RESOLUTION NO. 6257

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF WOODLAND
AMENDING THE SPRING LAKE SPECIFIC PLAN LAND USE DESIGNATIONS AND
THE SPRING LAKE SPECIFIC PLAN DESIGN STANDARDS TABLE 2.4, AND THE
SPRING LAKE AFFORDABLE HOUSING PLAN FOR THE HERITAGE REMAINDER
SPRING LAKE PROJECT BY TURN OF THE CENTURY, LLC,

WHEREAS, the City of Woodland (“City”) is proposing to take action to amend the Spring
Lake Specific Plan Land Use Designations, the Spring Lake Specific Plan Design Standards
Table 2.4, and the Spring Lake Affordable Housing Plan for the Heritage Remainder Area
Project; and,

WHEREAS, the City is proposing to take action to adopt an amendment to the Spring Lake
Specific Plan, consisting of the re-designation of the land use category in the Specific Plan for
properties identified as the Spring Lake Turn Of The Century Heritage Remainder Area Project
as described in more detail in Exhibit "1" (the "Amendment"), modifying the Lot Width
Standards for R-4 lots in the Spring Lake Specific Plan Design Standards Table 2.4 as described
in more detail in Exhibit "2" (the "Amendment"), and modifying the Spring Lake Specific Plan
Affordable Housing Plan as described in more detail in Exhibit "3" (the "Amendment"); and,

WHEREAS, the City of Woodland Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on
June 5, 2014, to receive public testimony concerning the Amendment; and

WHEREAS, the City of Woodland City Council held a duly noticed public hearing on ,
2014 to receive public testimony concerning the Amendment, consider the Planning
Commission's recommendations, and take action on the Amendment; and

WHEREAS, the City of Woodland City Council, based on oral testimony and documentary
evidence submitted during the public hearing, now finds it proper to amend the Spring Lake
Specific Plan as described in Exhibit "1", to amend the Spring Lake Specific Plan Design
Standards Table 2.4 as described in Exhibit "2", and to amend to Spring Lake Specific Plan
Affordable Housing Plan as described in Exhibit “3”; and,

WHEREAS, the City of Woodland has taken action to approve all entitlements necessary for
implementation of the Amendments for the Spring Lake Heritage Remainder Project.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Woodland
ordains AS FOLLOWS:

1. The foregoing recitals are hereby true and correct.

2. The City of Woodland City Council finds that the actions as set forth in this Resolution are in
the public interest and necessary to the public health, safety, and welfare.



3. The City Council hereby certifies that its members have reviewed and considered the
information in the CEQA EIR Addendum and find the document to be adequate, complete
and in full compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as set forth in
the CEQA Guidelines.

4. The City Council hereby amends the Spring Lake Specific Plan for the Spring Lake Heritage
Remainder Project as described in Exhibit "1", amends the Spring Lake Specific Plan Design
Standards Table 2.4 as described in Exhibit "2”, and amends the Spring Lake Specific Plan
Affordable Housing Plan as described in Exhibit “3” provided that these Amendments shall
take effect only upon execution by the City and the owner of the Property of an amendment
to the development agreement governing the Property. No final map shall be recorded or
approved for the Property in conformance with the Amendments until the Amendments has
taken effect pursuant to this paragraph.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council this 17" day of June, 2014, by the
following vote:

AYES: Council Members Denny, Hilliard, Marble and Stallard and Mayor Davies
NOES: None
ABSENT: None
ABSTAIN: None

2 D S LD

Marlin H. Davies, Mayor

ATTEST: APPROVED AS TO FORM:
b By ] Yo i
“Ana B. (‘}/onzalez, City/C Kara K. Ueda, City Attorney

Exhibit '"1'"" - Spring Lake Specific Plan Land Use Amendment Exhibit
Exhibit "'2" - Spring Lake Specific Plan Design Standards Table 2.4 Amendment Exhibit
Exhibit "3" - Spring Lake Specific Plan Affordable Housing Plan Amendment Exhibit
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EXHIBIT 2



TABLE 24

SPRING LAKE SPECIFIC PLAN
Area Requirements for Lots (units = feet)
Specific Pian Lend Froat S ol Front Setb Side Setbzck® Reer Front Se¢bacl Lot | Maxk Slock Length™'?
Use Category from House/Garage Maxioum from | Interior'/Street | Yard® from Porch™ Width Height
Density) House

RESIDENTIAL - DETACHED ) .

R-3 (1-3 du/ac) 20/22 Neae 5-10"/15% 25 15 70 35 +400 to 600 desirable;
980 maxinmmn.

R-4 (>3-4 dw/ac) 17722 22 5/15 20 10 6555 min?’ 35 +400 to 600 desirable;
910 maximum

R-5 (>4-5 dw/ac) 15122 2 51108 20" 9 50 min'® 35 2400 to 600 desirable;
840 maximum

R-8 (6-8 du/ac) 12120 20 5/10°% 15" 7 40 min®™ 35 +400 desirable; 600
Maxinm

R-15 (10-15 dw/ac) 10/20 15 5/10 10 10 35 354 +400 desirable; 500
Taximum

R-20 (16-20 dw/ac) 6/6 10 3.510 10 6 28 35% 400 maxirum

R-25 (23-25 du/ac) ]

RESIDENTIAL — ATTACHED®

PN .- .

R-8? 15120 20 510 20 7 35 35 +400 desirable; 600
maximum

R-L5 1020 157 5o 20 10 35" 35% | 400 desirable; 500
aximmm

R-20 and R-25 1020 257 510 10% 10 26% 35% 400 maximum

RESIDEMTIAL - ADJACENT TO GREEN SPACES?®

Greenbelt Trails - - 10 N = - - =

Other Green Spaces - B 15 - 1 - N - -

NCN-RESIDENTIAL

NC 0* 10 0'¢° o | n/a 25 40 +400 desirable; 500

. maximum.

P/QP 0 10 o*0f 0* n/a 25 40 -

RESIDENTIAL - SECOND UNTTS (T ACHED)

Specific Plan Side Setback Rear Yard Mzzimum
The Minimum Separation from Primary Residence in IStrect With Alley or No ALL Height Block Length

Single Family 10 5/15 5 30 Not Applicable

(Detached) Lots

ATTACHED/SEMI-ATTACHED GARAGES?

Units with Attached Garage setback: minimum 3’ provided 24’ minimum back-out Ci structure: Mini 12" deep

or Semi-attached room, counting alley surface. Maximum one-story high

Alley Access Garage Occupiable space above garage: same standards as principle Maximum 12* wide

structure,

Units with Semi- Garage setback: 3’ rear and side yards Ci structure: Mini; 12’ deep

Attached Access Maximum one-story high

Garage Maximum 12’ wide

1 Allows aiternating setbacks of 0 and 3.5 to create 3.5-foot separation between cach unit,

2 Duplexes/half-plexes arc the only allowed attached product in this designation.

3 Five(5) feet sideinterior setback for single story units; 7.5 feet for two story

4 Where adjacent to residential, a setback of 10 feet is required.

5 Where the sidewalk does not have a landscaping strip, a setback of 8 foet is required.

6 Same as interior side, with addition of site triangle (City Code 25.22.20).

7 Parking and/or drive area not allowed in this arca. Landscaping, open space, plaza, etc, only
8 Interior side setback 0 fect for duplexes/half:plexes.

9 See Development Regulations.
10 Front and sidk backs are d from back-of-walk.
11 Detached garages are considered " and allowed within three (3) feet of the interior side and rear property lines.

'accessory
12 Doss not epply to cul-de-sacs, Maximum length for cul-de-sacs in R-3, R4, and R-5 is 650 feet. Maximum length for R-8 and above is 500 fect. Intensive land uses (e.g. schools, parks, multi-
femily) can not feed onto a cul-de-sac.
13 Area requirements assume project facades and street orientation of units to replicate single-family housing. "Garden style” apartment shall utilize arca requirements in the City Zoning Ordinance,
14 Porches must be usable and must be in scale with the unit,
15 A side yard adjacent to a green space would be treated as a corner "street” lot, not an “interior” lof.
16 15-foot total between each R-3 unit.
17 30 percent of the units may go down to 15 feet.
18 50 percent of the units may go down to 12 feet
19 Average of 55-foot width required.
20 Average of 45-foot width required.
21 27-feet for townhouses.
22 Per Specific Plan Amendment #3, Resolution No. 4583, Approved by City Council October 19, 2004,
23 Greeabelt Trail is mint 40°, subdivision trail is minf 25’(ynrdsndjacenttogrwuspammaedasmerlots,noeeptwhmlomtedulmga%‘gumbckmﬂ)
24 Building heights can extend above 35' providing the interior ceiling heipht does not exceed 35" and the roof is designed in a manner acceptable to the Community Development Department.
25 Rear garage and 2nd story setback may be reduced to 3' provided a minimum 24' of backup area exist for automobiles. For three story units, either the 2nd or 3rd floor shall maintsin a 10 setback.
26 Lot width may be reduced to 20' provided additional common area amenities and/or design features are incorporated into the project design, to the satisfaction of the City.
27. Average of 65-foot width required

Revised: June 3, 2014




EXHIBIT 3



On Page 18 under In-Lieu Fees

For detached for-sale Residential Projects ofJess-than-50-units where the City aiso determines
that it is not feasible or suitabie for the For-Sale Residential Project to have on-site Affordable
Units, the City and Developer may agree to a contribution of in-lien fees to satisfy the
Developer’s affordable housing obligation. Only the City may initiate this in-lieu fee option and
only where it is demonstrated based on substantial evidence that there is no feasible alternative.

On page 67 under In-Lieu Fees.

For for-sale residential projects ef less-than-50-units where the City Council determines that it is
not feasible or suitable for the for-sale residential project to have on-site affordable units, the
City and developer may agree to a contribution of in-ieu fees to satisfy the developer’s
affordable housing obligation. Only the City may initiate this in-lieu fee option and only where
it is demonstrated based on substantial evidence that there is no feasible alternative.



