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 YOLO COUNTY GENERAL PLAN  
ALTERNATIVES OVERVIEW AND ANALYSIS 
 

This report presents an analysis of the four land use alternatives that have 
been developed as inputs to the Yolo County General Plan update.   
 
The report first provides a synopsis of the alternatives, including a description 
of their key features and the amount and distribution of development under 
each.  The report then analyzes the alternatives relative to  three questions: 

♦ How do the alternatives compare to various ways the county could 
grow?  To analyze this question, this report assesses six “Growth Models” 
that could be used to accommodate new growth in unincorporated Yolo 
County, and it assesses the extent to which the alternatives cover each of 
these six models. 

♦ How do the alternatives compare to regional modeling and growth pro-
jections?  To assess this issue, this report compares the alternatives to re-
gional growth projections promulgated by the Sacramento Area Council 
of Governments (SACOG), and to growth projections developed by Bay 
Area Economics (BAE) for the Yolo County General Plan Update. 

♦ Are current development proposals from the private sector encompassed 
in the alternatives?  To address this question, this report catalogs 16 ma-
jor development proposals in the county.  This report also looks at recent 
sales of agricultural land of more than 100 acres to provide an indication 
of where future development pressures may occur. 

 
 
A. Summary of Key Findings 
 
This section provides an executive summary of the key findings of this report.  
For more information on each finding, please refer to the remainder of the 
report. 

♦ Town Infill.  The alternatives do not include as much infill inside the 
county’s unincorporated towns as could be accommodated if funds were 
provided to provide additional infrastructure.  While the alternatives in-
clude significant growth at the existing towns’ edges, they do not fulfill 
the towns’ potential for infill inside of town footprints.   
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♦ Cooperative Development with Cities.  All of the alternatives assume 
development inside of the county’s cities, and such development is par-
ticularly emphasized in Alternative 1.  However, it is not clear whether 
the alternatives assume that city growth would occur at the edges of the 
existing cities or as infill,  nor do the alternatives distinguish the extent to 
which city-centered growth might occur in cooperation with and to the 
benefit of the county.   

♦ Development Locations.  The alternatives generally focus new devel-
opment on the communities of Dunnigan, Esparto, Knights Landing, 
Madison and Monument Hills, which generally appear to be the unin-
corporated communities in the county with the most potential to ac-
commodate new growth.  However, the alternatives do not include simi-
lar development in the town of Yolo, even though Yolo has infrastruc-
ture and development conditions that are similar to the other five com-
munities. 

♦ Job Growth.  The alternatives generally assume that job growth is pri-
marily a function of local residential growth.  While accurate as a broad 
rule of thumb, this assumption does not fully allow for an exploration of 
other means of economic growth that are not residentially based.   

♦ Quantity of Growth.  Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 all include significantly 
more growth in the unincorporated county than the number of residen-
tial units projected by SACOG, keeping in mind that SACOG bases its 
projections in part on current policy constraints in the county.  None of 
the alternatives include as much development in the unincorporated 
county as projected by BAE if policy constraints were to be relaxed.  
BAE projects up to 15,000 new units by 2030 if development restrictions 
were relaxed; the most intensive alternative is Alternative 3, with 10,081 
units.   

♦ Reflection of Private Development Proposals.  The County has been 
made aware of a number of private development proposals that would 
require changes to existing land use designations.  The properties in-
volved are located throughout the county, within or at the edges of the 
unincorporated communities, at the edges of the cities of Davis and 
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Woodland, and in rural agricultural locations far from existing unincor-
porated communities.  These proposals represent more than double the 
amount of development shown in the most intensive alternative, which is 
Alternative 3, and significantly more than market demand.   

 
 
B. Overview of the Alternatives1 
 
This section summarizes the four land use alternatives developed in the previ-
ous phase of the General Plan update.  These include the three alternatives 
that were presented in the January 2005 Land Use and Circulation Concep-
tual Alternatives report and a fourth alternative that was developed subse-
quently.  
 
Table 1 summarizes housing growth for each alternative.  Table 2 looks at 
potential job-generating land use by alternative.  Table 3 summarizes the land 
use under each alternative.  Figures 1 through 4 map the four alternatives. 
 
The alternatives differ in the amount of growth in the unincorporated 
county,  but they assume that total growth in the entire county will be fixed, 
with 29,000 new housing units from 2005 through buildout.  The alternatives 
assume that more growth in the unincorporated county would result in less 
growth in the incorporated cities. 
 
Each of the first three alternatives includes progressively more growth in the 
unincorporated county, from 2,696 housing units and 4,063 jobs in Alterna-
tive 1 to 10,081 units and 11,495 jobs in Alternative 3.  Alternative 4, which 
was developed later, includes a medium level of growth, similar to Alterna-

                                                         
1 Information summarizing Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 is taken from Yolo County 

General Plan Land Use and Circulation Conceptual Alternatives, January 2005.  Information 
on Alternative 4 is based on the Yolo County Planning and Public Works Depart-
ment, June 7, 2005, Recommended Preferred Alternative for the Comprehensive Yolo 
County General Plan Update, Staff Report to the Board of Supervisors. 
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TABLE 1 HOUSING GROWTH THROUGH BUILDOUT 

New Units 
 

2005 
Existing 
Unitsa Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 

Clarksburg 179 22 22 22 22 

Dunnigan 404 173 1,273 7,000 3,000 

Espartob 783 460 1,260 460 1,150 

Knights Landingb 383 193 993 193 1,250 

Madison 158 83 883 83 83 

Monument Hills 618 25 150 25 450 

Other Communities 535 123 123 123 123 

Outside of Communities 4,816 1,617 821 2,175 900 

Total Unincorporated 
County 

7,876 2,696 5,525 10,081 6,978 
a 2005 existing units data for Clarksburg, Dunnigan, Esparto, Knights Landing, Madison and the 
total unincorporated county are based on SACOG projections reported for SACOG minor 
zones.  The following minor zones were used:  Clarkesburg – 104100; Dunnigan – 114200 and 
114210; Esparto – 115400 and 115420; Knights Landing – 114310 and 114400 and Madison – 
115300.  Date for other towns assumes 10 percent of the total existing units are in towns other 
than Clarksburg, Dunnigan, Esparto, Knights Landing, Madison and Monument Hills.  Data 
for the total unincorporated county are the difference between total county projections and the 
sum of projections for the cities.  
b Since the 2005 projections were developed, approximately 652 new units have been approved 
or built in both Esparto and approximately 82 units have been approved or built in Knights 
Landing.   These new units are not accounted for in the numbers for either 2005 or the alterna-
tives.  Units approved or built in Esparto since the 2005 projections were developed include the 
following. 
 Country West II 72 units completed 
 Esperanza Estates 96 units completed 
 Parker Place 72 units completed 
 Capay Street Cottages 20 units pending 
 Lopez Subdivision 72 units approved 
 Orciouli Subdivision 180 units pending 
 Parker Subdivision 80 units pending 
 Storey Subdivision 73 units pending 
Units approved or built in Knights Landing include the Castle Homes Subdivision (68 units) 
and the Tim Snow Subdivision (14 units).  
Sources:  Compiled by DC&E from Yolo County General Plan Land Use and Circulation Con-
ceptual Alternatives, January 2005, and Yolo County Planning and Public Works Department, 
June 7, 2005, Recommended Preferred Alternative for the Comprehensive Yolo County General 
Plan Update, Staff Report to the Board of Supervisors.  
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TABLE 2 JOB-GENERATING GROWTH THROUGH BUILDOUT (IN ACRES) 

 Alt 1  Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 

Clarksburg 1 1 1 1 

Dunnigan 108 184 536 230 

Esparto 87 169 87 169 

Knights Landing 12 50 12 50 

Madison 1 27 1 27 

Other Towns 5 5 5 5 

Outside of Towns 77 42 77 420 

Total Unincorporated 
County 

291 478 719 902 

Note:  Job-generating uses include retail/services, industrial, public/quasi-public, office and lodg-
ing uses. 
Sources:  Compiled by DC&E from Yolo County General Plan Land Use and Circulation Concep-
tual Alternatives, January 2005 and Yolo County Planning and Public Works Department, June 
7, 2005, Recommended Preferred Alternative for the Comprehensive Yolo County General Plan 
Update, Staff Report to the Board of Supervisors. 

tive 2.  All of the alternatives concentrate growth in the four largest unincor-
porated communities, Dunnigan, Esparto, Knights Landing and Madison.  
Growth in Dunnigan varies the most among the alternatives.  All the alterna-
tives include a similar, small level of housing development, approximately 145 
units, in the communities of Capay, Clarksburg, Guinda, Yolo and Zamora. 
Alternatives 2 and 4 also include several hundred new units each in Monu-
ment Hills. 
 
Job growth in all alternatives is assumed to be primarily a function of local 
residential growth; that is, job growth in the alternatives is generally calcu-
lated by multiplying assumed residential growth by certain employment gen-
eration factors and without assuming independent economic development 
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activity.  This assumption does not fully allow for an exploration of common 
economic development options that are not residentially based, such as busi-
ness attraction efforts, and permit-streamlining of zoning and design-review 
regulations. 
 
1. Alternative 1: City-Focused Growth 
Alternative 1 focuses most development in the county in the incorporated 
cities, consistent with existing County policy.  Among the alternatives, it 
allocates the smallest proportion of total county growth, only about 10 per-
cent, to the unincorporated county with the remaining 90 percent focused in 
the cities.  As is the case in all of the alternatives, this alternative does not dis-
tinguish whether the growth in the cities would occur on newly annexed land 
or through infill, nor does it distinguish the extent to which city growth 
might occur in cooperation with and to the benefit of the county. 
 
In Alternative 1, 40 percent of the unincorporated county’s new units would 
be located in the unincorporated communities, and the remaining 60 percent 
of new units would be scattered rural residential development.   
 
Alternative 1 was intended to represent what would be expected if no major 
changes were made to land use designations, densities, policies or other as-
pects of the 1983 General Plan.   However, Alternative 1 does include some 
new development in Esparto on lands that are currently designated for agri-
cultural use.2  It is also important to note that Alternative 1 represents an ex-
pression of existing trends, as opposed to a verbatim representation of 
buildout of the existing General Plan.  It therefore differs from the existing 
General Plan itself. 
 
As shown in Table 1, this alternative would result in an estimated 2,696 new 
housing units in the unincorporated county.  Most of the units (1,617 units) 
would be in scattered rural areas.  Of the 1,054 new units in the unincorpo-

                                                         
2 Based on a comparison of Alternative 1, as shown in Figure 1 of this report 

and Figure 4 in the Town of Esparto General Plan. 
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rated communities, 86 percent would be concentrated in the communities of 
Esparto, Dunnigan, Knights Landing and Madison.  Each of these four com-
munities would grow by about 50 percent. 
 
In Alternative 1, new housing development in the unincorporated communi-
ties is assumed to occur at densities similar to existing development.  Land use 
changes would occur on a total of 8,472 acres, which would include 8,183 
acres of residential development and 291 acres of non-residential develop-
ment, of which 845 acres would be in and around the unincorporated com-
munities.  This alternative is projected to include 3,240 new jobs. 
 
2. Alternative 2: Town-Focused Growth 
Alternative 2 focuses unincorporated county growth in existing communities, 
with the intention of supporting economic development and improved infra-
structure in those areas.  This alternative would involve more growth in the 
unincorporated county than Alternative 1 and would concentrate that growth 
in the communities of Dunnigan, Esparto, Knights Landing and Madison.  
Over 85 percent of new development in unincorporated areas would be in 
existing communities and 94 percent of this growth would be in Dunnigan, 
Esparto, Knights Landing and Madison.  This alternative would also allow for 
150 new housing units in the Monument Hills area, by increasing residential 
densities from a five-acre minimum lot size to a 2.5-acre minimum.3 
 
Densities would be increased from the existing average density of roughly five 
units per acre4 to eight units per acre.  Additional restrictions would be placed 
on homes in the rural agricultural areas, reducing by half the number of new 
scattered rural units compared to that projected in Alternative 1.  Of the four 
communities receiving significant growth under Alternative 2, Madison 

                                                         
3 Yolo County General Plan Land Use and Circulation Conceptual Alternatives, 

January 2005, page 9. 
4 This existing density is documented in the Yolo County Planning and Pub-

lic Works Department, June 7, 2005,  Recommended Preferred Alternative for the Com-
prehensive Yolo County General Plan Update, staff report to the Board of Supervisors. 

 



Y O L O  C O U N T Y  

G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  
D R A F T  A L T E R N A T I V E S  E V A L U A T I O N   

 

13 

 
 

would grow the most in proportion to its existing size, adding over five times 
the amount of housing that exists today.   
 
Alternative 2 would allow for about 5,525 new housing units, almost twice as 
much housing growth outside the four cities as in Alternative 1.   This alter-
native is also predicted to result in about 6,630 new jobs in the unincorpo-
rated area.   
 
New development under this alternative would occur on 9,459 acres of land, 
including 8,981 acres of residential land and 478 acres non-residential land.  
Of this, 1,866 acres, or one-fifth, would be in and around the existing unin-
corporated communities. 
 
3. Alternative 3: Dunnigan New Town 
The key characteristic of Alternative 3 is the concentration of growth in and 
around the community of Dunnigan.  The intent of this alternative is to pro-
tect larger and more productive farmland in the south and central areas of the 
county, to create a more balanced geographic distribution of population, and 
to create additional opportunities within the regional economy.   
 
This alternative would allow more new residential development than Alterna-
tives 1 or 2, almost four times that projected in Alternative 1 and twice that 
of Alternative 2.  Approximately 7,000 new residential units would be built in 
Dunnigan, about 70 percent of all new housing in the unincorporated county.  
Most of the remainder of the growth would occur as scattered rural residen-
tial development, with 881 units (only nine percent of new development) oc-
curring in the other unincorporated communities.  
 
Today, Dunnigan has a very small, older residential core, a larger area of 1-
acre rural residential development, a mobile home park, and highway com-
mercial development, all on individual wells and septic systems.  Under this 
alternative, Dunnigan would become a town of roughly 18,000 residents with 
a diverse mix of land uses, including 536 acres of retail and services, industry, 
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office space and lodging, and full public services.  This alternative assumes 
Dunnigan would remain unincorporated until at least 2025.   
 
Under Alternative 3, growth in unincorporated areas would include 10,081 
housing units and 11,428 jobs.  Changes in use would occur on 12,494 acres of 
land, including 11,775 acres of residential land and 719 acres of non-residential 
land.  Of this, 2,299 acres would be in and around existing unincorporated 
communities, with most of this in Dunnigan. 
 
4. Alternative 4: Rural Sustainability5 
Alternative 4 was developed after Alternatives 1 through 3 to respond to in-
terest expressed during the General Plan public workshops in spreading 
growth among several unincorporated communities, increasing the level of 
economic development, and further restricting housing in the rural agricul-
tural areas.   
 
According to the Planning Department’s June 7, 2005 Staff Report to the 
Board of Supervisors, Alternative 4 is focused on six broad areas of sustain-
ability: agriculture, communities, economics, natural resources, services and 
transportation.  This alternative has many of the characteristics of Alternative 
2, in that some growth would be shifted away from the cities and would be 
concentrated in the larger unincorporated communities.   
 
Alternative 4 has the following primary characteristics: 

♦ 3,000 new units of housing would be developed in Dunnigan, compared 
to 1,200 units in Alternative 2 and 7,000 units in Alternative 3. 

♦ No additional housing would be developed in Madison, but highway ser-
vice commercial development would be significantly increased. 

                                                         
5 The description of Alternative 4 is taken from Recommended Preferred Al-

ternative for the Comprehensive Yolo County General Plan Update, Yolo County Plan-
ning and Public Works Department, June 7, 2005 Staff Report to the Board of Super-
visors, page 4. 
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♦ Knights Landing would receive 1,250 units, more than in any other alter-
native. 

♦ Additional highway service commercial development would occur in the 
community of Yolo. 

♦ Industrial business parks would be developed at the former Spreckels site 
and near Winters. 

♦ Monument Hills would be increased in density from one home per 5 
acres to one home per 1.5 acres, which is a greater density increase than 
that envisioned in Alternative 2. 

♦ A commercial and industrial business park would be located at Elkhorn.  
 
Most new homes under this alternative would be built in the three communi-
ties of Dunnigan, Esparto and Knights Landing, where the density of devel-
opment would be increased from the existing average density of roughly five 
units per acre to a target of eight units per acre.  Density in the rural agricul-
tural areas would be limited to one primary residence per 80 acres, resulting 
in a total amount of scattered residential development that is about half that 
projected under Alternative 1, or approximately 900 new units. 
 
Growth would occur as a combination of infill development on vacant and 
underutilized parcels in the unincorporated communities and development 
that would convert farmland at the edges of these communities.  Approxi-
mately 45 percent of growth in Esparto would be infill development, and 
about 7 percent of Dunnigan growth and 15 percent of Knights Landing 
growth would be infill.6 
 
The total amount of new development assigned to the unincorporated county 
would include just under 7,000 new homes and 8,374 new jobs.  Changes in 

                                                         
6 These percentages were developed by DC&E based on GIS mapping of 

town infill and town edge growth for Alternative 2 (which was a rough starting point 
for Alternative 4) and a calculation of infill potential using County Assessor data and 
field reconnaissance. 
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use would occur on 4,526 acres of land, including 3,624 acres of residential 
land and 902 acres of non-residential land.   
 
5. Other Components Considered in the Alternatives 
The Land Use and Circulation Conceptual Alternatives report states that 23 
additional elements may be part of one or more of the alternatives.  The exact 
extent to which these elements would be included in any individual alterna-
tive is not specified.   
 
Among these elements are the following five, which refer to specific land use 
changes: 

♦ A small commercial center with limited local-serving retail and services in 
Monument Hills. 

♦ A mixed-use hotel/conference center/housing and retail development in 
the Elkhorn area near the intersection of Road 22 and Interstate 5. 

♦ Possible retail development within the commercial area near Chiles Road 
and Interstate 80. 

♦ Highway service commercial uses at selected interchanges along Inter-
states 5 and 505. 

♦ Agricultural industrial uses north of Woodland along County Road 18C 
(the Spreckels Industrial Park) and in Dunnigan near Interstate 5. 

 
No sizes are given for any of these elements. 
 
The remaining 18 additional elements referenced in the report are policy-
based and will be considered later in the General Plan update process. 
 
 
C. Types of Development in the Alternatives 
 
This section compares the four alternatives to six “Growth Models” that 
might occur in Yolo County.  The consultant team has identified six generic 
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“Growth Models” that reflect the spectrum of possible ways in which the 
county could grow.  These Growth Models serve as a useful tool for analysis, 
since they provide a means to conceptualize county growth in general, and 
also provide a lens through which to view the alternatives relative to their 
general approaches to development.  This section describes each of these 
Growth Models, and it then compares the alternatives to them. 
 
The six Growth Models include the following: 
♦ Scattered Rural Development. 
♦ Scattered Suburban Development. 
♦ Town Infill. 
♦ Town Edge Development. 
♦ New Towns. 
♦ City Edge Development. 

 
To further inform this discussion, the consultant team has estimated the ca-
pacity for new residential development in the county under each Growth 
Model.  This information is summarized in Table 4.  As shown in the table, 
any of these growth scenarios, with the exception of town infill, could itself 
accommodate the amount of residential development projected by SACOG 
for unincorporated Yolo County.  Infill in existing unincorporated commu-
nities could, by itself, accommodate 70 percent of SACOG’s projected 
growth for unincorporated Yolo County. 
 
1. Scattered Rural Development 
This Growth Model consists of development of single-family homes and indi-
vidual businesses on parcels that are currently zoned for agriculture in areas 
of the county outside existing communities.  Approximately 92 percent of the 
county is zoned agriculture.  Current agricultural zoning allows one primary 
and one ancillary house on any legal lot of record, regardless of size, and 
much of the agriculturally-zoned land in the county allows agricultural indus-
try.   
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There are approximately 4,700 Assessor Parcels that are zoned agriculture in 
the unincorporated county outside existing communities that are not cur-
rently developed with a home and which could potentially be developed with 
a single-family home under the existing agricultural zoning.7  This would 
yield a maximum of 4,700 units.  Of this number, about 3,100 would be 
within one mile of a major road and would be more likely to be developed.   
 
Although a total of 4,700 units could be developed in this way, it is possible 
that the number might be less during the General Plan planning horizon.  In 
recent years, the County has approved approximately 100 units per year in 
the rural agricultural areas.  This would amount to a total of 2,300 units over 
the 23 years through 2030.   However, this rate has recently accelerated to a 
rate of about 200 or more per year.8  A rate of 200 units per year would result 
in development of almost all of the 4,700 potential units by 2030. 
 
Under this Growth Model, scattered agricultural industrial development 
could also occur throughout the county.  The amount of such development 
would depend on economic conditions and on economic development efforts 
that might be implemented by the County or the private sector. 
 
The alternatives each include some scattered rural growth in unincorporated 
areas outside existing communities, with 971 units in Alternative 2, 1,350 
units in Alternative 4, 1,642 units in Alternative 1 and 2,200 units in Alterna-
tive 3.  Only Alternative 3 accommodates the number of scattered rural units 
being built in the county under historical trends, and the number of units 
could be more than shown in any of the alternatives if recent trends continue.  

                                                         
7  Assessor Parcels are not the same as individual legal parcels.  However, the 

number of legal parcels is not known and Assessor Parcels provide the best approxi-
mation of potential scattered rural development.  Also, whereas the zoning allows one 
primary and one ancillary home per parcel, it is unlikely that two homes would be 
developed per lot and only one home was assumed. 

8 Bencomo John, Director, Yolo County Planning and Public Works De-
partment.  Personal communication with Ricardo Bressanutti, DC&E, May 31, 2006.  
2004 and 2005 numbers of permits include some tract homes. 
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TABLE 4 HOUSING GROWTH POTENTIAL BY GROWTH MODEL 

 
Available Land 

(acres) 
Potential New 

Units 

Scattered Rural Development not applicablea 4,700b 

Scattered Suburban Development unknownc unknownc 

Town Infill 368d 2,200e 

Town Edge Development 2,379f 14,300g 

New Towns not applicableh 
5,000-10,000  
per towni 

City Edge Development 19,500j 117,000k 
a  The entire agricultural area of the county could theoretically be available for Scattered Rural 
Development, but actual development would only occur on a portion of each parcel. 
b  Based on one unit per parcel on the approximately 4,700 agricultural parcels in the county 
that currently do not support a residential unit. 
c  There is no way to predict how much of the County’s agricultural land could be proposed for 
development under this Growth Model. 
d  Based on DC&E’s review of assessor’s parcel information and aerial photos, and on ground 
reconnaissance in each unincorporated community. 
e  Based on an average assumed density of approximately six units per acre. 
f  Based on DC&E measurements of undeveloped land within ½ mile of Dunnigan, Esparto, 
Knights Landing and Madison. 
g  Based on approximately six units per acre on 2,379 acres of land. 
h  One or more new towns could theoretically be developed in many parts of the county, so the 
amount of available land cannot be calculated. 
i  This presumed town size is based on discussions with individuals throughout the county. 
j  Based on DC&E measurements of undeveloped land with ⅔ mile of the spheres of influence of 
Davis, Winters, West Sacramento and Woodland, but not including areas in Solano County, 
Sacramento County or the Yolo Bypass. 
k  Based on six units per acre on 19,500 acres of land. 
Source:  Design, Community & Environment, 2006. 
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2. Scattered Suburban Development 
Under this Growth Model, the County would allow some existing land to be 
subdivided to create suburban residential developments and employment cen-
ters.  This type of growth could be accommodated on scattered sites through-
out the county. 
 
The potential for such development is very large, but is difficult to estimate 
an exact amount since there is no way to know how much land might be al-
lowed to convert.  With over 580,000 acres of existing agricultural and open 
space land, there could theoretically be very large areas of subdivisions, al-
though the county would probably not allow this to occur. 
 
Alternatives 2 and 4 include 150 and 450 units, respectively, in Monument 
Hills that follow this Growth Model.  Alternative 4 also includes industrial 
and commercial growth in Elkhorn and the Spreckels Industrial Park that 
follows this Model.  Alternatives 1 and 3 do not include development that 
follows this Growth Model.    
 
3. Town Infill 
In this Growth Model, the County would encourage development to occur 
on vacant and underutilized sites within the boundaries of its existing com-
munities.  This would place growth in areas already designated for develop-
ment, help to revitalize existing communities, and avoid potential land use 
conflicts with both agriculture and the county’s incorporated cities.  How-
ever, this Growth Model also requires new infrastructure, piecemeal devel-
opment on relatively small parcels of land, and coordination among large 
numbers of existing land owners. 
 
There remain considerable vacant and underutilized infill parcels within the 
county’s unincorporated communities that might accommodate this Growth 
Model.  According to records from the County’s existing land use data, there 
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are 307 vacant acres in 11 existing communities in the county.9  For this 
study, reconnaissance-level field surveys were performed to verify the vacant 
parcels and to identify and add the underutilized parcels, which added ap-
proximately 61 acres more in Clarksburg, Dunnigan, Esparto, Knights Land-
ing and Madison, for a total of 368 acres.   
 
DC&E used a simplified average density of six units per acre10 applied to the 
total number of acres of vacant and underutilized parcels to calculate that the 
county’s existing unincorporated communities could fit approximately 2,200 
infill units on existing vacant and underutilized parcels.  This would include 
about 2,000 units in the communities of Clarksburg, Dunnigan, Esparto, 
Knights Landing and Madison, with about 1,200 infill units in Dunnigan 
alone.  Job growth could also be accommodated on these infill parcels.  How-
ever, residential and job-generating infill could only occur if infrastructure in 
these communities were improved. 
 
All of the alternatives include some development that fits this Growth Model, 
primarily within the communities of Dunnigan, Esparto, Knights Landing 
and Madison.   None of the alternatives includes the number of units or jobs 
that could be accommodated through infill if infrastructure in the existing 
communities were improved; however, there are significant cost implications 
associated with improvements to existing infrastructure  Also, none of the 

                                                         
9 The County Assessor uses hundreds of use codes and descriptions which it 

applies to each of the thousands of parcels in Yolo County.  The Planning and Public 
Works Department uses an aggregated list of some 60 land use categories.  These As-
sessor and Planning use classifications were further aggregated, for purposes of the 
General Plan update, into 17 existing land use categories, one of which is “Vacant.”  
The 11 unincorporated communities for which vacant land was calculated include 
Capay, Clarksburg, Dunnigan, El Macero, Esparto, Guinda, Knights Landing, Madi-
son, Rumsey, Yolo and Zamora.   

10 Infill densities could be higher or lower than six units per acre.  This aver-
age density was selected because it represents a mix of housing types including single-
family homes, duplexes and small mixed-use projects that might be built in the 
county’s existing communities. 
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alternatives include significant growth in the town of Yolo, even though Yolo 
has infrastructure and development conditions that are similar to those found 
in the four communities that are targeted for development in the alternatives. 
 
4. Town Edge Development 
This Growth Model relies on growth at the edges of existing unincorporated 
communities.  This Growth Model assumes new development next to (and 
not inside of) existing unincorporated communities.  This Growth Model 
allows a single developer to acquire and develop a relatively large parcel, 
without the need for coordination among many existing property owners.   
However, it generally requires conversion of agricultural lands.   
 
Since all of Yolo County’s unincorporated communities are surrounded by 
agricultural lands, there is considerable potential for this type of develop-
ment.  Some of this land is outside the existing developed extent of these 
communities but within the existing General Plan community boundaries 
and is designated for urban uses.  However, the “town edges” analyzed here 
also include land outside the General Plan’s defined community boundaries. 
 
If the 2,379 acres of land within ½-mile of the existing community boundaries 
of Dunnigan, Esparto, Knights Landing and Madison were developed with 
residences at a density of six units per acre, approximately 14,300 housing 
units could be accommodated.  As much as 30 million square feet of commer-
cial development could be accommodated in this area at a typical develop-
ment intensity of 0.30 FAR.11  The edges of Clarksburg could not be similarly 
developed, because Clarksburg is within the Delta Protection Zone.  It should 
be noted that no proposals for this intensity of development exist; these 
numbers are shown here for illustrative purposes only. 
 
This development scenario is explored in depth in the alternatives, particu-
larly in Alternative 2 and to a lesser extent in Alternative 4.  In these alterna-
                                                         

11 The “Floor Area Ratio” (FAR) is the ratio of building size to lot size on an 
individual parcel.  An FAR of 0.30 is typical in new retail and business park develop-
ment. 
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tives, town edge development is shown in Dunnigan, Esparto, Knights Land-
ing and Madison.  As noted above, there is no similar development shown at 
the edge of the town of Yolo, even though it has similar infrastructure and 
development conditions to the other four communities that are targeted in 
the alternatives.   
 
5. City Edge Development 
This Growth Model would allow new development in currently unincorpo-
rated areas at the edges of the incorporated cities of Davis, West Sacramento, 
Winters and Woodland.  Such development could occur solely under the aus-
pices of the county, or it could occur under cooperative arrangements with 
the cities.   
 
The county has many policies that discourage city-edge development under 
sole county control, such as the policies of the Davis Area General Plan and 
provisions in redevelopment pass-through agreements.  LAFCO requirements 
for out-of-area service agreements to extend municipal services outside of city 
limits also discourage this type of development.  However, it might be possi-
ble for the County to enter into cooperative agreements with its cities to al-
low for city-edge development that provides benefits to both the county and 
the cities.  This Growth Model would focus development on areas that are 
adjacent to existing population centers and services, thereby minimizing ser-
vice costs and maximizing demand for new uses. 
 
There are approximately 19,500 acres of land within a ⅔-mile band around the 
cities’ spheres of influence, not including Yolo bypass lands, developed lands, 
and other land not available for development.  This would provide consider-
able opportunities for residential and job generating growth.  For example, a 
residential density of six units per acre would yield approximately 117,000 
housing units on this land. 
 
None of the four alternatives explicitly includes development on incorpo-
rated lands at the edges of the incorporated cities.  However, all of the alter-
natives include development under the auspices of the cities; Alternative 1 has 
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the most of this type of development.  While some of this city development 
might occur as infill, some might also occur at the cities’ existing edges, either 
through annexation or under cooperative agreements with the County.   
 
6. New Towns 
This Growth Model would concentrate growth into one or more new towns.  
Under this scenario, the county would work jointly with local landowners 
and developers to focus development in a single area, and to create a new 
community that is large enough that it could provide a full range of services 
and jobs for its residents. 
 
This Growth Model has already received some attention from policymakers 
and developers, with Dunnigan as its focus.  The Dunnigan Hills Landowner 
Group has prepared A Vision for Dunnigan, a plan for between 7,500 and 
10,000 homes at varying densities and 14,400 jobs, on approximately 5,700 
acres.  The SACOG Blueprint also considered a new town in Yolo County 
south of Dunnigan.  Other developers and owners have proposed up to 2,600 
new units in Monument Hills.  When combined with existing development in 
the Monument Hills area, this could also constitute a new town.  However, 
current development concepts for Monument Hills would follow the Subur-
ban Subdivision Model unless they provided a fuller range of services and 
jobs. 
 
This Growth Model would focus development in a single area, with the in-
tent of minimizing the need for dispersed urban services.  A new town could 
also be sited on non-prime land (as is the case in the Dunnigan Hills and 
Monument Hills), with the intent of minimizing the impacts of urbanization 
on farmland.   A new town could also provide many services and jobs that 
scattered development does not offer.  However, this Growth Model would 
also require establishment of entire new municipal service systems.  New 
towns would also have the potential for incorporation (which could take fi-
nancial benefits away from the County).  Under this Model, there would also 
be a need for a framework to provide urban services in each new town.   
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Alternative 3 encompasses this Growth Model, since it includes a new town 
in and around Dunnigan with 7,000 new residential units.  Alternatives 2 and 
4 also envision substantial growth in Dunnigan, with 1,300 and 3,000 units, 
respectively.  The potential for new towns in other locations is not explored 
in the alternatives. 
 
 
D. Quantity of Development in the Alternatives 
 
This section compares the quantity of growth in the alternatives to SACOG 
growth projections and to less constrained development projections com-
pleted by BAE for the General Plan Update. 
 
1. SACOG Projections 
The SACOG is responsible for developing population, housing and employ-
ment projections for use in its programs, including the Metropolitan Trans-
portation Plan (MTP), housing needs allocation plan and ozone attainment 
plan.  SACOG has developed the projections using census data, local general 
plans, State Department of Finance estimates, projections by the Center for 
the Continuing Study of the California Economy and private vendor em-
ployment data.  These projections are informational only and are not “bind-
ing” on the County.  They are helpful for long-range planning and provide a 
useful point of comparison for purposes of this analysis.  The most recent set 
of these projections was adopted in 2004.  The projections extend in five-year 
increments from 2005 to 2025.   
 
The Sacramento Region Blueprint: Transportation/Land Use Study was a two-
year public process recently led by SACOG which evaluated alternative 
growth scenarios and identified a 2050 scenario that reflects public preferences 
and smart growth principles.  The Blueprint preferred scenario, adopted by 
SACOG in 2004, promotes more efficient and sustainable development and 
more transit choices as an alternative to past patterns of growth.   
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The next set of population, housing and employment projections prepared by 
SACOG, which is currently under development, is expected to be based on 
the Blueprint preferred scenario.  The Blueprint-based projections will be-
come the new basis used by SACOG in its various programs, such as making 
choices in the MTP about what transportation projects support the region’s 
preferred growth scenario.  The SACOG Land Use and Housing Committee 
is currently preparing new Blueprint-based land use allocations for housing 
and jobs growth for 2032 for consideration by the SACOG Board of Direc-
tors.  This report uses the most recent draft of the committee’s 2032 projec-
tions, prepared March 29, 2006. 
 
Table 5 compares the 2004 SACOG projections of new residential growth 
with the new draft Blueprint-based projections for Yolo County.  As shown 
on the table, the Blueprint-based projections do not include numbers for the 
county’s unincorporated communities, but it is possible to compare the new 
Blueprint-based projections to the 2004 projections for the unincorporated 
county as a whole and for each of the county’s cities. 
 
a. 2004 Projections 
The most recent set of SACOG projections, adopted in 2004, extend in five-
year increments from 2005 to 2025.  Projections for 2030, the horizon year 
for the Yolo County General Plan update, were extrapolated by BAE using 
the projected average annual growth rate between 2005 and 2025.   
 
In 2004, SACOG projected that total Yolo County population (including 
cities) will grow at an average of 1.7 percent annually, while growth in the 
unincorporated county will average around 1.2 percent.  SACOG projected 
Dunnigan will grow by over seven percent annually, and that Esparto, 
Knights Landing and Madison will also grow between 1.9 and 3.5 percent, 
faster than the rest of the unincorporated county at 0.6 percent. 
 
Table 6 compares the 2004 SACOG projections of housing and job growth 
with that for each of the four alternatives.  As shown in the table, the alterna-
tives differ from the SACOG projections, as follows: 
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TABLE 5 SACOG 2004 AND BLUEPRINT HOUSING GROWTH  
PROJECTIONS (NEW RESIDENTIAL UNITS) 

 

 

2004 Projections 
(2005-2030)a 

Draft Blueprint 
Based  

Projections  
(2002-2032)b 

Clarksburg 8 NA 

Dunnigan 1,571 NA 

Esparto 464 NA 

Knights Landing 532 NA 

Madison 118 NA 

Other Unincorporated 661 NA 

Total Unincorporated County 3,354 3,100 

Davis 3,220 6,700 

West Sacramento 20,186 29,800 

Winters 2,505 2,700 

Woodland 9,619 9,900 

Total county 38,915 53,700 

Notes:   NA = Not available. 
a  Data for 2030 are extrapolated  by BAE using the projected average annual growth rate be-
tween 2005 and 2025. 
b  March 29, 2006 draft SACOG Land Use & Housing Committee 2032 growth allocation.   
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TABLE 6 COMPARISON  OF THE ALTERNATIVES WITH SACOG 2004 
HOUSING GROWTH PROJECTIONS (NEW RESIDENTIAL UNITS) 

Alternative 

 
SACOG 

Projectionsa 1 2 3 4 

Clarksburg 8 22 22 22 22 

Dunnigan 1,571 173 1,273 7,000 3,000 

Esparto 464 460 1,260 460 1,150 

Knights Landing 532 193 993 193 1,250 

Madison 118 83 883 83 83 

Other Unincorporated 661 1,787 1,116 2,345 1,473 

Total Unincorporated 
County 

3,354 2,696 5,525 10,081 6,978 

a  Data for 2030 are extrapolated using the projected average annual growth rate be-
tween 2005 and 2025. 

♦ Alternative 2 includes development in Dunnigan that is similar to that 
projected by SACOG.  The other alternatives differ from the SACOG 
projections for Dunnigan. 

♦ Alternatives 2 and 4 include development in Esparto that is similar to 
that projected by SACOG.  Alternatives 1 and 3 include more develop-
ment in Esparto than projected by SACOG. 

♦ Alternatives 1, 3 and 4 include a small amount of development in Madi-
son that is similar to that projected by SACOG.  Alternative 2, which in-
cludes development at the edge of Madison, differs from the SACOG 
2004 projections. 

♦ The total amount of development in unincorporated Yolo County is 
higher in Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 than in the SACOG projections.   
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b. Draft Blueprint-Based Projections 
SACOG’s new Blueprint-based projections, which are still in draft form, dif-
fer from the 2004 projections in several respects: 

♦ As a whole, Yolo County is projected in the Blueprint-based projections 
to grow at a slower rate than the rest of the region. 

♦ Yolo County is projected in the Blueprint-based projections to grow 
more quickly than was projected in SACOG’s 2004 projections.  This 
additional growth is projected to occur exclusively in the cities, with 
West Sacramento growing the most.  

♦ Under the Blueprint-based projections, the unincorporated county is pro-
jected to grow less than projected by SACOG in 2004.  The total pro-
jected growth in the unincorporated county is 3,354 units in the 2004 
projections and 3,100 units in the Blueprint-based projections 

♦ Table 7 compares the Blueprint-based projections of housing growth with 
growth shown in each of the four alternatives.  Blueprint projections are 
not available at this time for geographies smaller than the entire unincor-
porated county, so it is difficult to draw more detailed comparisons with 
the alternatives.  However, Table 7 shows that overall Blueprint projec-
tions include less housing growth than Alternatives 2, 3 or 4.   

 
2. Market-Oriented Growth Projections 
The current SACOG projections described above are reflective of Yolo 
County’s current General Plan and development policies, which are relatively 
restrictive in regard to urbanization in Yolo County.  SACOG’s projections 
do not give a clear idea of how much growth might occur in the unincorpo-
rated county under less restrictive policies.   
 
In order to understand how much residential development might be built in 
the county under more market-oriented conditions, BAE analyzed growth 
patterns in other nearby counties, particularly Colusa, Sutter and Yuba.  
BAE’s full report is entitled Yolo County General Plan Update:  Supplemen-
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TABLE 7 HOUSING GROWTH 
 BLUEPRINT PROJECTIONS AND ALTERNATIVES 

Alternatives 
 Blueprint 

(2032) 1 2 3 4 

Total Unincorporated County 3,100a 2,696 5,525 10,081 6,556 
a  Excludes a projected 1,500 units on the University of California Davis campus. 
Source:  March 29, 2006 draft SACOG Land Use & Housing Committee 2032 growth alloca-
tion.   

 
tal Background Information, and is being published simultaneously with this 
report.  BAE’s work shows that up to 15,000 new units might be constructed 
in unincorporated Yolo County through 2030 if policy conditions were more 
similar to those in Colusa and Sutter counties. 
 
None of the alternatives includes this amount of new residential develop-
ment. Alternative 3, which includes the most development, includes about 
10,000 new units. 
 
 
E. Accommodation of Current Development Proposals in the Alternatives  
 
This section examines recent land development proposals and large sales of 
agricultural land in Yolo county, and compares them to the four alternatives.   
 
1. Major Development Proposals 
The County has recently seen a number of speculative development proposals 
that would require changes to existing land use designations which have 
emerged in conjunction with the General Plan Update process.  Those pro-
posals that had been presented either to the Board of Supervisors or in a for-
mal meeting with County staff as of May 1, 2006 are listed in Table 8 and are 
mapped in Figure 5. 
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Dunnigan

Esparto

Clarksburg

Yolo

Guinda

Knights Landing

Madison

Rumsey

Brooks

Capay

Zamora

Davis West Sacramento

Woodland

Winters

Yolo

Solano

Sutter

Napa
Sacramento

Colusa

Placer

Yuba

San Joaquin

Y O L O  C O U N T Y
Y O L O  C O U N T Y  G E N E R A L  P L A N

D E V E L O P M E N T  P R O P O S A L S
R E Q U I R I N G  L A N D  U S E  C H A N G E S

§̈¦8 0

§̈¦0 55

§̈¦5

Æÿ1 6

Æÿ1 13

Æÿ4 5

Æÿ8 4

F I G U R E  5

0 4 8 Miles

Proposed Development

Highways & Major Roads

Cities

Towns

Yolo County

1  Dunnigan Creek Village 1 
2  Pacific Urban Development 
3  Tim Lewis Communities Subdivision 
4  Dunnigan Hills 
5  Deterding GPA 
6  Dunmore Subdivision 
7  Swanston Ranch Subdivision 
8  The Vineyards at Cache Creek Ranch 
9  Patterson Subdivision 

10  Spreckels Industrial Park 
11  Elk Horn Business Park 
12  Turner Subdivision 
13  Oeste Ranch Subdivision 
14  Parlin Development Company 
15  Mace-Covell Gateway 
16  Pomeroy Subdivision 
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Most of these proposals are for residential developments, although some also 
include commercial and industrial uses.  Three of the proposals consist of age-
restricted (senior) housing.  As shown in Figure 5, the proposals are located 
throughout the county, within or at the edges of existing unincorporated 
communities, at the edges of the cities of Davis and Woodland, and in rural 
agricultural locations.  
 
These proposals include a total of up to 21,401 units and 15.4 million square 
feet of commercial and industrial floor area on 11,400 acres.  This level of 
development is more than double the amount of development shown in the 
most intensive alternative, which is Alternative 3. 
 
None of the development proposals listed in Table 8 were specifically in-
cluded in the alternatives.  The alternatives are not parcel-based or project-
based, but rather show conceptual growth patterns based on general themes.  
This is consistent with past planning practice in the county which has been 
policy-driven and allows for unbiased evaluation of planning concepts with-
out influence from individual property owners. 
 
Despite the fact that the alternatives were not intended to reflect specific pro-
posals, it is possible to evaluate whether or not the proposals would be poten-
tially contained within one or more of the alternatives.  Table 8 identifies 
which of the projects might reasonably be considered to be included in the 
various alternatives.  Generally, projects that are within or at the edges of 
existing communities could be considered to be included in the alternatives, 
while projects at the edges of the incorporated cities and in the rural agricul-
tural areas not near any existing communities are generally not reflected in 
the alternatives.  In particular: 

♦ The alternatives generally reflect existing development proposals in Es-
parto and Madison. 

♦ A large development proposal in Knights Landing and a proposed new 
town in Dunnigan are partially reflected in the alternatives. 



Y O L O  C O U N T Y  

G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  
D R A F T  A L T E R N A T I V E S  E V A L U A T I O N   

 
 

34 

 
 

♦ The alternatives do not reflect development proposals in Monument 
Hills or at the periphery of the city of Davis. 

 
2. Large Land Transfers 
The County has recently seen a number of land sales that have suggested that 
speculative land purchases may be going on.  To document this trend, 
County staff summarized recent land sales, and DC&E and BAE analyzed 
these sales for this report.   
 
Table 9 presents sales of agricultural land of more than 100 acres that oc-
curred in 2005.  The property size and sales price of this land may be an indi-
cation of an intent to develop the land for more lucrative urban uses.  The 
sales price per acre ranged from $648 to $280,230, with a median price of 
$9,954.  Many of these sales prices appear to exceed what would be expected if 
continued agricultural use were intended.12  For example, one sale of 526 acres 
encompassing all four quadrants of the Interstate 505/county Road 12A inter-
change resulted in a price per acre of $19,008.  This is near the representative 
location of a Yolo County “new city” in the Blueprint project preferred sce-
nario map.  
 
Figure 6 shows the location of these properties classified by sales price per 
acre.  As shown, the land transfers are scattered throughout the rural agricul-
tural areas of the county, most outside of the existing unincorporated com-
munities.  Some are adjacent to or near towns, or near major road corridors 
or in the general Monument Hills area, which may or may not suggest some 
interest in development.  There is no clear pattern beyond that the very high-
est values occur at the edges of the incorporated cities.  A cluster of higher 
value land transfers occurred south of the Monument Hills area.   
 
Relative to the alternatives, there is no clear correlation between these land 
transfers and the scenarios presented in the alternatives.  Recent land sales

                                                         
12 Kowta, Matt, Bay Area Economics.  Personal communication with Ri-

cardo Bressanutti, DC&E, August 3, 2006. 
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Source:  Mapped by DC&E based on data presented in Table 9.
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suggest that there could be additional development proposals forthcoming, 
particularly around Davis and Monument Hills.   
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