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pople interested in Davis “densifcatbon™ cwe City
P Ciomncilman Ted Puntlilo a big iharks for clarfying this
subject a1 the counclls Dee. P mesting.

Commenting on a proposed R-2 Conservation [Hetrict for
the Old East and Old Morth areas, he emphatically declared
aboud this measure: “This is densgfication — big time!™ On this
and stlser measures be additionally shserved that “everything
I3 petting as many peoaple a8 we can on a plece of proparty.”

Puniillo’s assertions are important because (among other
rensons) a eity planner bod several linss pravicusly in this
henring claimed ihat this ordinanee was nof & densification
11 HT=T120

Therefore, Pustills ad ibe Planaing Deparimest are in
corflict. Whe is right? Will the proposed B-2 Conservation Dis-
tebel sridinanee prodoce densifieation or not? And further,
shoald it

This dispuie raises the larger questions oF “What do we
maan by densification?” and “Where ia Davis, if anywhere,
should it happen?” Let me begin possible answers to these
quesibons under e rubrics of “density facts" and = densifics-
thon questions.”

Density facts:

u::g‘ mamy pecple live in a sguare mile ia vartous loca-
tinns?

1, Dravis’ density is about 5500 people per square mile. 15
85002 big numberora little number? The answer isthat itisa
Fakrly big number.

2, Consider these populations per aquare mike coants of
pearby eities and communities: Wood|and, £.300; Sacramento,
B0 Dixoa, 2,700; and Winters, 2,000,

1. Then congider these square mile populations of some
major American eities: Chicagn, 3.200; Mew York Cily, 7405
ety of Lo Angeles, 7400, nnd San Francizea, 15800,

4. In a much wider and comparative perspeclive, contem-
plate: world, 118 United Statos, 77; United Kingdom, 635 and
German, 507,

5. And 1henthink about thess places with very high popula-
thors per sguare mile: Hong Kong, 16700; Singapare, 17200
and Monapn, £3.000.

(Samié of these density figures are rounded and may be
alighitly higher than given here. They are, however, order-of-
magnitode aocurade)

Densification quastions:

"1 T'ibink we Davis residents might start to talk aboat our
target level of population per sguare mile. oo we want bo go
Provmn 5500 15, 25y, 10,0007 Should Monsca, al 45,004, be our
model® OF, g0 wewanl bogo bower?

Ho matter what we might prefers, without a reasonably Epe-
eific and pisbllz noderstanding of whers we are and where wa
wand Lo go, % are maving bodies arsund in the dark.

9 fnwhat partsalTaviedil aoylehould we eneourage ar dis-
coarage densifbcation?

Forexample, the 014 MNerth alresdy has a populntion per
square mibe of :J.{mm Ir1|: mine mnmb!:;cu. Do wee Wanik to

ahove this already elevated mimberT
wfum he seen (i the densithes given, (he 01d North ks al:
ready ipthe range of Mew York City and Los Angeles. Do we
swant it o be in the range of Singapore and Heng Hoag?

3 Alsernatively, shauld we try Bo raiss the density of those
aress that ape significantly below ihe citywide meruge of

E'l:; umﬂﬂlqeﬁﬂ:hu:dennu'iulﬂmg&da
mummwm we impose maing that brings it wp to the
5,50 i tywri e bevel? Or, because i iss0 close to UC Davis, per-
haps we should set a goal of LR 000 per sqiEate mile (ar kigher) for
College Park.

I additinn, many of the blotks inthe downtown have aden
gity ol tern, Shoubd pow toaings coerce them Lo raise from pero
to &t benst 5,500 people per square mile? To 15000 per square
mile? y 1

4. Should aress now Wiy above (ke 5,50 level be left alone
umkil citywide parity is schieved? dnb:r_u!;lnw, Deavia &l
rendy has & fair number of very high densily arcas ihat some
people referto as student apartmant ghettos.)

& [ hape that the concept of & popalation per square mile
measare will help I'Imv"hﬂﬂrhﬂ mere elogans and toward

antitntive publie pelicy. :
q.u_Immp a bomgtime Dusis resident, Hoes im Old North
Diaria.
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