
Comments by Commissioner Mike McLaughlin on the City of Woodland’s draft Comprehensive 
Zoning Code (CZC), Divisions 1 and 2, released September 2023. 

 
Comments and questions reference specific divisions (div), page numbers (pg), and illustrations 
in the CZC. Where a specific suggested amendment is made, it is indicated by the code (AM) 
followed by suggested additions as italicized typeface whereas suggested amendment deletions 
are made as strike-through typeface.  
 
A huge thanks to staff, fellow commissioners, and anyone who reads this. I invite your 
comments at: michael.mclaughlin@cityofwoodland.org 
 
Executive Summary 
 

• Your property rights are being impinged upon. Much of contemporary zoning codes 
(which are regulations to the City’s constitution, our General Plan) exact value from 
property owners and invade privacy. Zones, building and uses are often arbitrary, 
capricious; should not be settled by underfunded, overworked planning departments. 

• While there are some good updates and creating thinking employed by staff in the CZC, 
many zoning tools (such as wonky, inexhaustive “uses”) deprive neighbors of their rights 
to development and use their investments and savings; are also a means to segregate 
by class, exclude property owners and residents by non-egalitarian means, and preclude 
property owners from deciding their own land use matters by strict land use tools. 

• Harmful tools include limiting natural economic activity, such as housing production. 
Onerous requirements include: parking minimums, limits on density and height, 
minimum lot size, lot coverage, and FAR requirements, as well as other reviews, 
guidelines, and discretionary processes created to pre-empt you from doing anything 
that does not conform to a specific, mostly eurocentric cultural pattern of living.  

• I reject these tools and want to remove three of them in order to reduce the impartial 
tyranny zoning imposes on Woodlanders: lot coverage, setbacks, and parking. 

• Require parking to be a minimum of zero everywhere, based on the uses and data 

• Permit Townhomes, Quadplexes, and Live/Work units in all residential zones and any 
comparable mixed-use zone ministerially; deemed to not exceed the density on any lot. 

• Combine the Commercial Mixed-Use zones to fewer zones that allows for the most 
potential, expand such corridors, and Permit of ZAP every non-noxious and non-
addictive use, and then let the market and public process work. 

• Much of the zoning map is a patchwork of existing neighborhoods and uses created 
through the imprecise bludgeon of zoning requiring discretionary, expensive, time-
consuming permits. The more we can combine and simplify the zoning code, and not 
attempt to “preserve” the existing, but enhance the freedom and flexibility, the better 
off we all are as Woodlanders--and the more visionary and economically vibrant we will 
develop as compared to Davis or other median-sized and growing municipalities. 



ZONING REFERENCE 
Michael McLaughlin  

COMMENTS/QUESTIONS 

Div. 1, pg. 5: Parcels Containing Two or More Zones. 
 
1. For parcels containing two or more zones, the location of the 
zoning district boundary shall be determined by the Director. 
2. For parcels containing two or more zones, the applicable 
regulations for each zone shall apply. 

 
The government serves the 
people, not the other way 
around.  
 
A parcel containing two or 
more zones should be 
annexed to the zone which 
allows the property owner to 
enjoy the highest and most 
use, as the property owner 
determines, based on advice 
by the Director. 

Div. 1, pg. 10: Determining Lot Coverage 
 

Remove the provisions of lot 
coverage (and private open 
space) entirely. 
 
(AM):  Determining Lot 
Coverage. Lot coverage is the 
ratio of the total footprint area 
of all structures on a lot to the 
net lot area, typically 
expressed as a percentage. 
The footprints of all principal 
and accessory structures, 
including garages, carports, 
covered patios, and roofed 
porches, shall be summed in 
order to calculate lot 
coverage. 

Div. 1, pg. 15:  MAPS 
 
Zoning Maps and Historic Regiser   
 

Should this also include the 
State historic register? 



Div. 2, pg. 1: 

 
 
 

 
Why does the reference to 
adequate “light, air, privacy, 
and open space” only show 
up in R-L, NP and RLM 
zones? 
 
For whom is a zone 
“stabilized” and “protected” 
when low density residential 
and older housing stock is 
frozen in time? 
 
What is the fundamental 
difference between the R-LM 
zone and other zones, and 
how is this “family living” 
different from other types of 
uses? 
 
Why are all of the R-M and R-
H areas in high traffic, existing 
multifamily neighborhoods? 
 
Why do none of these zones 
reference general plan 
objectives such as walking 
and transit, except in the R-H 
area, of which is the smallest 
zoned area? 

Div. 1 

 

What is the average lot size in 
R1 / R-L / N-P 
neighborhoods? 
 
Lot coverage and minimum lot 
sizes (and lot coverage, and 
floor area ratio) force property 
owners to lose value on their 
lots and are arbitrary tools 
created to exclude housing 
types that actual serve lower 
income peoples and people of 
different cultural backgrounds.  
 
(AM): Max. Lot Coverage to 
100% for all zones. 



 
 

Height: Can we just allow a 
max at 40ft, except RH at 45? 
It doesn’t make a lot of sense 
to have NP 40 and other 
places somehow not. 
 
 
Setbacks are additional tools 
to choke value from land. 
They might be desirable to 
some, but not all. Currently 
ADU and SB 9 law requires 
units to be built at 4’ rear/side 
setbacks – we should permit 
additional dwellings over crab 
grass to sprout up. 
 
(AM): Front, Primary 
Structure: 5, Street Side: 5, 
Rear: 5   

Div. 3, pg.  

 

 
 
 
 
 

 

From General Plan 
 
 
Our General Plan is already 
stagnant and must reflect the 
post COVID reality. We must 
permit up to four units on a lot 
by right, as the State ADU 
Laws and SB 9 laws already 
require in “Single Family” 
residential neighborhoods. 



 

Do the single-family attached 
units include townhomes, 
which can be built as 3 units 
or more attached? 
 
(AM):  Add townhomes, four-
unit dwellings (quadplexes) 
ministerially permitted, and 
multi-family units conditionally 
or with ZAP. 
 
 
This would give property 
owners more options and 
allow an actual expression of 
community character to be 
implemented rather than 
arbitrarily restricting uses to 
expensive, limiting, 
unsustainable housing types. 
 
re ADUs:  Why are none of 
these listed as permitted by 
right, when in fact they are? 
Recommend we list these as 
being permitted with a note 
that directs people to the 
municode. 

 

Why are Live/Work units not 
permitted in residential 
zones? How will these work in 
tandem with Home 
Occupancy and Residential 
Retail uses? 
 
These would make Woodland 
a more walkable place if they 
were included in 70% of its 
land use area. 
 

Small Lot Subdivision Standards 

 
Really nice consideration, I 
liked the existing cottage 
courts on College. What is the 
total number of units that can 
result on a small lot 
subdivision? 
 
Can these illustrations be 
given scale dimensions, for 
illustrative purposes? 



 

 
How does limiting commercial 
uses comport with the general 
plan’s concept to have more 
amenities available in 
walkable distances to 
residents? 
 
The Residential Limited Retail 
allowed everywhere is a good 
place to start. 
 
Why is the City limiting all 
short-term rentals? By doing 
so it does not actually limit 
these establishments (there 
are plenty of rentals listed on 
Airbnb) but rather forces 
these lodgings to the black 
market. They should be 
permitted though potentially 
taxed (see NYC) 

 

From the General Plan 
 
What percentage of 
residential zoning does this 
receive (RLM / RM) in the 
updated zoning code? 
 
Why are we not allowing 
this type of land use 
everywhere, with the 
option restrict lots by 
CC&Rs as the owners 
decide?  

  



 

 
Why are ADUs not listed? 
They are required as 
required to be permitted in 
mixed use zones. 
 
(AM): Live/Work permitted 
in all zones 

Mixed Use Zones – Development Standards 
 
Div. 2. Pg. 24  

 

 
 
Max lot coverage should be 
removed or amended to 
95%. 



 

 
Setbacks: Amended as 
above, to 5’, or 0’ as 
appropriate. 
 
The “Open Space” 
standards would give 
people a 4’ by 4’ space – 
hardly worth requiring 
when developers would 
either offer more or none. 
 
 

 

Why is there so much 
variation in the uses? Why 
can’t we just allow 
everything, other than 
noxious or addictive 
substances? 
 



 

 
I am curious to know how 
we arrived at these specific 
articulation measurements. 
 
Is this going to reduce 
architectural ability and 
impose specific, though 
arbitrary, projections, 
breaks, windows and 
building plane variations? 
 
We should focus on health 
and building safety rather 
than attempting to employ 
objective standards that 
are overly prescriptive. 

 

Right now, the Corridor 
Mixed Use appears to 
completely avoid the L-R 
areas. 
 
Propose that City staff look 
at additional mixed use 
corridors, such as on 
Gibson (the entire corridor 
should be mixed use) and 
from Pendegast to El 
Eldorado on West,  
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 

How much of these 
planned development 
areas would also fall into 
the “low density 
residential” category when 
analyzed in terms of du/ac? 
 
Can we put a table of 
zones” according to their 
percentage of Woodland’s 
total land use designation, 
as they are designated by 
the General Plan? 

Human Resources Dedicated to Zoning 

How much staff time is 
spent between different 
land use planning 
functions? How much of 
this time is spent 
interpreting or applying 
zoning code as a unit of 
hours per month? 



Zoning for 2035+
We can be a strong and visionary town

Commissioner McLaughlin comments
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Residential Zoning does not

● Protect building or environmental health and safety (Title 24, 
nuisance, environmental, public resource, etc.. laws do)*

● Create natural regulation on land use markets
● Promote the values of a free people 
● Produce affordable, sustainable communities
● Use our community development staff time optimally
● Compel property owners to do anything… unless they want 

to build

* Except to limit Industrial uses, but this is a strawman



Residential Zoning does

● Effectuate 19th century wealthy Anglo-American preferences
● Segregate classes because the Supreme Court outlawed 

blatantly restrictive covenants / Shelley vs. Kramer (1948)
● Reduce housing stocks, creates high housing costs, and 

segregated neighborhoods and concentrated poverty
● Eliminates many  property owner options to decide on highest 

and best use of property



Zoning Tools

Use / building type limitations

Minimum Lot Size

Lot coverage

Setbacks

Height / Stories

Open Space

Dedications / Easements

Minimum Parking



Zoning Tools

Use / building type limitations

Minimum Lot Size

Lot coverage

Setbacks

Height / Stories

Open Space

Dedications / Easements

Minimum Parking



Building Type / Use Prohibition

● Euclidean zoning separates “residential”, “commercial” “industrial” 
uses/buildings from co-existing

● Encouraged detached only, single dwellings – and single family lots 

● Requires higher land investment, reducing opportunities for all  individuals

● More than 70% of all zoning in California is limited only to single-family uses



Exclusionary from the Start

Village of Euclid v. Ambler Realty Co
(1926)
Majority Opinion



Zoning in the Region



Zoning in Woodland

Left: Daily Democrat, 1934

Top: Daily Democrat, 1935



Woodland’s Proposed Lot Coverage



Lot Coverage

Invented to further reduce the types of buildings (like duplexes and quadplexes), or 
“work / live” or “carriage” units. This reduces the number of families that could live on 
a lot – even two single family dwellings.

1953 S.F. Zoning 
Code Update



Woodland’s Proposed Residential Setbacks



Setbacks



Setbacks

Setbacks were invented for two primary reasons: Safety 
and Aesthetics

Safety

● Sewage and plumbing and other utilities
● No longer an issue as we have utility easements, 

bldg separation (Title 24), and OWTS Regs 

Aesthetics

● Setbacks, especially large front setbacks, allowed 
large lawns / grass fields to be planted, in the style 
of English countryside towns



Problem with Setbacks

● Reduce buildable areas
● Create “voids” and 

reduced protection for 
pedestrians

● High costs of crabgrass 
and shrubbery

● Enforces ‘xenophobic’ 
perceptions



Governments don’t 
subsidize gas. 



But it subsidises 
parking spaces. 



High Cost of “Free” Parking + Forced Parking 

● Parking Minimums are the largest waste of land use 
(1.5-2% of GDP)

● “Free Parking” is actually passed down to buyer/consumer
● No empirical evidence for parking minimums
● Requiring off-street parking and subsidizing free on-street 

parking reduces demand for alternative transportation
● Most parking spaces are vacant for 99% of the time

HOWEVER > 200 cities in US have abolished parking 
minimums



Requiring 2 covered off-street spaces is arbitrary and capricious



Woodland’s Parking - Reductions

● Reduced minimums from previous code (a great start)
● Offers parking exemptions (too onerous)



Recommendations

1. Allow Townhouses, triplexes 
and quadplexes by right (P) 
in Residential & Mixed-Use 
Zones.

Deem all townhouses, 
triplexes  and quadplexes not 
to exceed residential density

Direct staff to develop 
standards for building typology



Quadplex @ College and Bush, Woodland



Recommendations

2. Increase Lot Coverage to 
95% in all Residential / Mixed 
Use / commercial Zones

3. Reduce all Setbacks to 4’ or 
5’ maximum



What would these recommendation allow?



Woodland Opportunity Sites



The State already 
requires four units to 
exist by right on a 
single-family lot



Recommendations

4. All Parking Minimums as 
“recommendations” (except 
accessible parking)

OR

Lower burden on “Parking 
Reduction Findings” 



Parking Reductions

Amendment: Parking or alternative parking arrangement



The State already 
abolishes parking 
minimums next to transit



Recommendation Consistency

The Recommendations are consistent with the City’s General Plan

● Recommendations promote Missing Middle Housing Types and Infill Housing 
as per Land Use and Housing Policy goals, among others:
○ Growth and Change: 2.A.1 (Urban Lot Limit), 2.A.2 (Finite land 

resources), 2.A.5 (Complete neighborhoods), 2.A.6 (Infill Development)
● Sustainable and regional coordination Goals

○ Sustainable Growth policies: All of Policy 2.C
● Economic Development: Goal 2.D.1 (Jobs/Housing Relationship)
● Pattern and Scale: 2.E.2 (Land Use responsiveness to context), 2.E.4 (Bike 

and Pedestrian Orientation), E.2.7 (Public Safety and Community Design)



Recommendation Consistency

● Distinctive and Memorable: Policy 2.F.2 (Zoning), 2.G.2 (Sensitive to New 
Development)

● Open Space System: 2.N.3
● Traffic Calming (Policy 3.D.3)
● Economic Development: Policy 4.c (Strategic Land Use Development)

● Housing Development Goals
○ Policy 9.A.2 (Residential Land), 9.A.3 (Variety), 9.A.9 (Infill Development), 

9.A.10 (Age in Place), 9.B.5 (Housing affordability), 9.B.6 (Energy 
conservation), All of 9.C.2 (Equal opportunity and desegregation), 9.D.2 
(Infill, Adaptive reuse, mixed uses)



Recommendation Consistency

● Recommendations to remove/reduce parking minimums in the Transportation 
and Circulation Element:

● Policy 3.A.5 (Transportation Demand Management), Complete Streets (Policy 
3.B), Active Design (3.E.8), Managed Parking (All of 3.H)



Risks, Challenges & Questions

With regard to effectuation of GP Goals:

● Recommendations have little to no effect

● Recommendations have too much effect

● Recommendations have unintended effects
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