and the identification of zones that can accommodate increased density.
The City’s evaluation of adequate sites begins with an inventory of individual sites with their Zone and General Plan land use
designations. To demonstrate the realistic development viability of the sites, the tables included in Appendix A list site issues
that may impede full development of the sites and also discuss:
(1) whether appropriate zoning is in place,
(2) the applicable development standards and their impact on projected development capacity and affordability,
(3) existing constraints including any known environmental issues, and
(4) availability of existing and planned public service capacity levels.
The City’s land and housing stock condition inventory was recently developed with the completion of a windshield survey. The
City used Planning and Technical Assistance (PTA) funds from the State Department of Housing and Community Development to
perform the survey. The survey form primarily addressed housing stock condition but also included issues important to the
quality of life in the neighborhood and whether a healthy community environment existed.
For example, the inventory includes notations that indicate whether there are sidewalks in place or drainage issues that are apparent. The inventory also notes where there is garbage, refuse, or junk cars. Review of the City’s Land Use Element and Zoning
and Subdivision Ordinances were completed to determine if there were opportunities to reduce constraints to development or
to improve the process for consideration and approval of development.
The compilation resulted in not only an identification of sites, but also an estimate of potential development capacity for these
sites. The majority of the land available for mass new construction residential development is on properties on the edges of the
City’s boundaries. The majority of land available for new small construction, densification, and rehabilitation are primarily on
lots within our urban core area adjacent to both Shasta Dam and Cascade Boulevards or within several blocks of those main
thoroughfares. The inventory includes both small and large residentially and non-residentially zoned parcels and parcels which
are substantially vacant or underutilized which could be developed for more intense residential uses.
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ASSESSMENT OF AVAILABLE SITES
Vacant Lots – Approved Subdivisions (Lot size minimum 6,000 square feet ranging to ½ acre)
The City has a number of subdivisions (approved during the last planning period); both final map subdivisions and parcel map
subdivisions (see Tables 33 and 34). Housing units on the final map subdivision lots are expected to fall into the moderate and
above moderate-income levels. Between the approved final maps and the pending final maps, there are a total of 847 lots expected to be available during the planning period. There are also an additional 23 lots that have been created (or will be upon
recording) via parcel maps. These are expected to be moderate income housing units as well.
The total number of lots that will be available will be 870 with 472 of them expected to be Above Moderate income units and
398 moderate-income units.

The Woolery Subdivision, seen above, is an example of a subdivision that has been approved but where the Final Map is not yet
recoded. The subdivision is an edge subdivision - at the edge of the city near the city limit line with the City of Redding. This is
one of the properties returned to the bank.

Page 65 of 82

2014

HOUSING ELEMENT

CONSTRAINTS AND OPPORTUNITIES

Vacant Lots – Infill Lots (Generally smaller and in some instances undersized))
The City does not yet
have a complete inventory of vacant lots within
the city that addresses
the functionality of those
lots. A program is included to address the potential of those lots through
a more detailed vacant
lot inventory.

Parcel along Shasta Dam Boulevard zoned for R-4
For the purposes of the Housing Element, vacant lots that are included as available for units are those lots where enough information exists to define their functionality. These are demonstrated as part of Table 30. The City evaluated the lots identified in
the previous Housing Element as available for units.
Some identified parcels have had units constructed whereas others are more appropriate for commercial development or are
proposed for commercial development by the property owners. In other instances, the previous assessment was completed
prior to the City having a functional Grading, Erosion Control, and Hillside Development ordinance.
Consequently, a number of the parcels have significant access and slope issues that reduce the number of units that could be
constructed or at a minimum will increase the cost of the units significantly due to increased engineering work needed to develop the properties.

NW corner of Third and Parallel Streets.
Zoned R-3 but has a dilapidated SFD on
property. Could accommodate several
additional units if unit was demolished
and replaced with MFD units.
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The Redevelopment Agency had purchased two sets of vacant lots to develop them with multi-family units which are now part
of the Successor (to Redevelopment) Agency. The initial property purchased is located at Morningstar Way. The lot is currently
zoned R-3 and could accommodate five units of MFD under the current density allowed for R-3. One of the programs proposed
by the city would increase the density allowed within R-3 that would double the amount of units possible to 10 units on the
Morningstar site. There are also proposals to merge the property with a much larger property to the northwest of the parcel to
make a more developable parcel.
The second set of lots purchased by the Agency is located at Meade and Locust Streets. The lots will accommodate, with a density bonus, approximately 30-35 units. The Agency has partnered with Northern Valley Catholic Social Services (NVCSS) to place
those units at the site for use as a senior housing project. NVCSS has applied for HUD 202 funding (non-funded) and three
rounds of Tax Increment financing at the State, none of which were approved. The City and NVCSS will be reviewing options for
funding for this project.
For both projects, the Oversight Board (established at the end of Redevelopment- consisting of local taxing agencies) will oversee the sale of these properties.
Non-Vacant Sites (Underutilized)
The City has several sites with existing structures within the R-1 and R-3 zones. Additional units could be added or, if the existing units were removed, density could be increased. Portions of these are included within the abatement caseload. In addition,
some of these sites have the potential for either residential or commercial.
Abatements of Dilapidated Housing Stock
The City’s housing condition survey completed in May 2009 indicated significant numbers of housing units are considered dilapidated or in need of substantial rehabilitation (309 total units). Until May 2009, the City did not have a searchable database
with a housing inventory of the units within the City.
During the 2003-2008 planning period, there were 90 demolitions completed, that included both voluntary and involuntary
abatement demolitions. In the case of some of those lots, houses were constructed replacing the demolished housing. The
Agency has funding allocated to accomplish demolitions of vacant housing. For the majority of this housing, the replacement
housing units would be low or moderate-income housing. However, some properties could be rezoned to permit additional
density or a change in density. Those units are identified in the Table 31 (Abatement Cases).
The City established a Code Enforcement Officer position several years ago, in part to begin to remove dilapidated uninhabitable
housing units. During the last planning period (2004-2008), there were 90 demolitions as indicated in the table below. This included single-family houses, mobile homes, and detached multi-family units (these were old "cabins").

Table 37 Units demolished during 2004-2009 Planning Period
YEAR

UNITS

2004
2005
2006
2007
2008

6
10
8
7
12

DWELLING AND ACCESSORY DWELLING
1
4
0
0
1

MOBILE HOME

2
8
2
4
1

MULTI-FAMILY
(CABINS)
DETACHED
4
11
2
2
5

TOTALS

13
33
12
13
19
90

Source: Development Services Department - Master Record
See Table 29 b for demolitions during the 2009-2014 planning period. During the 2003-2008 planning period, Redevelopment
Agency funds were available for demolitions. In the last planning period 2009-2014 additional demolitions were completed,
mainly using Neighborhood Stabilization funds. Some demolitions were voluntary/requested, while others were a result of a
code enforcement action. In all cases, the demolitions involved long vacant structures, some of which were burned out shells
with others being old structures built in the "dam era".
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The dam era structures were built in the late 1930's and were meant to be temporary (less than 5 years) housing units. In many
cases, the units did not have foundations or other conditions required by current building codes and have been allowed to deteriorate in the intervening years to the point of being uninhabitable.
In the past, the Redevelopment Agency had routinely provided upfront money to demolish these types of structures, a lien was
recorded against the property for those funds, and the funds recovered when the property sold. The City noted in the last Housing Element- 2009-2104, that demolitions will be no less than the number indicated (60) in the Housing Element (Table 37, Category 1) based on the 90 units demolished in the previous planning period, the continued abatement process, and the funds
that are budgeted every year by the Redevelopment Agency to assist in those abatements. The actual number demolished was
59 during the planning period.
The city implemented a Voluntary Abatement Program (VAP) that provides funding for demolition of vacant substandard housing units using Neighborhood Stabilization funds in 2010. This was in addition to the funds budgeted through the Redevelopment Agency. However, because of the Redevelopment Agency elimination, there were abatements at the end of the planning
period than there could have been due to the lack of funding. Annual funding for the last few years has meant only six in 2012
and one in 2013.
Once these structures are removed, the lots are available for development. Because the significant majority of these parcels are
within residential zones, they are available to be developed for residential uses. Many of the lots are, as noted by HCD, small
lots. Structures constructed on these lots are similar to many existing lots within the community where other housing units
were constructed.
While in urban areas it may be difficult to construct affordable housing on small lots, those small lots are exceedingly affordable
in a small community like the City of Shasta Lake. Because the structures that will be demolished are of such low value, the actual value is in the lot. One caveat, however, is that if the previous sewer and water assessments were not paid for those lots,
impacts fees may be a burden to development. The City has added the Implementation Program listed above to look at where
waivers could occur. The City has deferred payment of such fees until the housing unit is ready to be issued a Certificate of Occupancy.
In the City of Shasta Lake, previously developed lots have significantly reduced impact and utility connection fees, making them
ideal sites for the development of affordable housing. If a dwelling unit is a replacement for a use that has been inactive for less
than three years, the developer pays no impact or utility connection fees, resulting in a savings of over $38,000. If a use has
been inactive for more than three years, the utility impact and connection fees are currently no more than $5,200, approximately $25,800 less than typical impact/connection fees for construction of a single-family residential dwelling.
Several examples from the 2003-2008 planning period are listed below of lots where a single structure was demolished and subsequently a housing unit, or units, has been constructed.
Examples of new construction after demolition


3146 West Street - Structure demolished. New housing unit constructed within 12 months for $120,730.



4185 Chico Street - Structure demolished. New housing unit constructed within 12 months for $85,416.



4069 La Mesa - Structure demolished. New housing unit constructed within 12 months for $84,304



3840 Laredo - Structure demolished. New mobile home installed within 12 months for a cost of $32,000.



748 Miller Street - Structure demolished. New housing unit constructed within 12 months for $105,591.



756 Shasta Park Drive - Structure (mobile home) demolished. New housing unit constructed within 12 months for
$103,228.



5201 Grand Ave - Structure demolished. New housing unit constructed within 12 months for $106,176.
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Examples of proposed new units after demolition:


4625 Vallecito Street - Single structure was demolished through the VAP in 2010. Owner requested, and received funding to construct at least 7 affordable single-family units on a parcel of just under one acre (6 additional units) with City
assistance. The funding was through a CDBG grant for off-site infrastructure in support of affordable housing. The City
waived the impact fees and because the first unit was approved for a building permit within 3 years of demolition, they
received a credit for sewer and water connection fees- spread over seven units.

The City views these demolitions as a chance to provide low cost parcels for individuals and contractors to build affordable
housing. In essence, the volume of potential for abated structures is much like a land bank except that we expect that private
and/or non-profit developers and individuals without the need for federal, state, or local assistance will construct the vast
majority of new units. Affordable housing has been constructed on these lots over the course of many years, and we believe
that the trend will continue because of the reduced fees associated with previously developed infill lots, the location of the lots,
and their size.
Because the number of units (60) that are shown in Table 37, Category 1, as available for abatement (demolition) is less than the
historical number of abated units over a five-year period (90), there was no difficulty in having the 60 lots available within the
City's inventory of lots.
The City has added an Implementation Program to look at funding for scattered site development- taking a closer look at the
details of those lots and their characteristics in order to seek funding available for these kinds of infill lots. With additional funding, many of these lots could become sites for affordable housing.
Other units are added below the RHNA totals in Table 37, as HCD believes these are less likely to have affordable housing constructed on the lots. They can be counted as affordable housing if they meet the affordability requirements at construction and
reported as part of the Annual Report.
Commercial Sites ---- Shasta Dam Boulevard / Cascade Boulevard and adjoining streets
Shasta Dam Boulevard is also State Route 151, and as such, is owned and controlled by the State of California. Shasta Dam
Boulevard is the major thoroughfare for the City, and the majority of the property is occupied (or was formerly occupied) by
commercial, office and retail uses.
The Shasta Dam Boulevard corridor is not built-out, with a large percentage of the potential tenant spaces vacant, making the
area a good candidate for residential redevelopment and recycling. Land in this corridor includes several pieces of property
available for multi-family zoning. One area in
particular is west of the railroad tracks and
south of Shasta Dam Boulevard. Several of
these properties have become available recently. The City will work with owners to
look at combining the lots to make a more
developable
These are vacant properties zoned for commercial development; however, they could
be rezoned to R-3 with increased density.
The same lots are within ¼ mile of services,
including a grocery store, medical services,
and retail services. The combination of these
factors further makes the sites along the
corridor viable candidates for new and more
intensive residential development.
Shasta Dam Boulevard includes some semiblighted commercial buildings, with some going out of business in the last year. It is in need of economic stimulus to jumpstart a
renaissance to the downtown core. Because recycling of this scale is a new and untested strategy, the City lacks completed proPage 69 of 82
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jects that demonstrate residential development viability. There is some potential for a few of the lots developed with nonconforming residential uses to be rezoned or to be permitted outright in the C-2 zone district.
One program added by the City amended the C-2 zone to allow mixed uses, single-room occupancies, and transitional/emergency housing. Property was rezoned in the last planning period to R-3 and R-4 as proposed in the 2009-2014 planning
period. One program has been continued to increase the densities of the R-3 and R-4 zones. These proposals will receive public
review when the City begins the update of the Land Use and Circulation Elements in FY 2014/15.
Cascade Boulevard has a mixture of commercial, highway commercial, light industrial, and residential. A portion of the residential is under used and could accommodate additional housing units (see previous page).
These cottages (see prior page) sit back from Cascade Boulevard with vacant land to the west and south. While commercial
might be seen as an option, the property is also suited to additional residential as well as having potential for new construction
that would replace these units with more dense multiple- family dwelling units.
Zoning appropriate to accommodate housing for lower-income households
The City recognizes higher density residential and mixed-use districts (R-3,
R-4, SP, and MU) provide the potential for lower construction costs because of the economies of scale
created and are, therefore, most
suitable for development of housing
affordable to very low- and lowincome households.

Property on Shasta Street
rezoned from R-1 to R-4 to
accommodate additional
units in 2010

Those sites identified in the inventory as having the greatest potential
to accommodate housing affordable
to lower-income households allow
densities of at least 20 units per
acre.
Per Government Code Section
65583.2(c)(3)(B) the City’s zoning for
R-3 and R-4 within the URH General
Plan land use designation is consistent
with 20 units per acre standard for suburban jurisdictions and therefore considered appropriate to accommodate housing for lower-income households.
There are additional properties that could accommodate 20 units per acre. The City rezoned properties to permit density bonuses at a minimum of 20 units per acre for R-3 and 30 units per acre for R-4. The property shown above had both R-1 and R-3
zoning. The City rezoned all of it to R-4 (allowing with a density bonus 60-75 units). If additional property was assembled, there
could be units on the site over and above that amount. With a density increase, the number of units could be as many as 100 if
developed with adjoining property owned by the same property owner.
Program 1.12 addresses the potential for rezoning parcels for potential residential use. At a minimum, the sites listed below are
candidates for rezoning that have potential for residential use within a commercial zone either as a separate residential use or
as a mixed use:
Mixed Use in Commercial Zones
The City estimates 166 units could be accommodated within commercial zones. The City currently has several commercial zones
that allow multi-family residential uses pursuant to issuance of a Use Permit or Administrative Permit. Those zones will be
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changed to reflect that residential uses will be allowed uses as part of a mixed-use development; for sites that are on major arterial roadways, the residential use would be an allowed use in conjunction with a mixed-use development.
17.40 City Center Commercial (CC) District – Currently, multi-family development requires a Planning-Commission issued Use
Permit. Zoning will be amended to allow multi-family uses with an Administrative Permit as part of a Mixed Use.
17.41 Village Commercial (VC) District – Currently, multi-family development requires an Administrative Permit. No changes
proposed.
17.42 Local Convenience Center (C-1) District - Currently, single-family residential is allowed as a secondary use with a Use
Permit. Zoning will be amended to allow with an Administrative Permit as part of a mixed-use property.
17.44 Community Commercial (C-2) District - Currently, single-family residential is allowed as a secondary use with a Use Permit. Reconstruction of an existing single-family residence is allowed with a use permit. Zoning will be amended to allow these
uses with an Administrative Permit.
17.48 Highway Commercial (C-H) District - No residential uses allowed. No changes proposed.
17.50 Commercial Recreation (C-R) District - Currently, single-family residential is allowed as a secondary use with a Use Permit.
No changes proposed.
17.52 Commercial-Light Industrial (C-M) District – Currently, a caretaker or night watchman’s quarters are allowed. No changes
proposed.
17.54 Mixed Use (MU) District – Currently, single-family residential and Second Units are allowed with a Use Permit. Zoning will
be changed to allow a single-family residence by right and a second residence subject to the City’s Second Dwelling Unit Ordinance.
Housing Element Program 1.7 will result in graphic-driven design standards that address mixed-use and residential development. Under this Program, approval for multi-family residential development will become a ministerial permit as part of a
mixed-use development. As documented in the Housing Element, there will be many parcels in the City - some of them vacant on which affordable housing can be built.
The City expects none of the units will be above-moderate-income units and very few, if any, will be moderate-income units. The
following Table includes parcels that are zoned commercial to demonstrate that there are enough parcels where residential may
occur as a mixed use. All of the parcels included are in urbanized portions of the City have infrastructure available and no slope
issues.
The implementation program associated with these zoning changes will occur as part of the Land Use Element update.
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Table 38 Commercially Zoned Property With Potential For Residential/Commercial Use
Assessor's Parcel Number

St.
No

Street
Name

Current Existing
Zoning Use

005-006-025, 053. -058, -059

None

Meade
and Locust
Streets

Village
Comm.

Vacant
(.72 acre)

007-010-028

None

Meade
Street

Village
Comm.

Vacant
(.85)

007-260-031,032,-051,-052

None

Cascade
Boulevard

C2-DR

Vacant
(1.25 acre)

007-260-028,029

1907

Cascade
Boulevard

C2-DR

3 cottages
(.55 acre)

005-250-059

4601

CC

Vacant
(abated in
2010)

007-120-001
through -006

5128
5132
5156
5200

Shasta
Dam
Boulevard
and Median
Shasta
Dam
Boulevard

C2-DR

SFD / MH
(1.7 acres)

006-130- 043,
044, -045,061

None

C2-DR

Vacant
(.73 acre )

006-120-009
through -013, -

None

Shasta
Dam
Boulevard
Shasta
Dam
Boulevard

C2-DR

Vacant
(1.15)

TOTALS

No. of
Poss. Add.
Units

Comment

31 (actual) Redevelopment Agency - senior housing
project. NVCSS in process of applying for
HUD 202 funds. Density bonus applied for
aff. housing
20 Privately owned - two parcels on corner of
Meade and Cabello. Likely residential not
commercial
25 Privately owned – Cascade Blvd. north and
south of Third Street.
17 Owners have indicated they may maintain
the existing cottages or remove them in
order to rebuild. Owners have expressed an
interest in Multi-Family rezoning in the last
year
10 Owner proposed a restau(16 if SRO) rant/office/residential project prior to
abatement in 2010. No plans submitted yet.

34 Several adjacent parcels. Uses are nonconforming uses. No additional expansions
are allowed. Parcels are close to the Interstate 5 interchange increasing the interest
in residential and commercial mixed use.
Services are available as well.
15 This property is removed from the main
commercial area on Shasta Dam Blvd. (SDB)
and is on the north side of SDB.
20 This property is on the south side of SDB.

172 (Only 125 counted)

Candidate Sites for Rezoning
The City has identified several sites, which were suitable for rezoning to increased densities for residential purposes. The City
completed the rezoning in FY 2010/11. The majority of the lots with one exception were rezoned in 2010 and the final lot in
early 2011 ( see Appendix E).Most of the sites included in the table below have particular characteristics in that they are close to
schools and retail with infrastructure available. They qualify as infill lots in areas that would be compatible with the proposed
zoning and uses.

CANDIDATE SITES FOR REZONING
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075-140-011

007-280-018

007-280-017
and 07

HOUSING ELEMENT

St.
No

St. Name

None Trinity Street

Shasta and
None
Bonneville
Cascade
Boulevard
None and Bonneville

007-280-02

1964

007-120-09
007-120-010

Ft. Peck and
None
Shasta Street

007-400-37

None

Morningstar

Cascade
Boulevard

CONSTRAINTS AND OPPORTUNITIES

CANDIDATE SITES FOR REZONING
Table 39 Candidate Sites for Rezoning
Zoning ZoningExisting No. Of Add. Comment
Prop.
Use/
Poss. UnitsCurrent
Size
w/ density/
design bonus
Property has approved subdivision but not been able to
sell. Property is directly adjacent to commercial property
on Cascade Boulevard.

R-4

Vacant
(.93
acre)

R-4

Vacant
(.73
acre)

R-3

R-4

Vacant
(.58
acre)

1 7 - 23

Same property owner as
above- these properties are
close to schools, retail and
the major arterials

R-3

R-4

Vacant
(.50
acre)

16- 18

City owned property

R-4

Vacant
(.61
acre)

18-23

Property has been vacant for
a long time. It is not suitable
for C-2.

Vacant
(4.5)

65-130

4.5 acres of the total 23
acres (which extends to Mt.
Gate) is close to Grand Oaks
school and the Shasta Dam
Interchange. The PD would
remain because a portion of
the property will include a
major arterial for the remainder of the property to
the north. This would designate allowable densities in
advance.

7.4
acres

166 - 256

R1-B12

R-1

C2DR/R-1

PD-SP

Same PD
plus R-4
for portion
of total
property

TOTALS

28 - 35

22 - 27

Property Owner has inquired
about rezoning.

(Assumed 221 possible)

Adequate (Realistic) Site Capacity.
The City will rely primarily on multi-family zoned sites, which are mainly the R-3 and R-4 zones. The General Plan allows a density of 20 dwelling units per acre in the Urban Residential High (URH) and 10 units per acre in the Urban Residential (UR) land use
designation.
As part of Table 37, the City has indicated what level of units can be constructed. In the 2003-2008 Housing Element, only the
Zoning and General Plan land use designations were used. While some attempt was made to estimate units, the slope density
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and other factors like water/sewer and access were not realistically included; thus, the previous planning period that estimated
land available for housing units was not realistic.
First, the City considered and evaluated the implementation of its current multi-family development standards and on-site improvement requirements (e.g., setbacks, building height, parking and open space requirements), to determine approximate
density and unit yields. As an example, using a typical site plan design for a multi-story medium sized multifamily project on an
interior lot, the imposition of the 20 foot front yard requirement, 45-foot building height requirement, the 1.5 parking space per
unit parking requirement, and the 30 percent open space requirement allowed for maximum density to be achieved.
The City used HCD formula for extremely low income units- so they are 50% of the total for very low (i.e. 50% of the 333 noted
for the 2009-2014 RHNA). With such as small RHNA going forward the City has plenty of sites to permit housing to occur. The
details however mean that sufficient financing and willing developers to see Shasta Lake as a good market for housing is necessary over and above the number and type of lots available.

Table 40
Means of Accommodating
Units

Housing Needed To Meet Required RHNA from 2009-2014
period

Adequate Site Calculations(from 2009-2014 Element)
Extremely
Low
30% & below

Very
Low
31-50%

Low
51-80%

167
90
(SRO+ mixed
use)

166

221

25

0

Median
100%

Above
Moderate
> 120%

Total:

136

323

1013

10

0

0

125

0

0

375

472

847

20

0

54

0

0

74

0

0

0

23

0

23

5

50

166

0

0

221

10

125

0

0

0

135

5

10

5

0

0

20

0

0

8

29

23

60

Actual Totals Provided
Abatements*

130
0

210
30

243
30

427
0

495
0

1505
60

Total with Abatements

130

240

273

427

495

1565

Allowances in Commercial
Zones
Final Map Subdivisions
Increasing Density in MFD zoning
Parcel Map Subdivisions
Rezoning in
R- Zones
Vacant Infill Lots
Second Units
(and other Accessory Units)
Units Constructed During the
Two years prior to the Planning
Period

0

Moderate
81-120%

0

* Abatements are believed by the City to be a source of additional capacity for new and available land for affordable housing.
HCD has requested that those units not be counted as part of the adequate site analysis, however the units may be counted,
if meeting affordability requirements, when tallying units for the Annual Report.
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Section 4.02
Redevelopment Fund Uses
The Redevelopment Agency had several housing programs they operate with redevelopment funds. Program income from sales
of property, loan payments, etc. are being programmed for housing however until the Department of Finance settles on what
income the City can maintain and use to administer those funds the funds will be banked. Once those decisions are finalized by
the State the City will use the funding for affordable housing projects.
Housing related programs have also been funded through State CDBG for housing and infrastructure that increases the likelihood of vacant lots being used. HOME and CalHOME funding (state and federal) for first-time homeowners has also been used.
The activity for all programs was down over the 2003-2008 planning period and continued to spiral downward as the economic
downturn continued in the last portion of the 2009-2014 planning period with the exception of abatements. Listed below are
the programs that the Agency has managed until Redevelopment was eliminated
Additional programs may be added depending upon the receipt of grant funds for several projects including energy efficiency projects and rehabilitation of existing housing stocksome of which is expected to be foreclosures.
Paint Rebate Program
The Paint Rebate Program started in 2005, in the middle of the
planning period and continued through the 2011 of the last
planning period. The initial two years were successful but participation waned in 2008 and 2009. The Program was intended
to alleviate blight by improving the appearance of residential
structure exteriors. The Program offered rebates for paint and
materials of up to $500 for single-family properties and up to $350
unit for multi-family properties (not to exceed $2,000).

per

Both owner- and tenant-occupied single-family units were income-qualified in accordance with the City’s other housing programs. At least 50 percent of tenants in multi-family properties must be income-qualified for the property to be eligible.
In the 3 years while the program lasted – 2009 thru 2011 an additional 12 units received paint rebates until the program closed
down.
Dumpster Program
The Agency provided dumpsters to income eligible residents to assist in removing debris, waste, junk and other unsafe and unhealthy items from a property. Use of dumpsters has been steady over the planning period.
Marketing had been passive only – with posting of information in a variety of venues but no active contact with property owners except where abatement issues may be resolved using a dumpster.
It was a very active program. During the last planning period, $90,432 (6 fiscal years) was spent at an average of $15,072 average/year. This is clearly a need in the City; however, there is no funding source for it. The dumpster program ended with the
end of Redevelopment as it was paid for out of Redevelopment or RDA funds. The City has people ask about it frequently as the
need is still there.
Abatements
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Funding for abatements has been steady through the planning period, but the use of the funds increased as the code enforcement officer, when the position existed, focused on specific abatement projects. The abated structures are vacant and, in many
cases, have been for a very long time. The
state of the structures ranged from burnt
out mobile homes to substandard stick
dwellings.
In many neighborhoods, the abated buildings and those that are red-tagged are nuisances for the neighborhood, and others are
unsafe structures. They also attract transient
use that has led to fires as the transient
population builds fire or attempts to connect
to electrical lines themselves.
Abatement costs for the demolition of individual dwellings has had a wide variance in
cost ranging from $5,000-7,000 with a very
few requiring up to, and over, $10,000
where lead and asbestos were involved or
there was other debris to be removed beyond the dwelling.
The Agency had allocated funds each year for the
demolition of red-tagged units that are deteriorated and now the City has allocated funds in the past.
However, the amount of money is very small the last few years and will barely abate a single unit. A secure source of funding is
needed to insure these actions can be taken.

At the beginning of the last planning period (2009-2014), the City
eliminated the Code Enforcement Officer (CEO) position. Code enforcement while still a priority occurs less frequently due to the activities being handed off to other positions with their own responsibilities (the Permit Center Manager and the Building Official).
The greater majority of enforcement cases are compliant driven
because without a Code Enforcement Officer there is not enough
staff time to pursue all of the needs in total.
In all cases, the City attempts to get compliance from the property
owner to ameliorate the condition that requires abatement. If the
abatement has to go to a hearing. Should the property owner not
abate the issue, the abatement process proceeds to an administrative
hearing. The Abatement Hearing Officer determines the necessary work
that needs to be done, issues an Order of Abatement, and indicates a specific period of time in which the abatement must be
completed.
If the property owner fails to comply with the Abatement Order, the City can proceed with the work and place a lien on the
property for the cost of the abatement, including administrative costs. However, now the City has to prioritize funding to a point
that 1-2 units only may be abated as the City does not have the funding to do the abatement and wait for payment or a sale
where the funds would be returned.
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City staff has asked that abatement funds from prior that are returned do not go to the General Fund if they came from other
sources but instead to a fund specifically designated for abatement. The City Manager and the City Council will consider this
request during the two-year budget review.

The Agency received Neighborhood Stabilization program funds, used to abate dwellings primarily in fiscal year 2010/11. Those
funds were in addition to the Agency funds that were eliminated.
First Time Homebuyer
The Agency operated a healthy down payment assistance program (DAP) directed at first time homebuyers. The program has
been in place for 15 years and has been funded using both redevelopment funds as well as California Community Development
Block Grant (CDBG) funds. In 1999, the Agency made three loans and in the 2009-2014 period made 12 loans.
In the last planning period, the City made 28 loans from a constellation of funds. Unfortunately, since Redevelopment Agency
funds are no longer available it will be harder to match funds in the future.

Table 41 DAP Program Loans
Date

Address

APN

Grant No

01/27/2009

3102 West St.

075-110-054

01/30/2009

3720 Laurel

006-160-021

02/10/2009

5020 Chico St.

006-160-066

02/20/2009

5312 Pine Grove Ave

075-190-013

07 HOME-3100/06CalHome 182
07-HOME - 3100/06
CalHome 182
07-HOME - 3100/06
CalHome 182
RDA

03/03/2009

007-100-025

07/27/2009
04/07/2010

2012 Grand Coulee
Blvd.
4044 Flower St.
2968 Virginia Ave

$40,000.00

Program
RDA
income
$40,000.00
$0.00

$0.00

$28,400.00

$40,000.00

$0.00

$0.00

$10,050.00

$40,000.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$42,000.00

$29,600.00

$40,000.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00
$40,000.00

$0.00
$19,150.00

$0.00
$0.00

$43,750.00
$0.00

$40,000.00

$35,000.00

$0.00

$0.00

$39,273.00

$10,850.00

$727.00

$0.00

$30,976.00

$29,931.00

$1,093.00

$0.00

$40,000.00

$40,000.00

$0.00

$0.00

$40,000.00

$40,000.00

$0.00

$0.00

$40,000.00

$40,000.00

$0.00

$0.00

$45,311.00

$7,069.00

$0.00

$0.00

007-010-075

07-HOME-3100/06CalHome 182
RDA
07-HOME-3100/06CalHome 182
07-HOME-3100/06CalHome 182
09-HOME-6210/06CalHome 182
07-HOME-3100/06CalHome 182
09-HOME-6210/06CalHome 182
09-HOME-6210/06CalHome 182
09-HOME-6210/06CalHome 182
09-HOME-6210/06CalHome 182
09-HOME-6210

06/21/2010

3861 La Mesa Ave

006-870-019

06/29/2010

1333 Oregon Ave

005-160-050

06/30/2010

3800 Pullup Place

006-900-006

07/07/2010

5422 Akrich

075-170-045

07/13/2010

4726 Red Bluff St.

005-260-089

07/23/2010

811 Central Avenue

005-410-009

08/11/2010

5021 Front Street

005-130-040

10/22/2010

1706 Stanton Dr.

$80,000.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

10/27/2010

3994 Idaho Way

006-910-032

09-HOME-6210

$62,500.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

02/01/2011

4208 Meade St.

005-060-065

09-HOME-6210

$65,000.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

03/31/2011

3172 West St.

075-110-033

RDA

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$47,400.00

04/19/2011

3701 Coeur D' Alene
Ave
4115 La Mesa

006-830-026

RDA

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$60,000.00

005-100-062

09-HOME-6210

$31,859.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

05/05/2011

005-090-036
075-200-003

HOME

CalHOME
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Table 41 DAP Program Loans
Date

Address

APN

Grant No

08/25/2011

1341 Median Ave.

09-HOME-6210

08/26/2011

17782 Pine Ave.

005-260-039,
040
006-470-042

11/10/2011
06/26/2012

625 Eugene Ave.
1052 Gray Pine Way

10/30/2012

$28,430.00

Program
RDA
income
$0.00
$0.00

$0.00

09-HOME-6210

$60,000.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

005-620-054
005-470-067

09-HOME-6210
09-HOME-6210

$0.00
$21,243.00

$0.00
$0.00

$43,500.00
$24,637.00

$0.00
$0.00

4149 Chico Str.

005-220-017

11-HOME-7659

$49,900.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

11/30/2012

3860 Pancake Hill

006-120-021

11-CalHOME-8235

$0.00

$46,500.00

$0.00

$0.00

11/19/2013

1865 Parallel Street

007-260-008

11-HOME-7659

$80,000.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

006-870-068

11-HOME-7659

$42,051.00
$0.00
$37,949.00
$944,593.00 $428,500.00 $107,906.00

0
$193,150.00

03/03/2014
3959 El Cajon
Grant Totals = $1,292,592.00

Cal (CalHome) HOME (Federal)

HOME

CalHOME

PI (Program Income) RDA (Redevelopment Agency)

Because the Agency no longer exists, the City expects to continue the program through the next planning period with the specific amount highly dependent upon the other funding sources. The program has been funded through a variety of funding
sources including the Agency (RDA funds), HOME funds (federal), CalHOME funds, and program income(revolving loan funds).
The highlighted amounts in Table 41 indicate projects that were funded from more than one funding source.

Cappuccino Court - New 7 unit
affordable housing subdivision.
Off-site improvements installed
using Community Development
Block Grant program funds.

Cappuccino Court/Vallecito St.
intersection - North of Shasta Lake
School

Incentives included reduced
front setback, off-street parking reduction and side-yard
setbacks. Installation included
street light, fire hydrant, storm
drain, paving, sidewalk, and
curb/gutter.

Rehabilitation
The Agency has participated in two rehabilitation loans during the planning period. Rehabilitation will be a difficult activity for
the City to pursue. City staff has indicated the majority of units needing assistance are owned by seniors who do not want to
incur debt even as a deferred loan due on sale or transfer. Before elimination, the Agency applied as part of a consortium for
funding from the California Energy Commission that was not funded.
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The City applied for Community Development Block Grant $500,000 in funding in April 2014 for single-family and multi-family
funding for rehabilitation. The State does not award until August/ September and their process for getting agreements out and
releasing funds means that there will be no rehabilitation in 2014. The City has prepared program guidelines for rehabilitation
and has an active Loan Committee so it will be a matter of the funds being released by the State as to when the rehabilitation
can occur.
Senior Housing
The Agency purchased property in 2005 on Morning Star Way to abate five older structures in order to construct ten new senior
housing units. The project was to be in partnership with Northern Valley Catholic Social Services (NVCSS). After reviewing infrastructure needs at the site, most notably in the area of drainage, the Agency looked for other property to purchase for that use.
Drainage issues for the Morning Star property extend off-site and will require looking at additional properties to provide a
neighborhood solution for the drainage issues. Such a solution will require that there are more properties involved and a localized drainage solution made part of any development in the area.
The replacement property, which is larger at 2/3 acre, is located at the intersection of Meade and Locust Streets. NVCSS has
remained a partner with the Agency for the new property. An RFP was issued in 2008, and Nichols, Melburg, Rossetto, a local
architectural firm, chosen to begin site development planning for a senior complex. NVCSS applied for HUD 202 funds in November 2009 and HOME (Home Investment Partnership Program-HUD and Cal HOME) funds in 2010. Neither application was
funded. They also applied for Tax Credit funding through the State and were not funded (3 times).

Affordable senior housing site - Northern Valley Catholic Social Services (NVCSS). View is from the SE corner of Meade and Locust Streets. Large building on right is the rear of a vacant building formerly housing ACE Hardware.
Building on the left is a single-family dwelling.

The number of units is expected to be approximately
30 plus a manager’s unit. All units are expected to be
very low or extremely low income, with a minimum
of 25% of the units designated for universal design
per the policy included in the Housing Element.
Mobile Home Purchases The Agency had a program
that allows the purchase of a mobile home that
would be made available during rehabilitation or
reconstruction of an existing unit should a resident
need temporary housing during the rehabilitation.
There is no longer funding for this. Any project requiring this will have to be part of a grant-funded project.
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GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY

State law requires that this element and all other elements be consistent with each other as follows:
“the general plan and elements and parts thereof comprise an integrated,
internally consistent, and compatible statement of policies” (CA State Gov. Code § 65300.5)
Requiring internal consistency ensures that there will be no conflict between goals, policies, and programs in the other elements
of the General Plan and the Housing Element. This Element is the first element to be updated in the General Plan. The other
elements will be updated in the next calendar year. The Housing Element has laid the groundwork such that no other Element
amendments will conflict with this Housing Element
Other elements of the General Plan have been reviewed for consistency with this proposed Housing Element. The only inconsistency will occur when the proposed change to the land use density for Urban Residential (UR) and Urban Residential High
(URH) are processed, and the Land Use Element will be amended. The other proposals in the Housing Element for programs
essentially implements much of what was contemplated but not completed within the prior General Plan.
The City will update other portions of the General Plan and will review the Housing Element as changes to the other elements
are contemplated to ensure consistency. Because the remainder of the General Plan will be updated, statutory changes that
affect any of the elements from 1999 through 2014 will be reviewed and incorporated as appropriate so the updated General
Plan is consistent with State and Federal law.

This includes the update of the Safety and Conservation Elements consistent with Government Code Section 65302. The City
recently used Disaster Response Initiative funds (DRI) administered by HCD to prepare a Hazard Mitigation Plan which forms the
basis for the Safety Element (which includes Noise, Safety and Seismic Safety
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QUANTIFIED OBJECTIVES

The information for the table below is based upon primarily on trends in our building permit activity as modified by the economic climate. While the City will be implementing new policies, which will make many types of housing much easier to develop, the
current economic situation is expected to extend throughout the planning period, 2014-2019.
We assume then that the mixture of units may become more diverse because of City activity but not necessarily a greater number in total than the prior planning period. This is consistent with many sources that track building construction and economic
trends. The last planning period was the beginning of a downturn that may have hit bottom. Unemployment has continued
downward.
This assumption for a number that reflects prior activity is based upon the fact that Shasta County has one of the highest foreclosure rates, not only in California, but also in the United States. Foreclosuredata.com, an arm of the FDIC states, as of
04/11/14 has the following statistics for jurisdictions in the county:

Table 42
Foreclosure And Bank Owned Units In Market
Foreclosures
%
Bank Owned
Anderson
98
26.1
43
Redding
173
46.1
200
Shasta Lake
43
11.5
29
Shasta County
61
16.3
71
TOTAL
375 (699)
100
343 (282)

%
12.5
58.3
8.5
20.7
100

Source: Foreclosuredata.com May 11, 2014

This number of units in the region that are in foreclosure or already bank owned has a significant effect on the ability of the City
to attract developers/ contractors to the community when they may not be able to sell the units at a competitive rate with foreclosed units. These numbers do not include "pre-foreclosure" or "resale" number, which add another several thousand units to
the totals that will be for sale.
Shasta Lake has the lowest number and rate of foreclosures as well as bank-owned properties. The volume of foreclosures in
Redding, which shares a city limit with the City of Shasta Lake, is significant and means that the largest market for resale homes
will be in Redding.
Shasta County also has one of the highest unemployment rates in California and the United States. With an unemployment report of 10.9% noted in January by the California State Employment Development Department (EDD), Shasta County is in the top
1/3 of the counties in the state with the highest unemployment rates.
The chart below from EDD shows that the trend in the county for unemployment during the economic downturn was initially
upward not downward. Shasta County is still behind other counties in its ability to recover with unemployment as an indicator.
Large areas of California still have foreclosures and bank owned properties for sale. With few new jobs in the County there is
little incentive to buy property expect by retirees who are cashing out from areas with higher property values.
The City believes that there are residents and workers who live outside the City who will benefit from more use of the First Time
Homebuyer program. Consequently the City will be promoting the First-Time Homebuyer program through DAP to potential
purchasers of the new affordable housing being built and looking for additional properties where similar projects can be constructed.

Page 81 of 82

2014

HOUSING ELEMENT

CONSTRAINTS AND OPPORTUNITIES

Table 43 Unemployment Rate
18
16
14
12
10
Unemployment Rate

8
6
4
2
0
2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

Source: California Employment Development Department (EDD) –
Labor Market Information Division

The City has added an Implementation Program that will concentrate on trying to get a multi-family project constructed in the
next planning period – of some size—70-85 units. Such a project will take major amounts of staff time but could be a real asset
to residents who need decent housing or who work here but cannot find adequate housing.
The City of Shasta Lake is tied to the regional market since it has very little tax base compared to the other two cities in the
county, Redding and Anderson.
The City has had one developer during the last planning period who constructed a significant number of the moderate and
above-moderate housing units. The developer owned the subdivision in which he was constructing those units providing him
with a steady supply of lots. That subdivision is nearly full and the developer has approached the city about two defunct subdivision applications, which he may purchase for a similar purpose, construction of moderate and above-moderate income units.
The City has noted in the Housing Element and other response sections, the activities that we will be implementing to help encourage the production of extremely low, very low, and low-income units. If the 30 units of senior housing that we are assisting
proceeds to development, the low and extremely low numbers will increase. Short of having this project we believe we may
have two units total in those categories. Rehabilitation unit numbers are based upon historical trends in the City.
Table 44 - Quantified Objectives for Planning PeriodNew ConstrucRehabilitation
Conservation
tion
Extremely Low-Income
2
2
0
Very Low-Income
2
2
0
Low-Income
7
10
0
Moderate-Income
5
10
0
Above-Moderate
5
10
0
Total
21
34
0
Income Level

Totals
4
4
17
15
15
55

Source: Development Services Department
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Appendix B: Citizen Engagement
MEETINGS
The City held a number of meetings and workshops where housing was discussed. The City employed traditional methods
of public notice including newspaper advertisements, press releases and posting in the community. Community groups
were notified as well so as to encourage their members to attend including the Chamber of Commerce.





Redding Record Searchlight Press Release – 04/23/14 for May 8, 2014 Workshop
Posting at City of Shasta Lake, Community Center, City Council Chambers, and US Post Offices(3)
Announcement at City Council meeting
Notice sent to List of Stakeholders below





Redding Record Searchlight Public Notice- Legal –05/05/14 for May 15, 2014 Public Hearing (opened and continued
to May 29, 2014
Posting at City of Shasta Lake, Community Center, City Council Chambers and US Post Offices(3)
Notice sent to List of Stakeholders (see attached)





Redding Record Searchlight Public Notice- Legal – 06/06 /14 for June 17, 2014 Public Hearing
Posting at City of Shasta Lake, Community Center, and US Post Offices(30
Notice sent to List of Stakeholders (see below)

Notices of all meetings were posted on the City’s Web Site which has numerous subscribers to the calendar.

Workshop # 1- Planning Commission
Overview - May 8, 2014
The City of Shasta Lake Development Services Department held a workshop for community members on issues and trends
as part of the Housing Element Update. An introductory presentation about the Housing Element Update process was
provided. The Regional Housing Need Allocation process was described and the City’s objectives and ability to meet the
need allocated.
There was no public attendance at the workshop.

Public Hearing – Planning Commission
Overview – May 22, 2014
The City of Shasta Lake Development Services reviewed the proposed goals, policies and implementation programs of the
Draft Housing Element. Staff took questions from the Planning Commission. No members of the public attended. Public
Hearing was continued to May 29, 2014.

Public Hearing – Planning Commission
Overview – May 29, 2014
The Planning Commission asked for public comment and there was none. The Planning Commission then adopted
Resolution PC-14-02 recommending approval of the Draft Element to the City Council. The Resolution recommended
approval of the Draft 2014 Housing Element.

Public Hearing – City Council
Overview – June 17, 2014
Page B 1 of 1
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APPENDIX C CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT - HCD FUNDING RESOURCES
HCD manages the greatest number of funding sources available to the City of Shasta Lake. While HUD
direct grants/loans, USDA and CalHFA can also provide funding for projects in the City of Shasta Lake. HCD
directed funding is the most accessible for the City.
Boxes that are shaded grey indicate programs shown on the HCD website that are no longer available.
Boxes that have text in red are economic development funding sources that could be considered with
mixed use projects.
Boxes that are yellow are programs that are new, have changed or where the City can apply.

Noted in the table is whether the City is eligible for the funding and if there is a current application. Because the City is
small, is not an entitlement city, and does not have some of the required characteristics- such as mass transit, many of the
resources are not available to the City.

PROGRAM
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

AB 80/SB 104 Emergency Drought Rental
Assistance Program – NEW 4/9/2014 Funds to
assist operators of rental assistance in severe
drought areas.
AB 1699 HCD Loan Restructuring Program – Loan
re-structuring for projects that had State loans for
affordable housing.
Affordable Housing Innovation Program – Loan
Fund (AHIP–L)
Affordable Housing Innovation Program –
Practitioner Fund (AHIP–P)

CITY ELIG/
NOTES
APP
N

The City does not operate a rental Assistance Program and is
not eligible for this assistance.

N

The City does not have programs that were funded by the
State that qualify for re-structuring.

N

No NOFA(s) shown

N

No NOFA(s) shown

Affordable Housing Innovation Program – Local
Housing Trust Fund Program (LHTF)
N/Y

6.
7.
8.

Affordable Housing Innovation Program –
Innovative Homeownership Program (IHP)
Affordable Housing Innovation Program –
Construction Liability Insurance Reform
Pilot Program (CLIRPP)

N
N

Y

9.

American Recovery and Reinvestment Act
(ARRA)– CDBG Recovery Program (CDBG-R)
10. ARRA – Homelessness Prevention and Rapid ReHousing Program (HPRP)
11. Building Equity and Growth in Neighbor-hoods
Program (BEGIN) NOFA ($40 M)

Y
N/Y

Y

City does not have a local housing trust fund so it can not
apply through normal processes. Should the City pursue this it
would likely use the funds for rental housing. A special NOFA
for entities that did not have a LHTF (Local Housing Trust
Fund)before 2006 is now available
City had to be designated a “catalyst city” as part of the
application
No new information on the HCD website. Not updated.
Available for condos only - none proposed in City.
No NOFA or other process manuals have yet been issued for
this set of grant funding by HCD. It applies to construction
liability insurance for condominiums. The City does not
currently have any proposals from developers and the
program appears to be not funded.
Program no longer has funding allocated- If additional funds
are allocated the City will apply.
Funding was in 3 year grants. If another round of funding
occurs the City will review for possible projects.
City’s Housing Implementation Program to reduce the process
time, increase density, and zoning requirements can meet the
requirements of this grant process. However- there was no
second round for this program.
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PROGRAM
12. CalHome Programs
13. California Indian Assistance Program (CIAP)
14. California Self-Help Housing Program (CSHHP) See Cal Home Program, Self-Help Housing
Technical Assistance Allocation
15. Catalyst Projects for California Sustainable
Strategies Pilot Program
16. Downtown Rebound Program (DRP)
No project loans or predevelopment grants.
17. Emergency Housing and Assistance Program
Operations Grants (EHAP)
18. Emergency Housing and Assistance Program
Capital Development (EHAPCD) Notice of
Funding Availability

HOUSING ELEMENT

CITY ELIG/
NOTES
APP
Y

The City applied for and received several rounds of funding.
Program no longer listed on HCD website as available.

Y

Funding is no longer available for this program.

N

This program was by application and the City was not eligible.

N

No funding in this program.

N

No longer available

N

No longer available. No funding in this program.

19. Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG) Program
N/Y
20. Enterprise Zone Programs

Enterprise Zones (EZs)

Local Agency Military Base Recovery Areas
(LAMBRAs)

Manufacturing Enhancement Areas (MEAs)

Targeted Tax Areas (TEAs)

Hiring Tax Credits/Vouchering

FUNDING RESOURCES

Y

The City did not have an eligible project when the NOFA was
released. There is a potential project now depending upon
whether there is a second round after the first round of funds
are expended.
The city was part of an enterprise zone, a targeted tax area,
and provided tax credits/vouchers through the Shasta County
Economic Development Corporation (SCEDC). However, the
legal authority for Enterprise Zones was repealed. In order to
allow Enterprise Zone businesses an opportunity to apply for
hiring tax credits already earned for qualified hires made
through December 31, 2013, vouchers may be applied for and
issued until December 31, 2014. This is the only State
Enterprise Zone benefit which will remain available after the
repeal of the program on December 31, 2013
Replaced by the California Competes Credit- See Franchise
Tax Board. There is a separate New Employment Credit as
well. A new Manufacturing Credit is also available.

21. Exterior Accessibility Grants for Renters - Not
currently making grants
22. Federal Emergency Shelter Grant Program (FESG)
23. Golden State Acquisition Fund Provide quick
acquisition financing for the development or
preservation of affordable housing.
24. Governor's Homeless Initiative

25. Home Investment Partnerships Program (HOME)
2014 HOME Investment Partnerships Program
(HOME) -NOFA ($28 M)
26. Housing Assistance Program (HAP )- Related –
Housing Choice Vouchers

27. Housing Related Parks Program

Y

No funding available at this time.

Y

No funding available at this time.

NO

These are loans for affordable housing developers to acquire
at-risk properties. The City will refer developers to the fund.

NO/Y FOR
NON-PROFIT

Appears to be a possibility for a local project that will supply
transitional and permanent housing for users with mental
health issues.

Y

NO/Y

NO

City has applied for and received funds from this program.
The City will continue to apply for funds.
While the City does not issue Housing Choice Vouchers, the
City does have eligible housing units for which the vouchers
(issued by Shasta County) can be used by those holding
voucher.
The City does not have nor is likely to have new rental units
which are rent-restricted for 55 years.
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28. Infill Infrastructure Grant Program

29. Jobs-Housing Balance Incentive Grants
30. Joe Serna, Jr. Farm worker Housing Grant
Program (JSJFWHG) 31. Mobilehome Park Resident Ownership Program
(MPROP)
32. Multifamily Housing Program (MHP)
General NOFA: New construction, rehabilitation,
or acquisition and rehabilitation of permanent or
transitional rental housing, and the conversion of
nonresidential structures to rental housing.
33. Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP)

34. Office of Migrant Services (OMS)
This program develops, owns, and funds the
operation of seasonal housing for migrant farm
workers. Funding to operate, maintain, and
rehabilitate existing centers is budgeted and
contracted annually.
35. Predevelopment Loan Program (PULP) 2013- last
year funds issued but often is annual program
.
36. Preservation Interim Repositioning Program
(PIRP)
37. State Community Development Block Grant
Economic Development Allocation (ED) Activities:
Over-the-Counter (OTC)
Enterprise Fund
Business Assistance
Microenterprise Assistance
Planning and Technical Assistance
38. Community Development Allocation (CD,
formerly the General Allocation) Activities:
Community Development
Native American
Colonia
Planning and Technical Assistance
39. State Enterprise and Economic Development
Section (SEEDS)
Enterprise Programs
40. Workforce Housing Reward Program

FUNDING RESOURCES

Y

The City had only one eligible project- which was already
funded by CDBG. If there is another round the City will look
for eligible projects and apply. Access to transit is a consistent
issue for the City given how transit is defined:

½ mile to Transit Station or Major Transit Stop.

1 mile to Transit Station or Major Transit Stop.

1 mile to Transit Station or Major Transit Stop with less
frequency per guidelines
If the new definitions of major transit stop remain, the
City may be eligible.

Y

Program not currently making grants.

Y
Y

No current funding being programed and no applications are
being accepted.
To date the City has not had the need to use this funding;
however, there are several licensed mobile home parks in the
city. No funding currently available for the program.

Y

While a loan, the program would allow the City to leverage
other funds for uses needed in the City including site
acquisition.

Y

Shasta County applied for funding partially distributed to the
City of Shasta Lake for the demolition of vacant substandard
housing units.

Y

There is no migrant center in Shasta County but there are
migrant workers that presumably need housing. If a Center is
designated for Shasta County Shasta Lake would participate in
a proportional manner.

Y

The City could use this funding for a number of identified
needs such as purchase of property, rehabilitation,
etc. but needs an eligible project.

Y

All available funds have been allocated.
City applied for, and received funding for Microenterprise
Assistance that is administered by Superior California
Economic Development.

Y

Y

City applied and received a funds for Public Infrastructure in
support of a Housing Development (7 low-income sfd)

Y

Program no longer exists

Y

Program not currently making grants.

Source: State of California Housing and Community Development Web site- http://www.hcd.ca.gov/fa/
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Appendix D: Glossary
Acre: Unit of land measure equal to 43,560 square feet.
Acreage: Net: means the total land area within a lot which is usable for yard or building purposes, excluding, but not
limited to: A. Easements for roads, driveways, improved surface drainages, canals or irrigation ditches (if easements do
not exist for drainages, canals or ditches, net acreages shall exclude the actual area of these features), and major utility
transmission and gas lines (not including local distribution lines), B. The "pole" portion of a flag lot, and C. A designated
floodway.
Affordability Covenant: Property title agreement which places resale or rental restrictions on a housing unit.
Affordable Housing: Under State and Federal statutes, housing which costs no more than 30 percent of gross household
income. Housing costs include rent or mortgage payments, utilities, taxes, insurance, homeowner association fees, and
other related costs. Reference in Affordable Housing Chapter in the Zoning section of the Municipal Code defines it as
housing that has long-term affordability with an Affordability Covenant or Agreement recorded on the property.
Affordable Units: Units for which households do not pay more than 30 percent of income for payment of rent (including
monthly allowance for utilities) or monthly mortgage and related expenses. Since above moderate-income households do
not generally have problems in locating affordable units, affordable units are often defined as those low- to moderateincome households can afford.
Annexation: Incorporation of land area into the jurisdiction of an existing city with a resulting change in boundaries of
that city.
Assisted Housing: Housing subsidized by federal, state, or local housing programs.
Assisted Housing Developments: Multifamily rental housing receiving governmental assistance under federal programs
listed in Government Code (GC) §65863.10 (a) , state and local multifamily revenue bond programs, local redevelopment
programs, the federal Community Development Block Grant Program, or local in-lieu fees. Term includes multi-family
rental units developed pursuant to local inclusionary housing program or used to a quality for a density bonus pursuant to
§65915.
At-Risk Housing: Multi-family rental housing at risk of losing its status as housing affordable for low and moderate income
tenants due to the expiration of federal, state or local agreements.
Below-Market-Rate (BMR): Any housing unit specifically priced to be sold or rented to low- or moderate- income
households for an amount less than the fair-market value of the unit. Both the State of California and the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development set standards for determining which households qualify as "low income"
or "moderate income". Includes the financing of housing at less than prevailing interest rates.
California Department of Housing and Community Development - HCD: The State Department responsible for
administering State-sponsored housing programs and for reviewing housing elements to determine compliance with State
housing law.
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA): State law requiring State and local agencies to regulate activities with
consideration for environmental protection. If a proposed activity has potential for a significant adverse environmental
impact, an environmental impact report (EIR) must be prepared and certified as to its adequacy before taking action on
proposed project.
California Housing Finance Agency (CHFA): State agency, established by the Housing and Home Finance Act of 1975,
which is authorized to sell revenue bonds and generate funds for the development, rehabilitation, and conservation of
low and moderate - income housing.
Census: The official United States decennial enumeration of the population conducted by the federal government.
City: City with a capital "C" generally refers to City of Shasta Lake government or administration. City with a lower
case "c" generally refers to the geographical area of the city.
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Community Development Block Grant (CDBG): A grant program administered by the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) on a formula basis for entitlement communities and by the State Department of Housing and
Community Development (HCD) for non-entitled jurisdictions. This grant allots money to cities and counties for housing
rehabilitation and community development, including public facilities and economic development.
Compatible: Capable of existing together without conflict or ill effects.
Condominium: A building or group of buildings in which units are owned individually, but the structure, common areas,
and facilities are owned by all owners on a proportional, undivided basis.
Consistent: Free from variation or contradiction. Programs in the General Plan are to be consistent, not contradictory, or
preferential. State law requires consistency between a general plan and implementation measures such as the zoning
ordinance.
Contract Rent: The monthly rent agreed to, or contracted for regardless of any furnishings, utilities, or services that may
be included.
Dedication, In lieu of: Cash payments that may be required of an owner or developer as a substitute for a dedication of
land, usually calculated in dollars per lot, and referred to as in lieu fees or in lieu contributions.
Density: The number of dwelling units per unit of land. Density usually is expressed “per acre”, e.g., a development with
100 units located on 20 acres has density of 5.0 units per acre.
Density, Mullin: This density is the default density established by the State Department of Housing and Community
Development for sites to meet the adequate site test for low and very-low income housing units required by the RHNA.
The City’s Mullin Density is 20 units per acre. The assumption by the State is that low and very-low income housing cannot
be created at less than the 20 units per acre density.
Density, Residential: The number of permanent residential dwelling units per acre of land. Densities specified in the
General Plan may be expressed in units per gross acre or per net developable acre.
Density Bonus: Allocation of development rights allowing a parcel to accommodate additional square footage or
residential units beyond the maximum for which the parcel is zoned. Under GC Section 65915, a housing development
providing 20 percent of its units for lower income households, or ten percent of its units for very low-income households,
or 50 percent of its units for seniors, is entitled to a density bonus and other concessions.
Developable Land: Land suitable as a location for structures that can be developed free of hazards to, and without
disruption of, or significant impact on, natural resource areas.
Development Right: The right granted to a land owner or other authorized party to improve a property. Such right is
usually expressed in terms of a use and intensity allowed under existing zoning regulation. For example, a development
right may specify the maximum number of residential dwelling units permitted per acre of land.
Dwelling, Multi-family: A building containing two or more dwelling units for the use of individual households; an
apartment or condominium building is an example of this dwelling unit type.
Dwelling, Single-family Attached: A one-family dwelling attached to one or more other one-family dwelling by a common
vertical wall. Row houses and town homes are examples of this dwelling unit type.
Dwelling, Single-family Detached: A dwelling, not attached to any other dwelling, which is designed for and occupied by
not more than one family and surrounded by open space or yards.
Dwelling Unit: A room or group of rooms (including sleeping, eating, cooking, and sanitation facilities, but not more than
one kitchen), that constitutes an independent housekeeping unit, occupied or intended for occupancy by one household
on a long-term basis.
Elderly Household: As defined by HUD, elderly households are one- or two- member (family or non-family) households in
which the head or spouse is age 62 or older.
Element: A division or chapter of the General Plan.
Emergency Shelter: Facility providing shelter to homeless families and/or individuals on a limited short-term basis. Shasta
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Encourage: To stimulate or foster a particular condition through direct or indirect action by the private sector or
government agencies.
Enhance: To improve existing conditions by increasing the quantity or quality of beneficial uses or features.
Environmental Impact Report (EIR): Report assessing all environmental characteristics of an area and determining what
effects or impacts will result if the area is altered or disturbed by a proposed action.
Fair Market Rent: The rent, including utility allowances, determined by the United States Department of Housing and
Urban Development for purposes of administering the Section 8 Existing Housing Program.
Family: (1) Two or more persons related by birth, marriage, or adoption [U.S. Bureau of the Census] (2) An individual or a
group of persons living together who constitute a bona fide single-family housekeeping unit in a dwelling unit, not
including a fraternity, sorority, club, or other group of persons occupying a hotel, lodging house or institution of any kind
[California].
Feasible: Capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account
economic, environmental, social, and technological factors.
First-Time Home Buyer: Defined by HUD as an individual or family who has not owned a home during the three-year
period preceding the HUD-assisted purchase of a home. Jurisdictions may adopt local definitions for first-time home
buyer programs which differ from non-federally funded programs.
General Plan: The General Plan is a legal document, adopted by the legislative body of a City or County, setting forth
policies regarding long-term development. California law requires the preparation of seven elements or chapters in the
General Plan: Land Use, Housing, Circulation, Conservation, Open Space, Noise, and Safety. Additional elements are
permitted, such as Air Quality, Economic Development, Urban Design, and similar local concerns.
Goal: The ultimate purpose of an effort stated in a way that is general in nature and may be measurable.
Green Building: Any building sited, designed, constructed, operated, and maintained for the health and well-being of the
occupants, while minimizing impact on the environment.
Gross Rent: Contract rent plus the estimated average monthly cost of utilities (water, electricity, and gas) and fuels (oil,
kerosene, wood, etc.) To the extent these are paid for by the renter (or paid for by a relative, welfare agency, or friend) in
addition to the rent.
Group Quarters: A facility which houses groups of unrelated persons not living in households (U.S. Census definition).
Examples of group quarters include institutions, dormitories, shelters, military quarters, assisted living facilities and other
quarters, including single-room occupancy (SRO) housing, where 10 or more unrelated individuals are housed.
Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA): The Home Mortgage Disclosure Act requires larger lending institutions making
home mortgage loans to publicly disclose the location and disposition of home purchase, refinance, and improvement
loans. Institutions subject to HMDA must also disclose the gender, race, and income of loan applicants.
HOME Program: The HOME Investment Partnership Act, Title II of the National Affordable Housing Act of 1990. HOME is a
Federal program administered by HUD which provides formula grants to States and localities to fund activities that build,
buy, and/or rehabilitate affordable housing for rent or home ownership or provide direct rental assistance to low-income
people.
Homeless: Unsheltered homeless are families and individuals whose primary nighttime residence is a public or private
place not designed for, or ordinarily used as, a regular sleeping accommodation for human beings (e.g., the street,
sidewalks, cars, vacant and abandoned buildings). Sheltered homeless are families and persons whose primary nighttime
residence is a supervised publicly or privately operated shelter (e.g., emergency, transitional, battered women, and
homeless youth shelters; and commercial hotels used to house the homeless).
Household: All those persons—related or unrelated—who occupy a single housing unit.
Household Income: The total income of all the persons living in a household. A household is usually described as very low
income, low income, moderate income, and upper income based upon household size, and income, relative to the
regional median income.

Appendix D-3

2014

HOUSING ELEMENT

GLOSSARY

Households, Number of: The count of all year-round housing units occupied by one or more persons. The concept of
household is important because the formation of new households generates the demand for housing. Each new
household formed creates the need for one additional housing unit or requires one existing housing unit be shared by two
households. Household formation can continue to take place without an increase in population, thereby increasing the
demand for housing.
Housing and Community Development, Department of (HCD): The State agency with principal responsibility for
assessing, planning for, and assisting communities to meet the needs of low- and moderate-income households.
Housing and Urban Development, U.S. Department of (HUD): Cabinet-level department of the federal government that
administers housing and community development programs.
Housing Authority, Local (LHA): Local housing agency established in State law, subject to local activation and operation.
Originally intended to manage certain federal subsidies, but vested with broad powers to develop and manage other
forms of affordable housing.
Housing Problems: Defined by HUD as a household which: (1) occupies a unit with physical defects (lacks complete
kitchen or bathroom); (2) meets the definition of overcrowded; or (3) spends more than 30% of income on housing cost.
Housing Subsidy: Housing subsidies refer to government assistance aimed at reducing housing sales or rent prices to
more affordable levels. Two general types of housing subsidy exist. Where a housing subsidy is linked to a particular
house or apartment, housing subsidy is “project” or “unit” based. In Section 8 rental assistance programs the subsidy is
linked to the family and assistance provided to any number of families accepted by willing private landlords. This type of
subsidy is said to be “tenant based.”
Housing Unit: Place of permanent or customary abode of a person or family. Housing unit may be a single-family dwelling,
a multi-family dwelling, a condominium, a modular home, a mobile home, a cooperative, or any other residential unit
considered real property under State law. Housing unit has, at least, cooking facilities, a bathroom, and a place to sleep. It
also is a dwelling that cannot be moved without substantial damage or unreasonable cost.
Impact Fee: A fee, also called a development fee, levied on the development of a project by a city, county, or other public
agency as compensation for otherwise-unmitigated impacts the project will produce.
Inclusionary Zoning: Provisions established by a public agency to require a specific percentage of housing units in a
project or development remain affordable to very low-, and low-, or moderate income households for a specified period.
Implementation Program: An action, procedures, program, or technique that carries out General Plan policy.
Implementation programs specify primary responsibility for carrying out the action and a time frame for its
accomplishment.
Income Category: Four categories classify a household according to income based on the median income for the county.
Under state housing statutes, these categories are defined as follows: Very Low (0-50% of county median); Low (50-80%
of county median); Moderate (80- 120% of county median); and Upper (over 120% of county median).
Infill Development: Development of vacant land (usually individual lots or left-over properties) within areas already
largely developed.
Jobs/Housing Balance; Jobs/Housing Ratio: The availability of affordable housing for employees. The jobs/housing ratio
divides the number of jobs in an area by the number of employed residents. A ratio of 1.0 indicates a balance. A ratio
greater than 1.0 indicates a net in-commute; less than 1.0 indicates a net out-commute.
Large Household: A household with five or more members.
Lease: A contractual agreement by which an owner of real property (the lessor) gives the right of possession to another (a
lessee) for a specified period of time (term) and for a specified consideration (rent).
Low-income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC): Tax reductions provided by the federal and State governments for investors in
housing for low-income households.
Manufactured Housing: Housing constructed of manufactured components, assembled partly at site rather than totally at
the site. Also referred to as modular housing.
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Market-Rate Housing: Housing available on the open market without any subsidy. The price for housing is determined by
the market forces of supply and demand and varies by location.
Mean: The average of a range of numbers.
Median: The mid-point in a range of numbers.
Median Income: The annual income for each household size within a region defined annually by HUD. Half of the
households in the region have incomes above the median and half have incomes below the median.
Mitigate, v.: To ameliorate, alleviate, or avoid to the extent reasonably feasible.
Mixed-use: Properties on which various uses, such as office, commercial, institutional, and residential, are combined in a
single building or on a single site in an integrated development project with significant functional interrelationships and a
coherent physical design. A "single site" may include contiguous properties.
Mobile Home: A structure, transportable in one or more sections, built on a permanent chassis and designed for use as a
single-family dwelling unit and which (1) has a minimum of 400 square feet of living space; (2) has a minimum width in
excess of 102 inches; (3) is connected to all available permanent utilities; and (4) is tied down (a) to a permanent
foundation on a lot either owned or leased by the homeowner or (b) is set on piers, with wheels removed and skirted, in a
mobile home park.
Mortgage Revenue Bond (MRB): A state, county or city program providing financing for the development of housing
through the sale of tax-exempt bonds.
Multi-family Dwelling Unit: A building or portion thereof designed for or occupied by two or more families living
independently of each other, including duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, apartments, and condominiums.
Overcrowding: Households or occupied housing units with 1.01 or more persons per room, excluding bathrooms.
Parcel: A lot in single ownership or under single control usually considered a unit for purposes of development.
Physical Defects: A housing unit lacking complete kitchen or bathroom facilities (U.S. Census definition). Jurisdictions may
expand the Census definition in defining units with physical defects.
Poverty Level: As used by the U.S. Census, families and unrelated individuals are classified as being above or below the
poverty level based on a poverty index that provides a range of income cutoffs or "poverty thresholds" varying by size of
family, number of children, and age of householder. The income cutoffs are updated each year to reflect the change in
the Consumer Price Index.
Project-Based Rental Assistance: Rental assistance provided for a project, not for a specific tenant. A tenant receiving
project-based rental assistance gives up the right to that assistance upon moving from the project.
Public Housing: A project-based low-rent housing program operated by independent local public housing authorities. A
low-income family applies to the local public housing authority in the area in which they want to live.
Quantified Objective: The housing element must include quantified objectives which specify the maximum number of
housing units that can be constructed, rehabilitated, and conserved by income level within a five- year time frame, based
on the needs, resources, and constraints identified in the housing element (GC §65583 (b)).
The number of units that can be conserved should include a subtotal for the number of existing assisted units subject to
conversion to non-low income households. Whenever possible, objectives should be set for each particular housing
program, establishing a numerical target for the effective period of the program.
Ideally, the sum of the quantified objectives will be equal to the identified housing needs. However, identified needs may
exceed available resources and limitations imposed by other requirements of state planning law. Where this is the case,
the quantified objectives need not equal the identified housing needs, but should establish the maximum number of units
that can be constructed, rehabilitated, and conserved (including existing subsidized units subject to conversion which can
be preserved for lower- income use), given the constraints.
Redevelop: To demolish existing buildings; or increase the overall floor area existing on a property; or both; irrespective
of whether a change occurs in land use.
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Redevelopment Agency: California Community Redevelopment Law provides authority to establish a Redevelopment
Agency with the scope and financing mechanisms necessary to remedy blight and provide stimulus to eliminate
deteriorated conditions. The law provides for the planning, development, redesign, clearance, reconstruction, or
rehabilitation, or any combination of these, and the provision of public and private improvements as may be appropriate
or necessary in the interest of the general welfare by the Agency. Redevelopment law requires an Agency to set aside 20
percent of all tax increment dollars generated from each redevelopment project area for increasing and improving the
community’s supply of affordable housing.
Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA): The Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) is based on State of California
projections of population growth/housing unit demand and assigns a share of the region’s future housing need to each
jurisdiction in California. Housing need numbers serve as the basis for the update of the Housing Element in each
California city and county. HCD provided the allocation for the City of Shasta Lake.
Rehabilitation: The repair, preservation, and/or improvement of substandard housing.
Residential, Multiple Family: Usually three or more dwelling units on a single site, which may be in the same or separate
buildings.
Residential, Single-family: A single dwelling unit on a building site.
Rezoning: Amendment to the map and/or text of a zoning ordinance to change the nature, density, or intensity of uses
allowed in a zoning district and/or on a designated parcel or land area.
Second Unit: A self-contained living unit, either attached to or detached from, and in addition to, the primary residential
unit on a single lot.
Section 8 Rental Assistance Program: Federal (HUD) rent-subsidy program. One of the main sources of federal housing
assistance for low-income households. Program operates by providing "housing assistance payments" to owners,
developers, and public housing agencies to make up the difference between the "Fair Market Rent" of a unit (set by HUD)
and the household's contribution toward the rent, which is calculated at 30 percent of the household's adjusted gross
monthly income (GMI). Section 8 includes programs for new construction, existing housing, and substantial or moderate
housing rehabilitation.
Seniors: Persons age 65 and older (HUD definition).
Service Needs: Services required by special populations, typically include needs such as transportation, personal care,
housekeeping, counseling, meals, case management, personal emergency response, and other services preventing
premature institutionalization and assisting individuals to continue living independently.
Shall: That which is obligatory or necessary.
Should: Signifies a directive to be honored if at all feasible.
Single-Room Occupancy (SRO): Defined in the Affordable Housing Chapter of the Zoning Ordinance as housing units that
are
Site: Parcel of land used or intended for one use or a group of uses and having frontage on a public or an approved
private street. A lot.
Small Household: Pursuant to HUD definition, a small household consists of two to four nonelderly persons.
Special Needs Groups: Those segments of the population which have a more difficult time finding decent affordable
housing due to special circumstances. Under California Housing Element statutes, these special needs groups consist of
the elderly, handicapped, large families, female-headed households, farm-workers and homeless people. Jurisdiction may
choose to consider additional special needs groups in the Housing Element, such as students, military households, other
groups present in their community.
Subdivision: Division of a tract of land into defined lots, either improved or unimproved, which can be separately
conveyed by sale or lease, and which can be altered or developed.
Subdivision Map Act: Section 66410 et seq. of the California GC, this act vests in local legislative bodies the regulation and
control of the design and improvement of subdivisions, including the requirement for tentative and final maps.
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Subsidize: To assist by payment of a sum of money or by the granting of terms or favors that reduce the need for
monetary expenditures. Housing subsidies may include mortgage interest deductions or tax credits from federal and/or
state income taxes, sale, or lease at less than market value of land to be used for the construction of housing, payments
to supplement a minimum affordable rent, and the like.
Substandard Housing: Residential dwellings that, because of their physical condition, do not provide safe and sanitary
housing.
Substandard, Suitable for Rehabilitation: Substandard units which are structurally sound and where the cost of
rehabilitation is economically warranted.
Substandard, Needs Replacement: Substandard units which are structurally unsound and for which the cost of
rehabilitation is considered infeasible, such as instances where the majority of a unit has been damaged by fire.
Supportive Housing: Housing with a supporting environment, such as group homes or Single Room Occupancy (SRO)
housing and other housing that includes a supportive service component such as those defined below.
Supportive Services: Services provided to residents of supportive housing for the purpose of facilitating the independence
of residents. Some examples are case management, medical or psychological counseling and supervision, child care,
transportation, and job training.
Tenant-Based Rental Assistance: A form of rental assistance in which the assisted tenant may move from a dwelling unit
with a right to continued assistance. The assistance is provided for the tenant, not for the project.
Transient Occupancy Buildings: Buildings that have an occupancy of 30 days or fewer, such as boarding houses, hospices,
hostels, and emergency shelters.
Transit Occupancy Tax: Tax imposed by a jurisdiction upon travelers to the area, collected by hotel, bed and breakfast,
and condominium operators.
Transitional Housing: Transitional housing is temporary (often six months to two years) housing for a homeless individual
or family who is transitioning to permanent housing. Transitional housing often includes a supportive services component
(e.g. job skills training, rehabilitation counseling, etc.) to allow individuals to gain necessary life skills in support of
independent living.
Universal Design: The creation of products and environments meant to be usable by all people, to the greatest extent
possible, without the need for adaptation or specialization.
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD): The cabinet level department of the federal government
responsible for housing, housing assistance, and urban development at the national level. Housing programs administered
through HUD include Community Development Block Grant (CDBG-but only for entitlement communities- City of Shasta
Lake does not qualify), HOME and Section 8, among others.
Vacant: Lands or buildings not actively used for any purpose.
Zoning: The division of a city or county by legislative regulations into areas, or zones, which specify allowable uses for real
property and size restrictions for buildings within these areas; a program implementing policies of the General Plan.
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APPENDIX E:

ANALYSIS OF 2009-2014 HOUSING ELEMENT
(Shaded text is 2003-2008 Element)

PROG.
NO.

PROGRAM
NAME

PROGRAM
DESCRIPTION

HE 1.1

Vacant Land
Inventory to
Accommodate Future
Needs

Map of vacant land –
placed in the 2009
Housing ElementUpdated for the
2014 Housing Element

HE 1.2

Infill Strategic Plan

HE 1.3

HE 1.4

HE 1.5

LEAD DEPT.
(see original
Implementation
Program)
Development
Services

OBJECTIVE

GOAL MET

2014-2019 Housing Element

20 very low and 30 lowincome units during the
planning period

Will remain in the 2014 Housing Element
Inventory will be updated.

Review of infill lots
and needs for development

Development
Services

40 low, and 60 moderate
income households

Density Bonuses and
Incentives

Provision of density
bonuses and incentives for affordable
housing subdivisions

Development
Services

20 very low and 30 lowincome units during the
planning period

YES – Ongoing Program
Inventory was completed; No. of units was
too ambitious given the
City’s place in the
County and the economy.
NO - Deferred to timing
with Land Use and Circulation update in
2014/2015
YES - Included in the
Affordable
Housing
Chapter in the Zoning
Title of the Municipal
Code.

Nonconforming
Structures
and Uses
Second (and
Other Accessory)
Dwelling
Units

Review of existing
section of the Zoning
portion of the Municipal Code for update
Update of second
unit language in the
Zoning Ordinance

Development
Services

20 very low and 30 lowincome units during the
planning period

Development
Services

5 extremely low, 5 very low
and 10 low-income units
during the planning period

NO – Deferred to timing with Land Use Element
Update
(2014/2015)
YES - Included in the
Affordable
Housing
Chapter in the Zoning
Title of the Municipal
Code

Will remain in the 2014 Housing Element
Infill Plan will be completed with
2014/15 Land Use Update
Will remain in the 2014 Housing Element.
Incentives specific to the City will be
reviewed as part of the next planning period during the Land Use Element discussion (which will include
fiscal impacts).
Will remain in the 2014 Housing Element
Will be completed after the Land
Use Element Update (2014/2015)
NA - Completed
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APPENDIX E:

ANALYSIS OF 2009-2014 HOUSING ELEMENT
(Shaded text is 2003-2008 Element)

PROG.
NO.

PROGRAM
NAME

PROGRAM
DESCRIPTION

HE 1.6

Pursue State
and Federal
Funding

Pursue State and
Federal funding
sources to support
the efforts of nonprofit and for-profit
developers to meet
new construction
and rehabilitation
needs of lower- and
moderate-income
households.

HE 1.7

Establish
Design
Standards
for Mixed
Use and
Multi-Family

HE 1.7

Development
Agreements

Establishment of
design standards for
mixed use and multifamily so that a permitted project would
no longer have to
have Design Review.
Standards would be
applied at the Building Permit stage.
Adopt a development agreement that
meets State law and
provides for the city’s
interests in promoting quality land use
development, and if
applicable, long term
affordability.

LEAD DEPT.
(see original
Implementation
Program)
Development
Services

OBJECTIVE

GOAL MET

2014-2019 Housing Element

20 very low and 50 lowincome units during the
planning period

Will remain in the 2014 Housing Element

Development
Services

Reduced review periods by
2010/11

YES - Ongoing Program
Multiple sources of
state and federal funding were applied for
(not all approved) during the planning period.
The City applied every
year for funding to increase housing units or
access to housing available to low income
households.
NO – Deferred until
Land Use Element update in 2014/15.

Development
Services

Adopted Code Amendment

NO - Deferred until
Land Use Element update in 2014/15

Will remain in the 2014 Housing
Element
Will be completed after the Land
Use Element Update (2014/2015)

Will remain
Element

in the 2014 Housing
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APPENDIX E:

ANALYSIS OF 2009-2014 HOUSING ELEMENT
(Shaded text is 2003-2008 Element)

PROG.
NO.

PROGRAM
NAME

PROGRAM
DESCRIPTION

HE 1.9

Homebuyer
Assistance

HE
1.10

Collaboration with
Affordable
Housing
Providers

Provide report that
will include analysis
of income level participation and recommendations for
ensuring all eligible
income levels are
being served
Seek out affordable
housing partners and
assemble potential
site list

HE
1.11

Revision of
the R-3 and
R-4 Districts
to Increase
Densities

General Plan and
Zoning changes to
increase allowable
densities as well as
to, in combination
with the adoption of
mixed use and design
standards. These
topics would be addressed at once.

LEAD DEPT.
(see original
Implementation
Program)
Redev. Agency

OBJECTIVE

GOAL MET

2014-2019 Housing Element

Annually with Action Plan
Report to Redev. Agency
Board.

YES – Ongoing Program
The Redev. Agency no
longer exists. City has
applied for First Time
Home Buyers funds and
has made loans during
the planning period.

Will remain in the 2014 Housing Element It will be listed as a City project

Redev. Agency

Completed projects with
affordable housing partner(s); compilation of a list
of potential partners; an
assessment of potential
projects that can be completed
Density increases to a minimum of 20 units per acre
for multi-family residential
developments and mixeduse developments in R-3
zones, and a change identifying multi-family residential as an allowed use in R-4
and commercial uses where
it is part of a mixed-use
development together with
a change in density for R-4
to 30 units per acre.

YES – Ongoing Program
For the last three years
the City has worked
with 3 developers in
specific- see NOTES
below.

Will remain in the 2014 Housing Element.
It will be listed as a City project

NO – Both zoning
changes require a General Plan change. City
had anticipated funding for the General Plan
update sooner. That
funding was not available until mid-year last
year but conflicted with
the Safety Element
update.

Will remain in the 2014 Housing Element.

Development
Services

Land Use and Circulation Elements will be
updated with this program finished with that
update.
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APPENDIX E:

ANALYSIS OF 2009-2014 HOUSING ELEMENT
(Shaded text is 2003-2008 Element)

PROG.
NO.

PROGRAM
NAME

PROGRAM
DESCRIPTION

HE
1.12

Rezoning to
Address
2003-2008
Housing
Element
Shortfall

Rezone property to
accommodate shortfall in zoned vacant
property per HCD

HE
1.13

Address
Housing
Opportunities and
Constraints

HE
1.14

Annual Report on
Housing
Element
Implementation

Review Zoning portion of the Municipal
Code to determine
other opportunities
to encourage additional affordable
housing.
Preparation and
submission of Annual
Progress Report on
Housing to HCD by
April 1 of each year.

LEAD DEPT.
(see original
Implementation
Program)
Development
Services

OBJECTIVE

GOAL MET

2014-2019 Housing Element

Rezoning of property to
either R-3 or R-4 with a
minimum density of 20
units per acre.

NA - Completed

Development
Services

Revision of Municipal Code
to address code constraints
for affordable housing

YES – City completed
the rezoning of properties needed to address
the shortfall identified.
The re-zoning was approved August 24,
2010. One property
owner had not responded, so the area
was removed (sufficient
property
remained to meet requirement). That property owner (Zavas)
came to the Council
later to request the
zoning, which was then
completed separately
(January 3, 2011).
YES – Ongoing Program
Included in the Affordable Housing Chapter in
the Zoning Title of the
Municipal Code.

Development
Services

Annual review of actions
taken to implement the
Housing Element and report
to HCD

YES – The City has
submitted an Annual
Progress Report for the
last 4 years.

Will remain in the 2014 Housing Element.

Will remain in the 2014 Housing Element. Additional work within a new
Implementation Program and include Zoning text changes after the
Land Use Element Update.
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APPENDIX E:

ANALYSIS OF 2009-2014 HOUSING ELEMENT
(Shaded text is 2003-2008 Element)

PROG.
NO.

PROGRAM
NAME

PROGRAM
DESCRIPTION

HE
1.15

Redev. Project Area
Goals

HE
1.16

Redev. Assistance for
Affordable
Housing

HE
1.17

Water and
Sewer Service Priority
for Affordable Housing

HE 2.1

Housing
Rehabilitation (SingleFamily)

Prepare a 5-year Implementation Plan
will prioritize Redev.
Agency Low and Mod
Funds according to
the needs of low and
moderate-income
households in the
Redev. Plan Area.
Priority funding will
be made available for
extremely low and
very low housing
units.
Adopt policy that
affordable housing
will receive priority
access to water and
sewer resources over
other new projects
should the capacity
of the local water or
sewer systems become inadequate to
meet the full demand
for new connections
Assess potential rehabilitation needs,
identify potential
loan applicants, and
prepare a program to
serve those needs.

LEAD DEPT.
(see original
Implementation
Program)
Redev. Agency

OBJECTIVE

GOAL MET

2014-2019 Housing Element

Adoption of Redev. Agency
5-Year Implementation Plan

NO - Redev. Agency no
longer exists.

Removed from the 2014 Housing
Element

Redev. Agency

Completed and adopted
policy by the Redev. Agency
Board with specific funding
attached to the Redev.
Agency budget
Development of policies
and procedures for granting
water and sewer service
priority to affordable housing developments.

NO – See above

Removed from the 2014 Housing
Element.

YES – Included in the
Affordable
Housing
Chapter in the Zoning
Title of the Municipal
Code

NA - Completed

3 units of very low, 6 units
of low and 10 units of moderate housing rehabilitated

NO – Redev. Agency no
longer exists

Will remain in the 2014 Housing Element. Responsible party will be the
City but dependent on grant funding

Development
Services

Redev. Agency

NOTE: City has applied for 2014
CDBG funds for this
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APPENDIX E:

ANALYSIS OF 2009-2014 HOUSING ELEMENT
(Shaded text is 2003-2008 Element)

PROG.
NO.

PROGRAM
NAME

PROGRAM
DESCRIPTION

HE 2.2

Housing
Rehabilitation (MultiFamily)

Address the rehabilitation of multi-family
units as a priority as
part of the development of the 5 –year
Implementation Plan

HE 2.3

Preservation
of Affordable Rental
Housing

HE 2.4

Preservation
of Mobile
Home Parks
Local, State
and Federal
Funding for
Infrastructure

Investigate funding
sources for purchase
of the units if the
owners decide to sell
and will research
possible owners for
the property.
Prepare a plan to
address sale of mobile home parks
The City and Agency
will pursue funding
for infrastructure
that will support infill
properties used for
fordable housing as a
priority.
The City will proceed
to identify and/or
seek funding options
to construct a pipeline for the transport
of reclaimed water to
the Tierra Oaks Golf
Course. Construction

HE 3.1

HE 3.2

Wastewater
Capacity
Improvement

LEAD DEPT.
(see original
Implementation
Program)
Redev. Agency

OBJECTIVE

GOAL MET

2014-2019 Housing Element

Incorporation of rehabilitation of multi-family residential units as part of the Redev. Agency 5-year Implem. Plan

NO – Redev. Agency no
longer exists

Will remain in the 2014 Housing Element. Responsible party will be the
City but dependent on grant funding
NOTE: City has applied for 2014
CDBG funds for this

Redev. Agency

Agency Plan for preservation of at-risk units

NO - Redev. Agency no
longer exists

Will remain in the 2014 Housing Element. Responsible party will be the
City but dependent on grant funding

Redev. Agency

Plan for conservation of
mobile home parks

NO -- Redev. Agency no
longer exists

Redev.
Agency

Applications for funding for
infrastructure

YES – Ongoing program
The City has applied for
infrastructure
every
year- in one form or
another.

Will remain in the 2014 Housing Element. Responsible party will be the
City but dependent on grant funding
Will remain in the 2014 Housing Element.

Redev. Agency

Construction of reclaimed
pipeline to the Tierra Oaks
Golf Course by 2012; alternatively approval by regulatory agencies for discharging reclaimed water into
Churn Creek with limited or
no dilution.

NO – As the project
description
development continued a value
for the work was obtained. Based on the
cost Tierra Oaks decided to not take part in
having reclaimed wa-

Will remain in the 2014 Housing Element. Project description has
changed. New Implementation Plan
will be included
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APPENDIX E:

ANALYSIS OF 2009-2014 HOUSING ELEMENT
(Shaded text is 2003-2008 Element)

PROG.
NO.

PROGRAM
NAME

PROGRAM
DESCRIPTION

LEAD DEPT.
(see original
Implementation
Program)

OBJECTIVE

of the pipeline is expected in 2012.

HE 4.1

Mixed-Use
Development

HE 5.1

Energy Efficiency

The City will evaluate
commercial parcels
and structures as
part of the General
Plan update and the
Redev. 5-Year Implementation Plan.
The evaluation will
include identifying
parcels/lots, most
appropriate for
mixed uses of commercial and residential.
The City will partner
with other agencies
as well as using its
own resources to
provide for weatherization for residential
uses. The City’s Electric Department is
assessing the city’s
ability to assist residential uses with its
resources combined

Development
Services

List of priority commercial
sites that could be used for
mixed use.

Electric Department

Program to use Electric utility funds to assist affordable
housing residents

GOAL MET

ter. The City changed
the project to be direct
discharge to Churn
Creek and is doing environmental work with
final design to follow.
NO - Because the Redev. Agency no longer
exists (so no 5-Year
Implementation Plan)
and the Land Use and
Circulation
Elements
will be done in
2014/2015 this IP was
deferred until after that
Element update.

NO – Will become Ongoing Program
City partnered with
other agencies to apply
for the funding mentioned but was not successful. The City, for
several years, provided
the funding for rebates
and solar panels. However, the Electric Dept.
has stopped funding

2014-2019 Housing Element

Will remain in the 2014 Housing Element.

Will remain in the 2014 Housing Element as a revised implementation
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APPENDIX E:

ANALYSIS OF 2009-2014 HOUSING ELEMENT
(Shaded text is 2003-2008 Element)

PROG.
NO.

PROGRAM
NAME

PROGRAM
DESCRIPTION

LEAD DEPT.
(see original
Implementation
Program)

OBJECTIVE

with other resources.

HE 5.2

Subdivision
Activity

HE 6.1

Emergency
Shelter

HE 6.2

Section 8
Rental Assistance

HE 6.3

Equal Housing Opportunity

The City will remove
the exemption from
the Solar Shade Act
and look for other
opportunities to encourage use of solar
facilities by residents.
The City will amend
the Zoning portion of
the Municipal Code
to incorporate the
requirements of
State law relative to
emergency shelter
and transitional
housing.
Use the Section 8
program
(low income Housing
Choice Vouchers)

Development
Services

Revision of Municipal Code
to address exemption

Redev. Agency

Maintain Contact with the
Housing Authority for data
and other information. Data
made available to developers.

Provide information
obtained from the
Housing Authority
(including brochures,
flyers, posters, and
similar publications)
in locations through-

Redev. Agency

Up-to-date information
concerning equal opportunity and enforcement
available on a routine basis.

Development
Services

GOAL MET

solar due to lack of
resources but rebates
continue.
NO - The City deferred
this until other revisions to the Subdivision
portion of the Municipal Code occurred. A
massive revision is necessary for that section.
YES - Included in the
Affordable
Housing
Chapter in the Zoning
Title of the Municipal
Code

YES – Ongoing program City works with
Shasta County Housing
Authority which issues
Section 8 Housing
Choice Vouchers
YES – Ongoing Program

2014-2019 Housing Element

Will remain in the 2014 Housing Element.

NA - Completed

Will remain in the 2014 Housing Element.

Will remain in the 2014 Housing Element.
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APPENDIX E:

ANALYSIS OF 2009-2014 HOUSING ELEMENT
(Shaded text is 2003-2008 Element)

PROG.
NO.

PROGRAM
NAME

HE 6.4

Accessibility
for Persons
With Disabilities (Reasonable Accommodation.)

HE 6.5

Special
Housing
Needs

HE 6.6

Transitional
and Supportive
Housing

PROGRAM
DESCRIPTION

out the City
Adopt a reasonable
accommodation ordinance to address
needs for persons
with disabilities with
respect to Zoning,
Subdivision and
Building activity to
ensure equal access
to housing.
Update the Zoning
Ordinance to explicitly define single room
occupancy (SRO)
units as a residential
use that is allowed
“by right” in the R-3
and R-4 zoning districts and all Commercial zones
Amend its Zoning
Ordinance to clarify
that transitional and
supportive housing
units will be allowed
in all zones where
other residential
units are allowed
with the same standards that must be
met by other resi-

LEAD DEPT.
(see original
Implementation
Program)

OBJECTIVE

GOAL MET

2014-2019 Housing Element

Development
Services

Revised ordinance adopted

YES - Included in the
Affordable
Housing
Chapter in the Zoning
Title of the Municipal
Code

NA - Completed

Development
Services

Revised ordinance adopted

YES - Included in the
Affordable
Housing
Chapter in the Zoning
Title of the Municipal
Code

NA - Completed

Development
Services

Revised ordinance adopted

YES - Included in the
Affordable
Housing
Chapter in the Zoning
Title of the Municipal
Code

NA - Completed
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APPENDIX E:

ANALYSIS OF 2009-2014 HOUSING ELEMENT
(Shaded text is 2003-2008 Element)

PROG.
NO.

PROGRAM
NAME

PROGRAM
DESCRIPTION

LEAD DEPT.
(see original
Implementation
Program)

OBJECTIVE

GOAL MET

2014-2019 Housing Element

dential uses.

NOTES:
1. All of the units set as an objectives in the 2009 Housing Element were way too high to be even possible in the City. The City has not had a high of over 60 units in one year- of
an income level combined. The new RHNA numbers that will be used to develop the 2014 Objectives are much more attainable than those produced by the State of California
for the 2009 Housing Element.
2.

HE 1.10 - One is a developer of single-family affordable units. The City approved a 7 unit affordable housing subdivision, applied for, received funding for off-site infrastructure,
and waived impact fees for the subdivision. The City encouraged the developer to work with the California Heritage Youth Build Academy and use trainees for construction-,
which they are now doing. The first building permit has been issued in 2014. The City had 2 Habitat for Humanity houses constructed in the City. City staff expedited the process for these units. The City Council approved a First-Time Homebuyer loan for the first house and waived impact fees for the second house. The City continues to work with
North Valley Catholic Social Services (NVCSS) as they attempt to fund a senior housing project (31 units). They have applied for HUD 202 funding as well as applied through the
State Housing Tax Credit Program (3 times) but have not been funded.

Redev. = Redevelopment
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