
 

 

City of Woodland 
 

Meeting Agenda 
 

Planning Commission 

City Hall 

Council Chambers 

300 First Street 

Woodland, CA 95695 

 May 7, 2026 
6:30 PM  

 

 

Please Note: The numerical order of items on this agenda is for the convenience of reference; items may be taken out of order. 
No new items shall begin after 10:30 pm unless unanimous consent exists to continue. 
 

      
  A. CALL TO ORDER 
      
  B. ROLL CALL 
      
  C. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
      
  D. STAFF AND COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 
      

    
This is an opportunity for the Planning Commission members and staff to make comments and announcements to 
express concerns, or to request Commission's consideration of any items a Commission member would like to have 
discussed at a future Commission meeting. 

      
  E. SUBCOMMITTEE REPORTS 
      
  F. COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE PUBLIC 
      

    

This is an opportunity for the public to speak to the Planning Commission on any item other than those listed on this 
agenda. Speakers are requested to use the microphone in front of the Commission and to begin by stating their 
name, whether they reside in Woodland and the name of the organization they represent if any. The Chair may 
impose a time limit on any speaker depending on the number of people wanting to speak and time available for the 
rest of the agenda. In the event comments are related to an item scheduled on the agenda, speakers may be 
required to wait to make their comments until that item is considered. The option to submit a public comment via 
voicemail is no longer available. Written Public Comments Members of the public are welcome to submit written 
comments prior to the meeting. Comments should be submitted by email to 
planningcommissionmeetings@cityofwoodland.org. Written Comments received at least two (2) hours prior to the 
scheduled start time of the Planning Commission meeting will be provided to the Commissioners and posted to the 
City website as part of the official record of the meeting but will not be read into the record. Written Comments 
received within two (2) hours of the scheduled start time of the Planning Commission meeting and during the 
meeting will be provided to the Commissioners the day following the Commission meeting. If you are submitting 
written comments on a particular item on the agenda, please identify the agenda item number and letter. If you are 
submitting written comments on an item not listed on the agenda, please identify your e-mail/comment as a General 
Public Comment. Note: Public comments at special meetings are limited to items on the agenda only. 

      
  G. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

  

1. SUBJECT: Planning Commission Meeting Minutes of March 19, 2026 
 
RECOMMENDATION FOR ACTION: Staff recommends that the Planning 
Commission receive and approve the Planning Commission Meeting Minutes of 
March 19, 2026 

      
  H. PUBLIC HEARING 

  2. SUBJECT: General Plan Amendment to Policy 2.A.1 (Urban Limit Line) – Utility 
Extension up to One Mile Beyond the ULL; Recommendation to City Council to 

Page 1



 

 

Certify the Final Supplemental EIR (SEIR); Adopt General Plan Amendment; 
and Recommendation to Place a Ballot Initiative on November 2026 Ballot 
 
RECOMMENDATION FOR ACTION: Staff recommends that the Planning 
Commission hold a Public Hearing and Adopt Resolution No. PC26-06 
(Attachment 1), recommending City Council take the following actions: 
1) Certify the Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) prepared 
pursuant to CEQA for the proposed General Plan Amendment to Policy 2.A.1 
(Urban Limit Line) and adopt CEQA Findings of Fact and a Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program; 
2) Approve the proposed General Plan Amendment to Policy 2.A.1 to allow a 
limited exception for the extension of sewer, potable water, and recycled water 
facilities to serve eligible existing commercial facilities up to one mile beyond 
the Urban Limit Line, contingent upon voter approval of an amendment to the 
Woodland Urban Limit Line Initiative (Measure A); and 
3) Place a ballot measure on the November 2026 election ballot to amend the 
Woodland Urban Limit Line Initiative (Measure A) consistent with the proposed 
General Plan Amendment to Policy 2.A.1. 

      
  I. BUSINESS ITEMS 

  

3. SUBJECT: Annual Housing Progress Report  
 
RECOMMENDATION FOR ACTION: Staff recommends that the Planning 
Commission receive the 2025 Housing Element Annual Progress Report 
update, ask questions of staff, and provide feedback regarding housing 
production trends, Housing Element implementation priorities, and future 
reporting topics. No formal Planning Commission action is required. 

      
  J. STAFF OR COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 
      
  K. ADJOURNMENT 

 
 

 
 

The Planning Commission of the City of Woodland encourages all parties interested in a matter scheduled to be 
reviewed, discussed and acted on at a meeting, to participate in the public discourse, which may include the 
submission of written comments and materials. The Planning Commission notifies the public that those materials 
received less than 24hours before a meeting date and time may not be able to be considered completely. Further, the 
Planning Commission encourages interested parties to attend the meeting to discuss any matter of concern and to 
explain their comments more fully. 
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TO: THE MEMBERS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
AGENDA: Planning Commission  
DATE: May 7, 2026 
ITEM #: G.1 

 SUBJECT: Planning Commission Meeting Minutes of March 19, 2026 
  
  
SUBJECT: Planning Commission Meeting Minutes of March 19, 2026 
 
RECOMMENDATION FOR ACTION: Staff recommends that the Planning Commission receive and 
approve the Planning Commission Meeting Minutes of March 19, 2026 
  
   
  
Attachments: 
1. March 19, 2026 Planning Commission Minutes DRAFT 
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City of Woodland
City Hall

Council Chambers
300 First Street

Woodland, CA 95695

Planning Commission – 

Thursday, March 19, 2026

6:30 PM
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City of Woodland Page 2 of 3

A. CALL TO ORDER
Meeting called to order at 6:30 PM

B. ROLL CALL
Commission Members Present: Harris, Murphy, Ortiz, Smith, Torney
Absent: Lizarraga, Roberts 

C. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Pledge of Allegiance led by Commissioner Torney

D. STAFF AND COMMISSIONER COMMENTS

This is an opportunity for the Planning Commission members and staff to make comments and announcements to 
express concerns, or to request Commission's consideration of any items a Commission member would like to have 
discussed at a future Commission meeting.

E. SUBCOMMITTEE REPORTS

F. COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE PUBLIC

This is an opportunity for the public to speak to the Planning Commission on any item other than those listed on this 
agenda. Speakers are requested to use the microphone in front of the Commission and to begin by stating their 
name, whether they reside in Woodland and the name of the organization they represent if any. The Chair may 
impose a time limit on any speaker depending on the number of people wanting to speak and time available for the 
rest of the agenda. In the event comments are related to an item scheduled on the agenda, speakers may be 
required to wait to make their comments until that item is considered. The option to submit a public comment via 
voicemail is no longer available. Written Public Comments Members of the public are welcome to submit written 
comments prior to the meeting. Comments should be submitted by email to 
planningcommissionmeetings@cityofwoodland.org. Written Comments received at least two (2) hours prior to the 
scheduled start time of the Planning Commission meeting will be provided to the Commissioners and posted to the 
City website as part of the official record of the meeting but will not be read into the record. Written Comments 
received within two (2) hours of the scheduled start time of the Planning Commission meeting and during the 
meeting will be provided to the Commissioners the day following the Commission meeting. If you are submitting 
written comments on a particular item on the agenda, please identify the agenda item number and letter. If you are 
submitting written comments on an item not listed on the agenda, please identify your e-mail/comment as a General 
Public Comment. Note: Public comments at special meetings are limited to items on the agenda only.

G. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

1. SUBJECT: Planning Commission Meeting Minutes of February 19, 2026

RECOMMENDATION FOR ACTION: Staff recommends that the Planning 
Commission receive and approve the Planning Commission Meeting Minutes of 
February 19, 2026

On a motion by Smith, seconded by Harris and carried on a 4-0-0-1 vote, Commission 
Members approved the Planning Commission Meeting Minutes of February 19, 2026

AYES: Harris, Ortiz, Smith, Torney
NOES: none
ABSENT: Lizarraga, Roberts 
ABSTAIN: Murphy

H. PUBLIC HEARING
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2. SUBJECT: Conditional Use Permit for Community Pickleball Facility at 101 & 
109 Harter Avenue 

RECOMMENDATION FOR ACTION: Staff recommends that the Planning 
Commission: (1) Receive the staff report; (2) Hold a public hearing; (3) Adopt 
Planning Commission Resolution No. PC 26-04 approving a Conditional Use 
Permit at 101 & 109 Harter Avenue for a community pickleball facility, subject to 
conditions of approval.

On a motion by Smith, seconded by Ortiz and carried on a 5-0 vote, Commission 
Members approved a Conditional Use Permit for the Community Pickleball Facility at 
101 & 109 Harter Avenue

AYES: Harris, Murphy, Ortiz, Smith, Torney
NOES: None
ABSENT: Lizarraga, Roberts 
ABSTAIN: None

3. SUBJECT: Tentative Parcel Map No. 5266

RECOMMENDATION FOR ACTION: Staff recommends that the Planning 
Commission take action on the following: 1) Receive the staff report; 2) Conduct 
the public hearing; 3) Adopt Resolution No. PC-26-05 approving Tentative 
Parcel Map No. 5266, subdividing one 10.80-acre parcel located at 595 N. East 
Street into two parcels of 5.03 and 5.733 acres, respectively.

On a motion by Smith, seconded by Torney and carried on a 5-0 vote, Commission 
Members approved Tentative Parcel Map No. 5266

AYES: Harris, Murphy, Ortiz, Smith, Torney
NOES: None
ABSENT: Lizarraga, Roberts 
ABSTAIN: None

I. BUSINESS ITEMS

4. SUBJECT: Planning Commission Rules & Regulations Subcommittee 

RECOMMENDATION FOR ACTION: Staff recommends that the Planning 
Commission receive an informational summary of the upcoming meetings of the 
subcommittee tasked with reviewing and revising the Planning Commission 
Rules and Regulations.

Senior Planner Megan Meier presented an informational summary regarding upcoming 
Planning Commission Rules and Regulations Subcommittee discussion 
topics.  Informational item only.  No action was taken.  

J. STAFF OR COMMISSIONER COMMENTS

K. ADJOURNMENT
Meeting adjourned at 7:23 PM. 
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TO: THE MEMBERS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
AGENDA: Planning Commission  
DATE: May 7, 2026 
ITEM #: H.2 

 SUBJECT: General Plan Amendment to Policy 2.A.1 (Urban Limit 
Line) – Utility Extension up to One Mile Beyond the ULL; 
Recommendation to City Council to Certify the 
Supplemental EIR (SEIR); Adopt General Plan 
Amendment; and Recommendation to Place a Ballot 
Initiative on November 2026 Ballot 

  
  
Recommendation for Action: Staff recommends that the Planning Commission hold a Public 
Hearing and Adopt Resolution No. PC26-06 (Attachment 1), recommending City Council take the 
following actions: 
1) Certify the Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) prepared pursuant to CEQA for the 
proposed General Plan Amendment to Policy 2.A.1 (Urban Limit Line) and adopt CEQA Findings of 
Fact and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program; 
2) Approve the proposed General Plan Amendment to Policy 2.A.1 to allow a limited exception for the 
extension of sewer, potable water, and recycled water facilities to serve eligible existing commercial 
facilities up to one mile beyond the Urban Limit Line, contingent upon voter approval of an 
amendment to the Woodland Urban Limit Line Initiative (Measure A); and 
3) Place a ballot measure on the November 2026 election ballot to amend the Woodland Urban Limit 
Line Initiative (Measure A) consistent with the proposed General Plan Amendment to Policy 2.A.1. 
  
Staff Contact: 
Erika Bumgardner, Deputy Community Development Director, (530) 661-5886, 
erika.bumgardner@cityofwoodland.org 
  
Fiscal Impact: 
There is no General Fund impact associated with processing the General Plan Amendment and 
associated environmental review, as application processing costs have been funded by the 
applicants through a funding agreement. Any future service, facility, and/or maintenance costs 
associated with potential utility extensions will be evaluated and addressed through subsequent 
service agreements if the ballot measure is approved by voters and the City Council elects to extend 
services.  
  
Report in Brief:   
The City is seeking Planning Commission action on the proposed General Plan Amendment to Policy 
2.A.1, which would allow a limited exception to the City's current prohibition on extending public 
services beyond Woodland's voter-adopted Urban Limit Line (ULL). The proposed amendment would 
allow extension of City utilities (potable water, wastewater, and/or recycled water) to serve eligible 
existing commercial facilities located within one mile of the ULL and in operation on or prior to 
November 3, 2026, subject to voter approval of an amendment to the Woodland Urban Limit Line 
Initiative (Measure A). 
 
The City has completed the environmental review process under the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA). A Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (Final SEIR) has been prepared in 
response to public and agency comments received on the Public Review Draft SEIR. The Final SEIR 
concludes that the proposed project would result in no new significant environmental impacts and 
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would not increase the severity of any significant and unavoidable impacts previously disclosed in the 
2035 General Plan and Climate Action Plan (CAP) EIR. The Planning Commission is now asked to 
take action to recommend certification of the Final SEIR, approval of the General Plan Amendment 
(contingent on voter approval), and placement of the ballot measure on the November 2026 ballot. 
  
Background: 
In June 2006, Woodland voters adopted Measure A establishing a permanent Urban Limit Line (ULL) 
to circumscribe urban development and protect agricultural lands. The General Plan mirrors the ULL 
initiative's prohibition on extending public services and facilities beyond the ULL. The ULL can only 
be amended or repealed by a majority vote of Woodland voters. 
 
In February 2025, the City received a petition from two companies located outside the ULL—Bayer 
U.S. Crop Science, LLC (Bayer), located at 37437 CA-16, and Clark Pacific, located at 40600 County 
Road 18C—to extend City water, recycled water, and sewer/wastewater services to their existing 
facilities. On April 15, 2025, the City Council accepted the petition, directed staff to undertake 
evaluations regarding an amendment to General Plan Policy 2.A.1 and the ULL, and approved a 
contract with AECOM for preparation of the environmental review. 
 
On January 15, 2026, the Planning Commission received an informational overview of the proposed 
General Plan Amendment and the Public Review Draft SEIR. No action was taken at that meeting. 
The Draft SEIR was available for public review from December 19, 2025 through February 2, 2026. 
Two written comment letters were received during the public review period. The Final SEIR, 
completed in April 2026, includes responses to all comments received and minor editorial errata to 
the Draft SEIR. The Planning Commission is now asked to take formal action on the project. 
 
Discussion: 
Bayer and Clark Pacific seek access to City utilities due to limitations and environmental constraints 
associated with their existing onsite water and wastewater systems. Bayer's existing potable and 
process water supply is groundwater that is high in nitrates, boron, and other constituents of concern 
(including hexavalent chromium), requiring treatment to meet drinking water guidelines and extensive 
buffering to protect sensitive equipment. Bayer's septic system and retention pond are at capacity. 
Clark Pacific is experiencing similar issues with well water quality and septic system capacity, and is 
also interested in recycled water for processing needs. 
 
Providing City water and wastewater service would reduce reliance on groundwater, eliminate the 
use of onsite septic systems, and support reliable operations for these long-standing regional 
employment centers. The Final SEIR concludes these changes would be beneficial to drinking water 
quality and groundwater quality conditions at the facilities through decommissioning of onsite wells 
and septic systems. 
 
Proposed General Plan Amendment to Policy 2.A.1 
The proposed General Plan Amendment would revise Policy 2.A.1 to allow a limited exception to the 
prohibition on extending public services beyond the ULL, specifically to permit extension of sewer, 
water, and recycled water facilities to serve existing commercial facilities located on parcels with a 
boundary that falls wholly or partially within one mile of the ULL and in operation on or prior to 
November 3, 2026. 
 
Because Measure A is voter-adopted, any amendment to allow service extensions beyond the ULL is 
subject to voter approval. The City is proposing to place a measure on the November 2026 ballot 
consistent with the proposed amendment. The ballot measure would not require the city to extend 
utility services to either Bayer or Clark Pacific; it would only allow for the extension should the City 
and the requesting party agree to service terms for such extension. 
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Potential Physical Improvements 
If a ballot measure is approved by voters and the City Council subsequently approves site-specific 
service agreements, physical improvements could include one or more of the following: 

• Sewer Line Extension: Installation of a new sewer main line (assumed 10-inch diameter), 
generally 5 to 8 feet deep, within existing public right-of-way and/or on private property. 
Improvements may include force main pump(s) and force main pipelines. Existing leach fields 
would be abandoned as a condition of connection. 

• Treated Water Main Line Extension: Installation of a new pressurized water main line 
(assumed 8-inch diameter), generally 3 to 6 feet deep, including valves, air/vacuum valves, fire 
hydrants, meters, and backflow devices. Booster pump(s) may also be included. 

• Recycled Water Main Line Extension: Installation of a new pressurized recycled water main 
line (assumed 8-inch diameter), generally 3 to 6 feet deep, including valves, air/vacuum 
valves, and meters. 

 
Public, Environmental, and Economic Benefits 
The proposed amendment, if approved by voters and implemented through City Council-approved 
service agreements, could result in the following benefits: 

• Reduce demand on groundwater aquifers, increasing water availability for agriculture and 
supporting regional groundwater management objectives. 

• Reduce the potential for land subsidence associated with groundwater overdraft. 
• Improve drinking water quality for facility operations by transitioning from onsite groundwater 

(with nitrates and hexavalent chromium concerns) to City potable water. 
• Improve groundwater quality by decommissioning onsite septic systems, reducing the potential 

for soil/groundwater contamination and the land area needed for leach fields and holding 
ponds. 

• Preserve and support existing employment centers by providing reliable water and sewer 
utilities and supporting continued investment in long-standing facilities. 

• Increase City utility revenue through payment of water and wastewater rates and applicable 
fees by connected facilities. 

• Limit growth-inducing effects through narrow eligibility criteria (existing commercial facilities 
within one mile of the ULL and in operation prior to November 3, 2026), which precludes 
residential uses. 

 

Draft Services Agreement Terms 
Prior to the extension of any utility infrastructure, applicants seeking service shall enter into a service 
agreement approved by the City Council. The final terms of each agreement shall be reviewed and 
considered by the City Council on a case-by-case basis and may include, but are not limited to, the 
following requirements: 

• The applicant shall be responsible for all costs associated with the design, permitting, 
construction, inspection, extension, and connection of City sewer, water, and/or recycled water 
infrastructure necessary to serve the subject property. 

• The applicant shall pay all applicable service connection fees, development impact fees, and 
capacity charges required by the City. 
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• The applicant shall contribute to the cost of extending recycled water infrastructure, where 
feasible and appropriate, to offset potable water demand and support the City’s long-term 
water conservation and sustainability objectives. 

 
CEQA Environmental ReviewA Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) was 
prepared pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15163 to supplement the City's certified 2035 
General Plan and Climate Action Plan Final EIR (State Clearinghouse #2013032015; certified May 
16, 2017). The Draft SEIR was circulated for a 45-day public review period from December 19, 2025 
through February 2, 2026. 
 
Public Comments Received 
Two written comment letters were received during the public review period: 
Letter 
No. 

Commenter Affiliation Date 

1 Christine M. Crawford, AICP Yolo Local Agency Formation 
Commission (LAFCo) 

January 30, 2026 

2 Miranda Driver Yolo County Farm Bureau February 2, 2026 
 
Summary of Comments and City Responses 
Letter 1 – Yolo Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo) 
LAFCo acknowledged its role as a Responsible Agency for the SEIR and confirmed that, if the project 
is approved by the City Council and voters, LAFCo will use the SEIR to consider any approvals 
required for extended City services outside its jurisdictional boundary. LAFCo noted it will review 
future applications to extend services for impacts to agricultural land loss and ensure compliance with 
its policies. LAFCo expressed no objections to the environmental analysis in the Draft SEIR. 
 
City Response: The City acknowledged LAFCo's role as a Responsible Agency and confirmed 
continued coordination with LAFCo during any future service extension review processes, as 
described in the Draft SEIR. No changes to the Draft SEIR were required in response to this 
comment. 
 
Letter 2 – Yolo County Farm Bureau 
The Farm Bureau raised concerns that the Draft SEIR was insufficient as a CEQA informational 
document, primarily asserting that the SEIR did not adequately analyze the relationship between the 
proposed project and a separate Clark Pacific Facility Expansion Project (SCH #2025031376) 
pending environmental review before Yolo County. The Farm Bureau contended that the two 
projects—the utility extension under the City's proposed project and the County's Clark Pacific 
expansion—should be analyzed more comprehensively together, particularly regarding water 
resources, utilities, and growth-inducing effects. 
 
City Response: The City provided a detailed response in the Final SEIR explaining why the Draft 
SEIR adequately addressed the relationship between the two projects. Key aspects of the response 
include: 

• The Clark Pacific Facility Expansion Project is a separate and independent project 
under the jurisdiction of Yolo County, subject to its own CEQA review process with Yolo 
County as lead agency. A Draft EIR for the Expansion Project was released by Yolo 
County in March 2026. 

• Each project has independent utility and can be implemented without reliance on the 
other. The Expansion Project is not contingent on the City's approval of the General 
Plan amendment, and vice versa. 

Page 10



• The utility lines would be sized to accommodate Clark Pacific's existing facility needs 
per their application to the City. 

• The decommissioning of the existing Clark-Pacific groundwater wells and septic 
systems evaluated as part of the City’s proposed project is unrelated to the Expansion 
Project because the two projects have separate and independent utilities. The proposed 
project would reduce groundwater use through abandonment of existing wells at the 
Clark Pacific facility, thereby improving groundwater quality and supporting groundwater 
sustainability. The Draft SEIR fully evaluates the City’s proposed project, including the 
decommissioning of the Clark-Pacific groundwater wells and septic system. 

• The Draft SEIR appropriately identified the Expansion Project as a reasonably 
foreseeable cumulative project in the cumulative impacts analysis (Section 6.1) and 
evaluated the potential for cumulative contribution of the General Plan amendment on 
all environmental resource areas when considered with other projects, such as the 
Expansion Project. The analysis concluded there would be no cumulatively 
considerable contribution to significant cumulative impacts for most resources, with 
biological, cultural, and paleontological resources identified as requiring mitigation 
measures. CEQA does not require the SEIR to analyze a separate, independently-
initiated project simply because the projects involve the same applicant. Cumulative 
impact analysis is based on the potential for combined environmental effects, not 
applicant identity. 

• The proposed project would not facilitate or commit the City to serving the separate and 
independent County project and there would be no new impacts or impacts that would 
be substantially increased in severity as compared with those direct or indirect growth-
inducing effects addressed in the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR. 

 
The City concluded that the Draft SEIR adequately analyzed the environmental effects of the 
proposed project and that no revisions to the substantive environmental analysis were required in 
response to this comment. The Final SEIR includes minor editorial errata to the Draft SEIR that do 
not constitute substantial modifications to the environmental analysis. 
 
SEIR Conclusions 
The Final SEIR concludes that the proposed project would result in no new significant environmental 
impacts and would not increase the severity of any significant and unavoidable impacts previously 
disclosed in the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR. The significant and unavoidable impacts previously 
identified in the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR include impacts related to aesthetics and visual 
resources, agriculture and forestry resources, air quality, cultural resources, hydrology and water 
quality, land use planning/population and housing, and noise and vibration. The proposed project's 
implementation would not create any new significant and unavoidable impacts beyond those already 
identified. 
 
Mitigation measures from the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR continue to apply, as applicable, and 
are identified in Attachment B of the Final SEIR as conditions of approval for any future utility 
extension requests under the proposed amendment. These conditions address biological resources, 
cultural and tribal cultural resources, geology/soils/paleontological resources, and noise, among other 
resource areas. 

 

CEQA Findings Required for Certification 
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Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15090, in certifying the Final SEIR, the City Council must 
make the following three determinations: 

1. The Final SEIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA. 
2. The Final SEIR was presented to the decision-making body of the lead agency, and the 

decision-making body reviewed and considered the information in the Final SEIR prior to 
approving the project. 

3. The Final SEIR reflects the lead agency's independent judgment and analysis. 

Staff has determined that the Final SEIR satisfies all three requirements and recommends that the 
Planning Commission recommend certification to the City Council. 

 

Conclusion: 

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission hold a Public Hearing and Adopt Resolution No. 
PC26-06 (Attachment 1), recommending City Council take the following actions: 
1) Certify the Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) prepared pursuant to CEQA for the 
proposed General Plan Amendment to Policy 2.A.1 (Urban Limit Line) and adopt CEQA Findings of 
Fact and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program; 
2) Approve the proposed General Plan Amendment to Policy 2.A.1 to allow a limited exception for the 
extension of sewer, potable water, and recycled water facilities to serve eligible existing commercial 
facilities up to one mile beyond the Urban Limit Line, contingent upon voter approval of an 
amendment to the Woodland Urban Limit Line Initiative (Measure A); and 
3) Place a ballot measure on the November 2026 election ballot to amend the Woodland Urban Limit 
Line Initiative (Measure A) consistent with the proposed General Plan Amendment to Policy 2.A.1. 
 
  
   
  
Attachments: 
1. Planning Commission Resolution 
2. Resolution Exhibit A - Resolution 6835 and Findings of Fact and Overriding Considerations 
3. Resolution Exhibit B - Final SEIR Findings 
4. Resolution Exhibit C - Attachment B to the Final SEIR 
5. Final Supplemental EIR 
6. Proposed Project Vicinity Map 
7. Proposed Project Bayer Utility Extension Alignments 
8. Proposed Project Clark Pacific Utility Extension Alignments 
9. Woodland Urban Limit Line Initiative 2006 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 

RESOLUTION NO. PC 26- 

 

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF WOODLAND 

RECOMMENDING THAT THE CITY COUNCIL CERTIFY THE FINAL 

SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, ADOPT CEQA FINDINGS 

AND A MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM, APPROVE A 

GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT TO POLICY 2.A.1, AND PLACE A BALLOT MEASURE 

ON THE NOVEMBER 2026 BALLOT TO AMEND THE WOODLAND URBAN LIMIT 

LINE INITIATIVE 

WHEREAS, in June 2006, Woodland voters adopted Measure A, establishing a permanent 

Urban Limit Line (“ULL”) to circumscribe urban development and protect agricultural lands 

surrounding the City; 

WHEREAS, the General Plan mirrors the ULL initiative’s prohibition on extending public 

services and facilities beyond the ULL, and the ULL may be amended or repealed only by a majority 

vote of Woodland voters; 

WHEREAS, the City has received requests from Bayer U.S. Crop Science, LLC, located at 

37437 CA-16, and Clark Pacific, located at 40600 County Road 18C, for City water, recycled water, 

and/or wastewater services to support existing industrial facilities located outside the ULL but within 

one mile of the ULL; 

WHEREAS, Bayer and Clark Pacific are existing employment centers within the City’s sphere 

of influence and adjacent to the City’s planning area, and both facilities currently rely on private 

wells and onsite wastewater systems; 

WHEREAS, the City is proposing a General Plan Amendment to Policy 2.A.1 to create a 

limited exception to the prohibition on extending public services beyond the ULL for existing 

commercial facilities located on parcels wholly or partially within one mile of the ULL and in 

operation on or prior to November 3, 2026, subject to voter approval of an amendment to the ULL; 

WHEREAS, the proposed amendment would not itself approve any utility extension project, 

and future utility service to eligible properties would require a Council-approved service agreement 

and any subsequent discretionary approvals required by law; 

WHEREAS, if approved by the voters and implemented through Council-approved service 

agreements, the proposed amendment could allow limited sewer, potable water, treated water, and 

recycled water facility extensions to serve eligible existing commercial facilities, including 

improvements that would generally include new main lines, hydrants, service laterals, and 

abandonment or decommissioning of existing wells and septic systems where applicable; 
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WHEREAS, the proposed amendment is intended to support existing employment centers, 

reduce demand on groundwater aquifers, reduce reliance on onsite groundwater and septic systems, 

improve groundwater management and quality, and limit potential growth-inducing effects by 

narrowly defining eligible facilities; 

WHEREAS, a Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (“Draft SEIR”) was prepared 

pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) and CEQA Guidelines Section 

15163 to supplement the City’s certified 2035 General Plan and Climate Action Plan Final EIR 

(Exhibit A); 

WHEREAS, the Draft SEIR was circulated for a 45-day public review period from December 

19, 2025, through February 2, 2026, and the City received written comments from the Yolo Local 

Agency Formation Commission and the Yolo County Farm Bureau; 

WHEREAS, the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (“Final SEIR”) includes 

responses to comments, minor editorial errata, and analysis concluding that the proposed project 

would result in no new significant environmental impacts and would not increase the severity of 

significant and unavoidable impacts previously disclosed in the 2035 General Plan and Climate 

Action Plan Final EIR; 

WHEREAS, mitigation measures from the 2035 General Plan and Climate Action Plan Final 

EIR continue to apply, as applicable, and conditions of approval for any future utility extension 

requests under the proposed amendment would address biological resources, cultural and tribal 

cultural resources, geology/soils/paleontological resources, noise, and other resource areas as 

appropriate; 

WHEREAS, on May 7, 2026, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public 

hearing, considered the staff report, the proposed General Plan Amendment, the proposed ULL ballot 

measure, the Final SEIR, all written and oral testimony, and the whole of the record; 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission’s role is advisory, and final action on certification of the 

Final SEIR, approval of the General Plan Amendment, and placement of any ULL amendment on the 

ballot rests with the City Council and, for the ULL amendment, the voters of the City of Woodland. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of Woodland 

has reviewed all written evidence and oral testimony presented to date and does hereby resolve as 

follows: 

SECTION 1. Recitals. The foregoing recitals are true and correct and are incorporated herein 

by this reference as findings of the Planning Commission. 

SECTION 2. CEQA Recommendation. The Planning Commission recommends that the City 

Council, as the lead agency under CEQA, certify the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact 

Report prepared for the General Plan Amendment to Policy 2.A.1, including all appendices, 
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responses to comments, and errata; adopt CEQA Findings and a Mitigation Monitoring and 

Reporting Program (Exhibits B and C). 

SECTION 3. CEQA Findings. The Planning Commission recommends that the City Council 

find, based on the whole of the record, that: 

A. The Final SEIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines; 

B. The Final SEIR was presented to the decision-making body of the lead agency, and the 

decision-making body reviewed and considered the information in the Final SEIR prior to 

approving the project; 

C. The Final SEIR reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis; 

D. The proposed project would result in no new significant environmental impacts and would 

not increase the severity of any significant and unavoidable impacts previously disclosed in the 

2035 General Plan and Climate Action Plan Final EIR; and 

E. The mitigation measures from the 2035 General Plan and Climate Action Plan Final EIR 

continue to apply, as applicable, and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program provides 

a feasible mechanism for implementation and monitoring of those measures. 

SECTION 4. General Plan Amendment Recommendation. The Planning Commission 

recommends that the City Council approve a General Plan Amendment to Policy 2.A.1 to allow a 

limited exception, contingent upon voter approval of a corresponding amendment to the Woodland 

Urban Limit Line Initiative, for the extension of sewer, potable water, treated water, and recycled 

water facilities to serve existing commercial facilities located on parcels wholly or partially within 

one mile of the ULL and in operation on or prior to November 3, 2026. The Planning Commission 

further recommends that the amendment specify that no service extension is authorized unless 

approved by the City Council through a separate utility service agreement and subject to all 

applicable environmental review, regulatory requirements, and conditions of approval. 

SECTION 5. Findings Supporting the General Plan Amendment. The Planning Commission 

finds that the proposed General Plan Amendment is consistent with the purposes and policies of the 

General Plan because it: 

A. Provides a narrow, voter-approved mechanism to serve existing commercial facilities without 

authorizing general urban expansion beyond the ULL; 

B. Supports retention of existing employment centers and economic activity in and near the 

City’s planning area; 

C. Promotes groundwater sustainability and improved groundwater management by reducing 

reliance on private wells and onsite wastewater systems; 

D. Allows for more coordinated, reliable, and efficient utility service where the City Council 

determines that a service agreement is appropriate; and 
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E. Maintains the integrity of the ULL by requiring voter approval of any amendment to the ULL 

initiative and by limiting eligibility to existing commercial facilities within one mile of the ULL 

and in operation on or prior to November 3, 2026. 

SECTION 6. Urban Limit Line Ballot Measure Recommendation. The Planning Commission 

recommends that the City Council place a measure on the November 2026 ballot to amend the 

Woodland Urban Limit Line Initiative, Measure A, consistent with the proposed General Plan 

Amendment to Policy 2.A.1, to allow the limited service-extension exception described herein. 

SECTION 7. No Project-Level Approval. This Resolution does not approve any specific utility 

extension, construction project, service agreement, development project, annexation, sphere of 

influence amendment, or land use entitlement. Any future project or service agreement shall be 

subject to all required review and approvals, including CEQA review as applicable. 

SECTION 8. Effective Date. This Resolution shall become effective immediately upon its 

adoption. 

PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED by the Planning Commission of the City of Woodland at 

a regular meeting held on May 7, 2026, by the following vote: 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSTAIN: 

ABSENT: 

 

 

____________________________________ 

John Murphy, Chair, Planning Commission 

ATTEST: 

____________________________________ 

Erika Bumgardner, Deputy Community Development Director 
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Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding 
Considerations for the City of Woodland Final 
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EXHIBIT B 

TO RESOLUTION CERTIFYING THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

REPORT, ADOPTING ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS, STATEMENT OF 

OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS, AND ERRATA FOR THE CITY OF 

WOODLAND 2035 GENERAL PLAN AND 2035 CLIMATE ACTION PLAN 

 

CEQA FINDINGS OF FACT AND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS FOR 

THE CITY OF WOODLAND FINAL 2035 GENERAL PLAN  

AND 2035 CLIMATE ACTION PLAN 

 

I. INTRODUCTION 
 

The California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) (Public Resources Code §§ 21000 et seq.) requires 

the City of Woodland, as the lead agency, to make certain written findings and to identify overriding 

considerations for significant and unavoidable impacts identified in the Environmental Impact Report 

(“EIR”) for the City of Woodland 2035 General Plan and the 2035 Climate Action Plan (“CAP”), together 

referred to as the “Proposed Project.” CEQA Guidelines (Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations) 

sections 15091, 15092, and 15093 set forth the specific requirements for these findings.  

 

CEQA requires an EIR to be prepared when the lead agency has determined that a project may or will 

have significant impacts on the environment. Prior to project approval, the EIR must be certified pursuant 

to Section 15090 of the CEQA Guidelines. When an EIR has been certified that identifies one or more 

significant environmental impacts, the approving agency must make one or more of the following 

findings, accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale, pursuant to Section 15091 of the CEQA 

Guidelines, for each identified significant impact: 

 

a) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, such project which avoid or 

substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the final environmental 

impact report. 

 

b) Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public 

agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other 

agency, or can and should be adopted by such other agency. 

 

c) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of 

employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or 

project alternatives identified in the environmental impact report. 

 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15092 states that after consideration of an EIR, and in conjunction with making 

the Section 15091 findings identified above, the lead agency may decide whether or how to approve or 

carry out the project. A project that would result in a significant environmental impact cannot be approved 

if feasible mitigation measures or feasible alternatives can avoid or substantially lessen the impact.  

 

However, in the absence of feasible mitigation, an agency may approve a project with significant and 

unavoidable impacts if there are specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations 

that outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects. Section 15093 requires the lead agency to 
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document and substantiate any such determination in “statements of overriding considerations” as a part 

of the record.  

 

The requirements of Guidelines Sections 15091, 15092, and 15093 as summarized above are all addressed 

herein. This document is intended to serve as the findings of fact and statement of overriding 

considerations authorized by those provisions of the CEQA Guidelines. The findings provide the written 

analysis and conclusions of the City Council regarding the Proposed Project’s environmental impacts, 

mitigation measures, alternatives to the Proposed Project, and the overriding considerations that justify 

approval of the Proposed Project despite its environmental effects.  

 

II. GENERAL FINDINGS AND OVERVIEW: PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

 

A. Proposed Project  

 

The Proposed Project is adoption of the Final 2035 General Plan and 2035 CAP. The 2035 General Plan 

and 2035 CAP apply to all land within the City’s Planning Area, which consists of all territory within the 

City limits, as well as land outside the City’s boundaries that, in the City’s judgment, bears relation to its 

planning. The City’s Planning Area is defined by the Urban Limit Line (“ULL”). The Planning Area 

encompasses 12,781 acres, or approximately 20 square miles. It is bounded roughly by Churchill Downs 

Avenue to the north, County Road 98 to the west, and County Road 25A to the south. The Planning Area 

includes 9,619 acres within existing City limits and 3,162 acres in unincorporated Yolo County. 

 

1. 2035 General Plan Summary 

The 2035 General Plan is the City’s “constitution” for the future physical development of the City. It sets 

forth the City’s long-range objectives for physical development and conservation. The General Plan is a 

20-year planning document with a planning horizon of 2035. The 2035 General Plan plans for the addition 

of up to 19,300 new residents, 18,200 to 19,300 new jobs, 16.7 million to 17.4 million square feet of new 

non-residential land uses, and 7,000 new homes in Woodland by 2035.  

 

The 2035 General Plan is required to address seven mandatory elements: land use, circulation (including 

public utilities and facilities), housing, conservation, open space, noise, and safety. The 2035 General Plan 

addresses these seven elements as well as includes healthy community and economic development 

elements. The 2035 General Plan is organized into nine chapters as follows: Introduction and 

Administration; Land Use, Community Design, and Historic Preservation Element; Transportation and 

Circulation Element, Public Facilities and Services Element; Healthy Lifestyles Element; Sustainability, 

Conservation, and Open Space Element; Safety Element; Economic Development Element; and Housing 

Element. Within each chapter the following information is generally provided: introduction and purpose, 

background information, and goals and policies. 

 

2. 2035 CAP Summary 

The 2035 CAP identifies measures that implement the 2035 General Plan, while also contributing on a 

fair-share basis to the State’s climate protection efforts. The 2035 CAP comprehensively describes the 

strategy to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. It identifies specific reduction strategies the City will 

undertake and quantifies their benefits, in order to be consistent with State directives for reducing GHGs, 

including CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5. The strategies are aimed at reducing community-wide GHG 

emissions to a level 15 percent below Woodland’s 2005 GHG levels by 2020 and a maximum of 2.25 

metric tons of equivalent carbon dioxide per service population per year by 2035. These targets were 
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selected to establish local emissions reductions on a long-term trajectory consistent with the State’s GHG 

emissions reduction goal for 2050 (80 percent below 1990 levels).  

 

In addition, the 2035 CAP measures increase community resilience and efficiency of human/economic 

activities that consume resources which, in turn, lead to GHG emissions (e.g., increasing local energy 

independence, reducing transportation-related emissions, improving building energy and water efficiency, 

and extending the life of area landfills). 

 

The 2035 CAP is organized into six chapters, as follows:  

 

1. Executive Summary  

2. Introduction and Overview 

3. Emissions Inventories and Targets 

4. Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategies  

5. Implementation and Monitoring 

6. Acknowledgements. 

 

B. Consideration of the EIR 

In adopting these Findings, the City Council finds that the Final EIR was presented to the City Council, 

the lead agency’s decision-making body, and that the City Council reviewed and considered the 

information in the Final EIR prior to approving the Proposed Project. The City Council finds that the Final 

EIR reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the City.  

 

The three discretionary actions to be taken by the City Council are: (1) certification of the Final EIR for 

the 2035 General Plan and 2035 CAP; (2) adoption of the 2035 General Plan; and (3) adoption of the 2035 

CAP. 

 

C. Proposed Project Objectives 

This section sets forth the Proposed Project’s objectives. The City Council determines that the Final 2035 

General Plan and 2035 CAP best meet these objectives, as discussed further in Section VIII below. 

 

1. 2035 General Plan Objectives 

Pursuant to State law, the overarching objective of a general plan is to guide a jurisdiction’s growth over 

a long-term planning horizon, in a manner consistent with the community’s vision of its long-term physical 

form and development. The General Plan’s Guiding Principles were developed to set a framework for the 

2035 General Plan and highlight the most critical shared values that were used in developing the 2035 

General Plan and 2035 CAP. Together with the 2035 General Plan Vision Statement, the Guiding 

Principles also serve as the Project Objectives for the EIR for the Proposed Project. They include the 

following: 

 

2035 General Plan Vision Statement: 

 

In 2035, Woodland is a highly desirable community to live, learn, work and recreate. It has 

maintained a small-town feel while maturing into an attractive, vibrant, and sustainable 

city that celebrates its architectural heritage and cultural diversity. Woodland is a healthy 

community with livable neighborhoods, a thriving downtown, well maintained 
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infrastructure, excellent schools and recreational amenities connected by a seamless 

network of trails and paths.  

 

The city is the region’s center of agricultural technology and food production and is 

recognized globally as a leader in sustainable agriculture. The community is prosperous 

and fiscally sound, offering abundant employment opportunities to its diverse and creative 

workforce.  

 

Woodland has become a destination for visitors seeking to experience its unique 

agricultural, historical, recreational, cultural and entertainment amenities.  

 

2035 General Plan Guiding Principles:  

 

► Quality and Character: Retain and enhance Woodland’s quality of life, its distinctive identity and 

small-town characteristics. 

► Orderly Development: Promote new growth while achieving an orderly pattern of community 

development, consistent with economic, social, fiscal and environmental needs. 

► Historic Downtown: Strengthen the historic downtown district as the City’s center of shopping, 

dining, entertainment and employment. 

► Economic Development: Foster economic growth and diversification with a range of employment 

opportunities for all residents. 

► Mobility Options: Coordinate land use and transportation planning to provide a range of attractive 

and viable transportation options, such as bicycle, pedestrian, and transit. 

► Housing Choice: Provide a variety of housing types to meet the needs for all generations and income 

levels. 

► Agricultural Heritage: Preserve and protect prime agricultural lands and their uses within and 

surrounding the community. 

► Safety: Ensure that Woodland remains a safe place to live, protected from natural and manmade 

hazards. 

► Environmental Stewardship: Foster a sustainable community for the next generation and protect and 

improve the quality of the natural environment. 

► Public Services: Provide realistic, supportable and appropriate levels of public service that are 

sustainable and fiscally sound. 

► Health and Recreation: Provide all residents with opportunities to live an active, healthy, and green 

lifestyle. 

► Quality Education: Foster quality educational and enrichment opportunities.  
 

2. 2035 CAP Objectives 

The 2035 CAP is organized into six focus area, each of which includes overarching strategies to achieve 

each objective and implementation actions for each strategy. The 2035 CAP objectives are as follows: 

 

► Energy: 

• Reduce Building Energy Use  

• Increase Renewable Energy Generation 

► Transportation and Land Use: 

• Implement Land Use Policies to Support Reduced Motor Vehicle Use 

• Reduce Vehicle Trip Mileage and Equipment Idling Emissions  

• Replace Gas and Diesel Vehicles with Alternative-Fuel Vehicles 
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► Urban Forest and Open Space: 

• Increase Community Tree Canopy  

• Maintain and Enhance Open Space Environmental Values 

► Water and Solid Waste: 

• Reduce Per Capita Water Demand 

• Achieve 75 percent Landfill Waste Diversion 

• Achieve 90 percent Landfill Methane Capture 

► Public Involvement: 

• Build Community Engagement in CAP Implementation 

• Measure CAP Implementation Progress and Adjust Actions as Needed 

► Municipal Operations: 

• Incorporate Sustainable Practices into All City Operations 

• Reduce Emissions from Municipal Electricity Use by 80 percent or More  

• Reduce Vehicle Fleet and Employee Commute Emissions   

 

III. GENERAL FINDINGS: GENERAL CEQA CONSIDERATIONS 
 

A. CEQA Process 
 

The City released the Draft EIR on July 8, 2016 for a 45-day public review period that extended through 

September 13, 2016. Hearings on the Draft EIR were held before the Planning Commission and City 

Council on August 24, 2016; before the Planning Commission on September 1, 2016; and before the City 

Council on September 13, 2016 and September 20, 2016. 

 

The Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on March 16, 2017, and recommended by 

adoption of Resolution No. PC17-01 that the City Council certify the EIR. The City Council held duly 

noticed public hearings on April 4, April 18, and May 16, 2017 on the EIR and Proposed Project.  
 

B. Intent to Rely on this EIR for Streamlining Purposes 

The EIR describes the environmental consequences of implementation of the goals and policies of the 

2035 General Plan, land use changes consistent with that planned under the 2035 General Plan, and 

implementation of the 2035 CAP. The EIR is designed to inform City of Woodland decision-makers, other 

responsible and trustee agencies, and the general public of the potential environmental consequences of 

approval and implementation of the Proposed Project. The EIR identifies goals, policies, and 

implementation programs that are integrated into the Proposed Project that would reduce or avoid 

potentially significant impacts.  

 

The 2035 General Plan and 2035 CAP EIR is a program EIR, as described under CEQA and the CEQA 

Guidelines, specifically Guidelines Section 15168. A program EIR is one that may be prepared on a series 

of actions that can be characterized as one large project, and that are related: (1) geographically; (2) as 

logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions; (3) in connection with the issuance of rules, regulations, 

plans, or other general criteria to govern the conduct of a continuing program; or (4) as individual activities 

carried out under the same authorizing statutory or regulatory authority and having generally similar 

effects that can be mitigated in similar ways.  

 

The EIR satisfies the criteria set forth above. The Proposed Project governs land use, development, and 

conservation within the entire Woodland Planning Area, thus resulting in a geographic relationship. It 

includes maps, goals, policies, and implementation programs that are logical parts of a chain of 
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contemplated actions governing future land use and allowed development. The policies and programs 

either directly establish, or will govern future plans that will establish, rules, regulations, plans, or other 

general criteria governing implementation of the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project will be carried 

out under the authority and approval of the City of Woodland, although responsible and trustee agencies 

will be involved in certain aspects of permitting. Many of the specific projects and actions carried out 

pursuant to the Proposed Project would have similar environmental impacts, which could be mitigated in 

similar ways. 

 

The City intends to use the EIR to streamline future environmental review and approval of private and 

public projects, as well as implementation actions, such as updates to zoning that are consistent with the 

2035 General Plan. The City will use existing streamlining provided by CEQA, and emerging streamlining 

techniques, as appropriate, in the implementation of the Proposed Project. 

 

The EIR uses detailed, parcel-level land use programming for the basis of analysis, with a focus on vacant 

and underutilized properties that would be appropriate for development between the present and 2035. 

The EIR includes a comprehensive analysis of land use changes anticipated under the 2035 General Plan. 

The EIR includes quantified estimates in certain impact areas, such as transportation, air quality, GHG 

emissions, noise, and other topics, based on assumptions as to the amount, type, and character of land use 

changes under the 2035 General Plan. The policy development process was used to vet potential mitigation 

strategies, which are fully integrated into the Proposed Project. The 2035 General Plan Update process 

was used to investigate policies and programs that will serve as uniformly applied standards and limit the 

scope of analysis for projects consistent with the Proposed Project. 

  

The City intends to streamline environmental review of future projects as much as possible under CEQA. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 provides that additional environmental review is not required for 

projects that are consistent with the development density established by existing general plan policies for 

which an EIR has been certified except if necessary to study any significant environmental effects that are 

particular to the project or site. For this reason, the EIR includes references to 2035 General Plan and 2035 

CAP policies, implementation programs, and reduction strategies, where appropriate, to address 

environmental impacts. Future CEQA documents will reference the policies, programs, and reduction 

strategies to demonstrate less-than-significant impacts and substantiate that later project-level issues are 

not “peculiar to the parcel” if they have been “substantially mitigated” by policies, programs, and 

reduction strategies (uniformly applied development policies) adopted as a part of the Final 2035 General 

Plan and 2035 CAP. 
 

IV. GENERAL FINDINGS: GENERAL PROJECT BENEFITS 

 

The City Council finds that the Proposed Project will result in the following general benefits (in no relative 

order – numbered for convenience only): 

 

A. General Benefits 

 
1. Satisfies the requirements of State law, has been reviewed and is responsive to the requirements of State 

agencies with legal authority, and has been comprehensively analyzed under CEQA and modified to include all 
identified mitigation measures. 

2. Advocates responsible growth while seeking to conserve energy, water, and other resources; reduce 

greenhouse gas emissions; promote infill, compact, and net-zero energy development; and build community 

resiliency to the effects of climate change. 
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3. Provides for strategic growth and change that preserves and enhances existing neighborhoods; prioritizes 

new growth in infill areas through the revitalization of Downtown, key corridors, and employment centers; provides 
for orderly expansion to new growth areas; and maintains Woodland’s unique agricultural and historical heritage.  

4. Focuses on enhancing the quality of life for Woodland residents, workers, and visitors through improved 

connectivity, increased access to amenities, and greater housing and employment choices. 

5. Maintains the voter-approved Urban Limit Line within which urban development will be contained. 
6. Provides for urban development and expansion of associated services to accommodate projected 

population and employment growth.  

7. Manages growth to ensure adequate infrastructure, public services, and amenities that the City can provide 
and maintain and that new growth will not detract from existing neighborhoods and commercial centers.  

8. Promotes infill and adaptive reuse of underutilized and vacant buildings.   

 

B. Quality of Life Benefits 

1. The 2035 General Plan preserves Woodland’s unique small town charm and quality of life by maintaining 
the city’s distinct urban edge and surrounding agricultural open space, promoting the Downtown and historic 

resources, and developing a variety of recreational, community, and cultural facilities. 

2. The General Plan recognizes Woodland’s surrounding agriculture is an important part of the community’s 

heritage, plays a major role in the city’s economy, and endows Woodland with a unique sense of place. 
3. Allows development that strengthens the physical form of the City, enhances livability, incorporates 

sustainable design practices, and continues to enhance Woodland’s unique sense of place.  

4. Promotes Downtown as the civic, cultural, and entertainment center of Woodland by promoting a broad 
mix of uses, including increased dining, retail, and entertainment destinations with an array of urban housing and 

professional office/technology companies. 

5. Preserves, maintains, and celebrates sites and structures that serve as significant, visible reminders of the 
city’s social, architectural and agricultural history through adherence to federal, State, and local programs and 

requirements. 

6. Protects and maintains waterways, wildlife habitats, and other open space. 

 

C. Land Use, Community Design, and Historic Preservation Benefits 

1. The Land Use, Community Design, and Historic Preservation Element directs the location and form of 
future development, shaping where people will live, work, play, and shop in Woodland. 

2. This Element presents the desirable pattern for the ultimate development of the city for the General Plan 

horizon (year 2035) and seeks to ensure that land use planning reflects the community’s evolution and changing 
demographics, while promoting sustainability. 

3. Promotes the development of complete neighborhoods with a physical layout and land use mix that: puts 

residents in close proximity to services and amenities; promotes walking, biking, and transit use; fosters community 

pride; enhances neighborhood identity; ensures public safety; and meets the needs of all ages and abilities (Policy 
2.A.5 of the Land Use, Community Design, and Historic Preservation Element). 

4. Encourages infill development, adaptive reuse, and the restoration of historic buildings in existing 

urbanized areas to enhance community character, promote pedestrian- and bicycle-friendly neighborhoods, increase 
housing diversity, ensure integrity of historic districts, optimize City investment in infrastructure, support increased 

transit use, and enhance economic vitality (Policy 2.A.6 of the Land Use, Community Design, and Historic 

Preservation Element). 
5. Promotes compact development patterns and mixing of land uses to conserve land resources, reduce 

vehicle trips, improve air quality, and facilitate walking, bicycling, and transit use (Policy 2.C.1 of the Land Use, 

Community Design, and Historic Preservation Element). 

6. Encourages and incentivizes buildings to be constructed so that they consume less energy, water, and other 
resources; allow natural ventilation; use daylight effectively; reduce stormwater runoff; and facilitate the use of 

clean energy, whenever possible (Policy 2.C.4 of the Land Use, Community Design, and Historic Preservation 

Element). 
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7. Promotes the design of transition areas between different land uses in order to ensure compatibility, and 

encourage a gradual and compatible shift in scale between different densities and intensities of various uses (Policy 
2.E.3 of the Land Use, Community Design, and Historic Preservation Element). 

8. Recognizes, maintains, and celebrates the unique qualities of Woodland’s traditional residential 

neighborhoods. 

9. Within mixed-use corridors, encourages replacement of older, low-scale, auto-oriented development with 
well-designed, higher-density, new projects that offer pedestrian orientation, more efficient use of land, and 

continued, productive economic value (Policy 2.I.2 of the Land Use, Community Design, and Historic Preservation 

Element). 
10. Encourages renovation, infill, and reuse of existing commercial centers (Policy 2.J.1 of the Land Use, 

Community Design, and Historic Preservation Element). 

11. Provides office, industrial, medical, and public employment centers that encourage a range of diverse 
business and employment opportunities and feature multi-modal commute access. 

12. Promotes the development of compact, complete neighborhoods in Specific Plan Areas that locate services 

and amenities within walking and biking distance of neighborhood residents, reducing the need to travel by car 

(Policy 2.M.1 of the Land Use, Community Design, and Historic Preservation Element). 
13. Requires Specific Plan Areas to incorporate a mix of residential and non-residential development that 

addresses the basic daily needs of residents and employees and a mix of housing types at a range of densities and 

affordability levels that accommodate residents at all stages of life (Policies 2.M.2 and 2.M.3 of the Land Use, 
Community Design, and Historic Preservation Element). 

 

D. Circulation and Mobility Benefits 

1. The Transportation and Circulation Element emphasizes the development of new and modified 

infrastructure that promotes increased transportation choices to serve existing and new development. 
2. This Element promotes an integrated, multi-modal transportation system to reduce air pollution and 

greenhouse gas emissions, reduce the need for costly roadway improvements, and allow residents and business the 

opportunity to operate, recreate, and move through the city efficiently without an automobile, whenever possible. 

3. Promotes “complete streets” that safely and effectively serve the needs of all modes of travel. 
4. Requires new development to demonstrate reductions in per-capita vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and 

peak-period VMT reduction, in particular, to reduce congestion and pollutant emissions (Policy 3.A.4 of the 

Transportation and Circulation Element). 
5. Requires all new development to provide convenient bicycle and pedestrian environments and access 

through building orientation, site layout, traffic management, and connections to transit service and local 

commercial and community facilities (Police 3.A.11 of the Transportation and Circulation Element). 

6. Promotes walking by providing appropriate facilities, programs, and information (Policy 3.E.1 of the 
Transportation and Circulation Element). 

7. Promotes the development of a comprehensive system of recreational and commuter bicycle routes that 

provide safe and convenient connections between the city’s major employment and housing areas; existing and 
planned bikeways; and schools, parks, retail shopping, and residential neighborhoods (Policy 3.F.2 of the 

Transportation and Circulation Element). 

8.  Promotes a transit system that serves as a viable alternative to the automobile for those without access to 
a vehicle and those that choose to live and work in areas where land use density and intensity are supportive of 

transit. 

 

E. Economic Benefits 

1. The Economic Development Element promotes a diversified economic base and seeks to capitalize on 

Woodland’s location and assets—access to Interstate 5 (I-5), Sacramento International Airport, rail service, prime 
farmland, and U.C. Davis—by supporting and assisting business development and mitigating constraints to 

economic investment. 

2. This Element provides sites in a variety of infill and new growth locations to attract hotel, office, industrial, 
and research and development uses, which in turn will provide jobs and help the City achieve fiscal sustainability.  
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3. Seeks partnerships in higher education, seed research, agricultural technology, food production, and other 

locally appropriate sectors.  
4. Supports linkages with Woodland’s strong historical and cultural resources and promotes tourism. 

 

F. Public Facilities and Services Benefits 

1. The Public Facilities and Services Element ensures that police and fire services; parks and recreational 

facilities and programs; schools; water, recycled water, wastewater, drainage/stormwater, solid waste systems; and 

other public facilities meet the needs of the community as the city grows.  
2. Balances the fiscal realities of providing sustainable public services with community desires for high-

quality amenities and facilities to ensure that meeting today’s needs does not compromise the community’s fiscal 

future.  
3. Requires new development to pay for itself, including new facilities and on-going operations.  

4. Provides a comprehensive program of law enforcement services to deter crime, ensure public safety, and 

meet the growing demand for police services associated with increasing population and non-residential 
development. 

5. Provides a comprehensive program of fire protection services to protect residents of and visitors to 

Woodland from injury and loss of life and to protect property from fires. 

6. Establishes and maintains a complete system of public parks and community and recreational facilities 
that provides opportunities for both passive and active recreation and is well suited to the needs of Woodland 

residents, employees, and visitors. 

7. Promotes creation of a recreational greenbelt and expansion of walking and biking paths to enable residents 
to use active transportation options to connect to work, schools, grocery stores, and variety of open spaces.  

8. Underscores the importance of high-quality educational opportunities—including K–12 education, higher 

education, and workforce training.  
9. Supports continued partnership with the Woodland Joint Unified School District, the County Office of 

Education, and Woodland Community College in planning, facility sharing, extracurricular activities and recreation, 

and promoting academic achievement, as well as linkages between Woodland’s growing cluster of agricultural 

technology and research establishments and higher education. 
10. Ensures that potable water capacity (including surface water treatment capacity and aquifer storage and 

recovery well capacity) is available to serve planned urban development within the Planning Area, consistent with 

the General Plan.  
11. Ensures that adequate wastewater collection, treatment, recycling, and disposal facilities are provided in a 

timely fashion to serve existing and future needs. 

12. Maintains the City’s storm drainage system and promotes best management practices to protect from 

flooding, enhance water quality, prevent infrastructure deterioration, and comply with State and federal laws.  
13. Collaborates with affected stakeholders and partners to identify and support programs and new techniques 

of solid waste disposal, such as recycling, composting, waste-to-energy technology, and waste separation, to reduce 

the volume and toxicity of solid wastes that must be sent to landfill facilities (Policy 5.J.3 of the Public Facilities 
and Services Element). 

14. Promotes energy-saving practices and encourage energy efficiency through good urban design and site-

planning practices, as well as through building design, maintenance, and retrofit (Policy 5.K.6 of the Public 
Facilities and Services Element). 

15. Facilitates the upgrading of utility services and support development of the infrastructure necessary for all 

residents to use and benefit from improved and emerging technologies in Woodland, including communication 

technologies (Policy 5.K.7 of the Public Facilities and Services Element). 

 

G. Healthy Community Benefits 

1. The Healthy Community Element promotes health equity in Woodland, including the promotion of equal 

access to health facilities, goods, services, and economic and educational opportunities; helping to ensure overall 

well-being for residents of all ages, abilities, and incomes; and fairly treating all members of the public in the 
process of creating a healthy Woodland. 
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2. This Element supports healthy and active lifestyles for all members of the community by integrating 

opportunities for active transportation and physical activity into daily life in Woodland. 
3. Creates a healthy, balanced, functional, and equitable food system for the entire Woodland community 

by reducing barriers and increasing access to locally-grown fruits and vegetables, and increasing community-wide 

knowledge of healthy food choices and behaviors. 

4. Supports a wide variety of community facilities and programs to serve and meet the needs of the diverse 
Woodland community. 

5. Supports public art as an important amenity to creating a beautiful and vibrant city. 

6. Ensures equal treatment of all community members and equal share in both the benefits and burdens 
associated with the city’s amenities, services, facilities, and land use decisions.  

 

H. Sustainability, Conservation, and Open Space Benefits 

1. The Sustainability, Conservation, and Open Space Element focuses on balanced management of the city’s 

multiple natural (water resources, natural habitats, wildlife, vegetation, agricultural soils, minerals, and air quality) 
and cultural resources. 

2. This Element promotes thoughtful planning and resource management that can help inform community 

discussion about weighing environmental conservation. 

3. Seeks to balance planned growth with conservation and enhancement of the area’s natural resources. 
4. Protects and enhances the natural quantity and qualities of surface water and groundwater resources in the 

Woodland area by supporting local efforts to establish a Groundwater Sustainability Agency and adopt a 

Groundwater Management Plan and by supporting local and regional efforts to protect the Sacramento River, Cache 
Creek, Putah Creek, and Willow Slough watersheds (Policies 7.A.2 and 7.A.3 of the Sustainability, Conservation, 

and Open Space Element).  

5. Requires the use of feasible and practical best management practices and promotes Low Impact 
Development to protect receiving waters from the adverse effects of construction activities and urban and 

agricultural runoff (Policy 7.A.4 of the Sustainability, Conservation, and Open Space Element). 

6. Supports continued participation in the planning process for the countywide Habitat Conservation 

Plan/Natural Community Conservation Plan and implementation the adopted Plan to mitigate the impacts of growth 
projected under the General Plan on plant and wildlife habitats in the Woodland area (Policy 7.B.1 of the 

Sustainability, Conservation, and Open Space Element).  

7. Supports the conservation and preservation of sensitive habitat types (i.e., alkali sink, freshwater wetlands, 
freshwater marsh, riparian forest, drainages, riverine habitat, and lakes) and habitats of Federally- or State-listed 

rare, threatened, endangered, and/or other special status species. 

8. Permanently protects as open space areas of natural resource value, including wetlands preserves, riparian 

corridors, woodlands, and floodplains. Supports the maintenance of open space and natural areas that are 
interconnected and of sufficient size to protect biodiversity, accommodate wildlife movement, and sustain 

ecosystems (Policy 7.B.5 of the Sustainability, Conservation, and Open Space Element). 

9. Supports existing agricultural uses within the ULL until urban development occurs on these properties 
(Policy 7.C.2 of the Sustainability, Conservation, and Open Space Element). 

10. Ensures that urban development within the ULL does not affect the economic viability of adjacent 

agricultural practices located outside the ULL (Policy 7.C.4 of the Sustainability, Conservation, and Open Space 
Element). 

11. Preserves and protects areas and sites of prehistoric, cultural, and archaeological significance. 

12. Requires projects to implement Best Management Practices for reducing air pollutant emissions associated 

with the construction and operation of development projects (Policy 7.F.2 of the Sustainability, Conservation, and 
Open Space Element). 

13. Maintains inventories of community-wide greenhouse gas emissions and greenhouse gas emissions from 

City operations and tracks related solid waste, energy, economic, and environmental data and updates the 
inventories periodically as additional data and methodologies become available (Policy 7.F.7 of the Sustainability, 

Conservation, and Open Space Element). 

 

Page 32



11 

I. Safety Benefits 

1. The Safety Element ensures that appropriate consideration of both natural and human-made hazards and 

risks are factored into land use decision-making (including geologic and seismic hazards, flood hazards, wildland 

fires, hazardous materials, and airport operations). 

2. This Element requires the City to continue to implement floodplain zoning and undertake other actions 
appropriate and/or required to comply with State flood risk management requirements, and to maintain the City’s 

eligibility under the Federal Flood Insurance Program (Policy 8.B.1 of the Safety Element). 

3. Requires evaluation of potential flood hazards prior to approval of development projects (Policy 8.B.2 of 
the Safety Element). 

4. Requires the City make explicit findings that either existing flood management facilities provide an 

adequate level of protection from flooding, the City has conditioned the project to provide an adequate level of 

protection, or the local flood management agency has made adequate progress on the construction of a flood 
protection system that will provide adequate protection before approval of subdivisions, development agreements, 

or permits (Policy 8.B.3 of the Safety Element).  

5. Establishes noise compatibility guidelines but acknowledges that planned development in growth areas 
will be noisy and may exceed those thresholds (Tables 8-5 and 8-6, Policies 8.G.1 and 8.G.2). 

 

J. Housing Benefits 

1. The Housing Element demonstrates the City’s continued success in providing housing affordable to all 

economic segments. 

2. This Element validates the importance of the City’s inclusionary housing requirements. 
3. Encourages the preservation, maintenance and improvement of existing housing and the replacement of 

unsafe or dilapidated housing. 

4. Encourages infill development Downtown and along mixed-use corridors. 
5. The goals, policies, and programs of this element emphasize a mix of diverse housing opportunities (i.e., 

larger lot to small-lot single-family homes, townhomes, apartment buildings and lofts) in a variety of locations to 

meet the needs of all City residents, including those with special housing needs. 

6. Demonstrates that planned land uses will satisfy the County’s regional housing needs allocation in every 
category (Table 1-1 of the Housing Element). 

7. Has been determined by the California Department of Housing and Community Development to be 

compliant with state law. 

 

K. 2035 Climate Action Plan Benefits 

1. Implements the General Plan guiding principles, goals, and policies, as they relate to GHG emissions 

reduction.  

2. Articulates objectives for the City related to local GHG reductions to support the development of strategies 

and actions.  
3. Provides GHG reduction targets for 2020 and 2035 that allow the City to demonstrate consistency with 

the State’s own long-term GHG reduction targets articulated in Assembly Bill (AB) 32 and Senate Bill (SB) 32 

(California Global Warming Solutions Act). 
4. Outlines GHG reduction strategies and actions that are appropriate for Woodland’s specific context, and 

that are consistent with the City’s other environmental, social, and economic objectives.  

5. Establishes a process whereby future plans and projects may evaluate their consistency with the 2035 CAP 
as an alternative to project-specific GHG emissions analysis under CEQA.  

6. Indicates how the City will implement CAP strategies and related actions, track the performance of each 

measure, and evaluate, update, and amend the CAP over time, so the plan remains effective and current.  

7. Ensures compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5, Tiering and Streamlining the Analysis of 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
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V. GENERAL FINDINGS: RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS 

A. Final EIR 

The Final EIR for the Proposed Project includes the following items: 

 

1. The Draft EIR (State Clearinghouse #2013032015) dated September 15, 2016; 

2. Response to Comments on the Draft EIR dated January 23, 2017;  

3. Revisions to the Draft EIR dated January 23, 2017; and 

4. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program dated January 23, 2017, and subsequently 

amended May 16, 2017. 

5. Errata to the EIR, dated May 16, 2017.  

 

B. The Administrative Record 

Public Resources Code section 21167.6(e) sets forth the contents of the administrative record for CEQA 

purposes and these findings. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(e), the location and custodian 

of the documents and other materials which constitute the record of proceedings upon which these 

decisions are based is as follows: 

 

 Woodland Community Development Department 

 300 First Street 

 Woodland, CA 95695 

 (530) 661-5820 

 www.cityofwoodland.org  

 

VI. FINDINGS REQUIRED UNDER CEQA 

Public Resources Code Section 21002 provides that “public agencies should not approve projects as 

proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would 

substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects[.]” It also states that the 

procedures required by CEQA “are intended to assist public agencies in systematically identifying both 

the significant effects of proposed projects and the feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures 

which will avoid or substantially lessen such significant effects.” And it states that “in the event specific 

economic, social, or other conditions make infeasible such project alternatives or such mitigation 

measures, individual projects may be approved in spite of one or more significant effects thereof.” 

 

The mandate and principles of Section 21002 are implemented, in part, through the requirement that 

agencies must adopt findings before approving projects for which EIRs are required. For each significant 

environmental effect identified in an EIR for a proposed project, the approving agency must issue a written 

finding reaching one or more of three permissible conclusions. The first such finding is that changes or 

alterations have been required or incorporated into the project to avoid or substantially lessen the 

significant environmental effect. Inclusion of mitigating General Plan policies and implementation 

programs are among the “changes or alterations” referenced in this finding. Other “changes and 

alterations” are discussed herein. For purposes of these findings, the term “avoid” refers to the 

effectiveness of one or more mitigation measures to reduce an otherwise significant effect to a less than 

significant level. In contrast, the term “substantially lessen” refers to the effectiveness of such measure or 

measures to substantially reduce the severity of a significant effect, but not to reduce that effect to a less-

than-significant level. 
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The second permissible finding is that such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and 

jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency making the finding, and that such changes have 

been adopted by such other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency.  

 

The third potential finding is that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations 

make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the Final EIR (CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15091). “Feasible” means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 

within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, legal, and 

technological factors. The concept of “feasibility” also encompasses the question of whether a particular 

alternative or mitigation measure promotes the underlying goals and objectives of a project. Moreover, 

“feasibility” under CEQA encompasses “desirability” to the extent that desirability is based on a 

reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, legal, and technological factors.  

 

In the process of adopting mitigation, the City Council has made a determination regarding whether the 

mitigation proposed in the EIR is “feasible.” In some cases, modifications may have been made to the 

mitigating policies and implementation programs to update, clarify, streamline, correct, or make other 

revisions. These are discussed herein. 

 

With respect to a project for which significant impacts are not avoided or substantially lessened, a public 

agency, after adopting proper findings, may nevertheless approve the project if the agency first adopts a 

statement of overriding considerations setting forth the specific reasons in support of the finding that the 

project benefits outweigh its unavoidable adverse environmental effects. In the process of considering the 

EIR for certification, the City Council has recognized that impact avoidance is not possible in all instances. 

To the extent that significant adverse environmental impacts will not be reduced to a less-than-significant 

level with mitigating policies and implementation programs, the City Council has found that specific 

economic, social, and other considerations support approval of the Proposed Project. Those findings are 

reflected herein in Section VI.C (Significant Effects and Mitigation Measures) below and in Section VIII 

(Statement of Overriding Considerations). 

 

A. Findings Regarding EIR Errata and EIR Recirculation 

 1. Standard for Recirculation Under CEQA  

 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 requires a lead agency to recirculate an EIR when “significant new 

information” is added to the EIR after the lead agency gives public notice of the availability of the Draft 

EIR but before certification. “Information” may include project changes, changes to the environmental 

setting, or additional data or other information. The Guidelines do not consider new information to be 

significant unless the lead agency changes the EIR in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful 

opportunity to comment on a substantial adverse environmental effect or a feasible way to mitigate the 

impact that the agency or project proponent has declined to implement.  

 

Section 15088.5 states “significant new information” requiring recirculation may include:  

 

(1) A new significant environmental impact that had not previously been disclosed in the Draft 

EIR would result from the project or from a new mitigation measure;  
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(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact that had already been 

identified unless mitigation measures would be adopted to reduce the impact to a level of 

insignificance;  

 

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure would considerably lessen the significant 

environmental impacts of the project, but the proponents will not adopt it; or  

 

(4) The Draft EIR was so inadequate and conclusory that meaningful public review and comment 

were precluded.  

 

Recirculation is not required if new information added to the EIR just clarifies or makes minor 

modifications to an otherwise adequate EIR.  

 

2. Changes to the Proposed Project 

 

Since the City released the Draft EIR, and as a result of public input and meetings, the City made various 

policy and program changes to both the Draft General Plan and Draft Climate Action Plan, including 

policy and implementation program changes. These various changes are shown in Attachment B to the 

respective City Council resolutions approving the 2035 General Plan and 2035 Climate Action Plan. The 

City made numerous non-substantive text changes to the Proposed Project to clarify terms, correct 

grammatical errors, correct figures, and place headers and other identifying information in the correct 

places. These changes did not substantively change the text of either the General Plan or Climate Action 

Plan. Rather, the changes corrected errors and provided additional clarity.  

 

The purpose of most of the substantive changes was to clarify policies and programs, many of which are 

enhancements to existing policies, and to ensure additional environmental protection. For example, the 

City modified Policy 8.F.2 to require the City to participate in the next update of the Yolo County 

Operational Area Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan in an effort to address topics related to 

climate change vulnerability, as required by SB 379. As another example, the City modified Policy 6.B.9 

to require an evaluation and enhancement of street lighting along bicycle and pedestrian routes to 

encourage walking and biking as needed. The City also amended the Proposed Project to add new, or 

amend existing, policies as directed by the EIR mitigation measures. Changes that incorporate mitigation 

measures from the EIR do not constitute new information as the changes ensured conformity with the 

EIR. Additionally, the new or amended policies support goals already in the 2035 General Plan and/or 

2035 CAP. 
 

The City Council also made an important decision regarding its growth strategy. The Draft 2035 General 

Plan and the EIR for the Proposed Project both examined two “equal weight” alternatives, the South 

Alternative and the East Alternative. While each alternative contemplated the same amount of overall 

growth city-wide, each alternative contemplated much of the growth in a particular part of the city (either 

primarily, but not exclusively, to the south or primarily, but not exclusively, to the east). Rather than select 

either alternative, the City chose to, instead, adopt an alternative growth strategy that is now the 2035 

General Plan. That growth strategy recognizes that the General Plan goals and policies prioritize future 

residential growth through infill along key corridors and downtown as well as prioritizes Spring Lake 

buildout. Instead of selecting a particular part of the City in which to focus growth, potentially to the 

exclusion of another area(s), the City Council chooses instead to have inherent physical, financial, and 

market constraints direct and meter growth in these areas. The maximum number of new housing units 

(maximum of 7,000 dwelling units), population, and square footage of non-residential space (maximum 

of 17,386,000 square feet) has not changed. Various growth phasing considerations have been imbedded 
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as policy considerations. Thus, the Proposed Project provides the City with greater flexibility to consider 

development opportunities that will provide the most benefit to the community. All decisions regarding 

future development in new growth areas will rely on a thorough assessment of the specific project proposal 

and its consistency with the 2035 General Plan goals and policies as well as the 2035 Climate Action Plan 

and EIR for the Proposed Project.  

 

Due to the City Council’s decision to not select either the South or the East Alternative, and to instead 

have a modified growth strategy, the City modified the 2035 General Plan text and a few of the 2035 

General Plan policies. The 2035 General Plan does not have any references to the two alternatives as the 

public review draft previously did. Instead, the Specific Plan Areas are described as specific areas and not 

within the context of being permitted to develop pursuant to one of the two alternatives. For example, 

page LU 2-61 removed all references to the different alternatives and instead describes the three different 

Specific Plan Areas. These changes are text changes only and do not create an environmental impact or 

worsen a previously identified environmental effect.  

 

The City substantively modified certain policies to be consistent with its modified growth strategy. The 

City modified Policy 2.B.1 to provide protections for completion of infrastructure and amenities in 

existing specific plan areas while they are developing. This modified policy ensures that the appropriate 

infrastructure analysis is conducted as a specific plan is developing and strengthens the policy to ensure 

overall environmental protection rather than creating a new, or exacerbating an existing, environmental 

effect. Additionally, the City modified Policy 2.B.2 to prohibit the processing of any specific plan until 

the designs for projects to provide necessary 200-year flood protection have been approved and the 

funding for construction secured. The City Council also modified the policy to require that the City 

Council approve any sale of the City-owned 900 acres that is a part of SP-2 by a four-fifths vote. This 

amended policy is to ensure adequate flood protection is consistent with state law related to flood 

protection. The City made similar changes to Policy 2.L.5 concerning Specific Plan-2 while also 

encouraging sustainable development with the goal of achieving zero net energy at the building and 

neighborhood level within SP-2. The City also modified Policy 2.L.1 to clarify that plans to develop new 

specific plan areas will be independently analyzed for consistency with the 2035 General Plan and to 

consider site-specific constraints.  

 

The City Council also changed 2035 General Plan Policy 2.A.3 related to agricultural mitigation. The 

policy now provides that in addition to requiring one acre of agricultural land to be permanently conserved 

for every acre converted to urban use, the farmland being conserved must be of the same Farmland 

Mapping and Monitoring Program type as the farmland that is being converted, or of a type of higher 

quality, and the conserved farmland should be located outside of, but as close to the Woodland Urban 

Limit Line as possible. It also provides that for projects proposing to convert agricultural land to an urban 

use, a soils analysis will be required to determine the farmland classification for purposes of determining 

the appropriate mitigation as a part of the environmental review conducted for the project. This change 

ensures that agricultural land will be conserved on a like for like basis and that the soil quality will be 

analyzed at the time a project is proposed for development to ensure that the most accurate analysis is 

being conducted for the project. This change strengthens the policy and ensures additional environmental 

protection rather than creating a new, or exacerbating an existing, environmental effect. 

 

During the May 16, 2017 City Council meeting, the City Council approved of three additional clarifying 

changes to the 2035 General Plan. The first change clarifies that the Neighborhood Commercial (NC) 

residential requirement is unlimited above the ground floor rather than stating that a revised density for 

this area is not applicable. This change permits residential uses above commercial development, which is 

consistent with the City’s current practice and does not exacerbate any existing, or create any new, 
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environmental impacts. The second change clarifies that the Commercial Mixed Use District described on 

page LU 2-45 of the General Plan is “commercial service” rather than “commercial.” This is a minor text 

change that does not substantively change the text of the General Plan and does not exacerbate an existing 

or create a new environmental impact. The third change clarifies that the development standard for 

Neighborhood Commercial (NC) is consistent with changes made on page LU 2-58, Policy 2.J.4 that the 

maximum square foot floorplate for any single user is 60,000 square feet rather than 25,000 square feet. 

This change is clerical in nature and does not create a new, or exacerbate an existing, environmental 

impact. 

 

Given the clarifications to the Proposed Project and the lack of significant changes to the Proposed Project, 

the environmental impacts from the Proposed Project did not change. While the City now has a modified 

growth strategy rather than a preferred location to concentrate its growth, the maximum allowable General 

Plan buildout did not change. Thus, the analysis of significant environmental effects remained the same, 

and no changes to the EIR were warranted as a result of changes to the Proposed Project. The City Council 

has as Attachment B to its Resolution Adopting the 2035 General Plan and Attachment B to its Resolution 

Adopting the 2035 Climate Action Plan all of the changes made to the respective documents. Rather than 

setting out each of the numerous changes made to the 2035 General Plan and 2035 Climate Action Plan, 

the City Council hereby incorporates by reference Attachment B to the City Council’s Resolution 

Adopting the 2035 General Plan and Attachment B to the City Council’s Resolution Adopting the 2035 

Climate Action Plan. The City Council is anticipated to adopt the documents, as amended, subsequent to 

certifying the EIR.  

 

Finding: None of the changes to the Proposed Project necessitated a change to the EIR. The changes did 

not create a new significant effect or worsen a previously identified one. The changes do not propose 

additional new residential units, square footage, or population to be permitted over what the EIR 

previously analyzed and disclosed. Neither do the changes propose or contemplate growth in a location 

that the EIR did not analyze. The public has not been deprived of a meaningful opportunity to comment 

on any new or different environmental impacts and had multiple opportunities to provide input. The 

numerous changes to the Proposed Project do not require any changes to the EIR; thus, recirculation is 

not necessary as the changes do not constitute significant new information under CEQA. 

 

3. Changes to the EIR and Errata to FEIR  

 

The City also made numerous changes to the Draft EIR since its release, which are described in Chapter 

3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR,” of the Final EIR, dated January 23, 2017. Most of the changes to the 

DEIR clarified text and did not substantively change the EIR. Since the City released the Final EIR, the 

City made four minor changes to mitigation measures and also amended the Mitigation Monitoring and 

Reporting Program to take into account these four changes as well as to include Table 2-1 of the Final 

EIR in it. That errata is included as Attachment A to the City Council’s Resolution Certifying the EIR 

for the Proposed Project. The amendments to the four mitigation measures are set forth as follows (new 

text shown in italics, deleted text shown in strikethrough): 

 

 Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 – The 2035 General Plan should be amended to include the 

following modified policy:  
Policy 2.A.3 Agricultural Mitigation. For impacts to agriculture within the ULL, require one 

acre to be permanently conserved for every acre converted to urban development (1:1 ratio). The 

farmland being conserved must be of the same Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program type 

(Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Local 

Importance) as the farmland that is being converted, or of a type of higher quality, and the 
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conserved farmland should be located as close to the Woodland Urban Limit Line as possible. For 

projects proposing to convert agricultural land to urban use, require soils analysis to determine 

farmland classification for purposes of determining appropriate mitigation as part of 

environmental review conducted for the project. 

 

Finding: The City Council finds that this modified Mitigation Measure ensures that farmland being 

conserved will be of the same quality as the farmland proposed for conversion, and ensures that 

lesser quality farmland will not be conserved when higher quality farmland will be converted. The 

revised Mitigation Measure also requires projects that propose to convert agricultural land to have 

a specific soils analysis prepared to determine the farmland classification, which will ensure that 

the most accurate analysis is used in determining the environmental impact of the proposed project. 

This modified Mitigation Measure will not create a new, or worsen an existing, environmental 

impact.  

  

 Mitigation Measure 4.2-3 – The 2035 General Plan should be amended to include the 

following new policy:  

Policy 7.C.5 Agricultural Buffer. Require new development that occurs at the edge of the ULL 

to be set back a minimum of 300 150 feet from adjacent agricultural land where possible. 

Equivalent means of providing agricultural buffers may be considered by the Planning 

Commission on a case by case basis for parcels where development potential would be precluded 

or severely limited as a result of the required buffer size. The buffer shall be landscaped/vegetated 

and may include public right of way.  

  

Finding: This modified Mitigation Measure ensures that a buffer will be in place between new 

development at the edge of the Urban Limit Line but also continues to provide the City and 

landowner with flexibility of having an alternative to a buffer if development potential would be 

precluded or severely limited as a result of the required buffer size. The City Council changed this 

Mitigation Measure in part to be consistent with neighboring jurisdictions’ policies and in part 

because it recognizes the need for flexibility in addressing required buffers on private property. 

This modified Mitigation Measure will not create a new, or worsen an existing, environmental 

impact.  

 

 Mitigation Measure 4.13-1a – The Draft General Plan should be amended to include the 

following modification of the Circulation Diagram in the East Alternative.  
East Alternative Circulation Diagram: Include E. Gum Avenue from Bourn Drive to Pioneer 

Avenue as a 2-lane minor arterial. 

 

Finding: The modified Mitigation Measure removes the reference to the East Alternative as the 

City Council chose to pursue a modified growth strategy and is not selecting one direction to grow 

in over another. This change would not create a new, or exacerbate an existing, environmental 

impact.  

 

 Mitigation Measure 4.13-3b – The 2035 General Plan should be amended to include the 

following modification of the circulation diagram.   

East Alternative Circulation Diagram: Include County Road 102 from E. Gibson Road to 

Farmers Central Road as a 4-lane principal arterial.  

 

Finding: Similar to modified Mitigation Measure 4.13-1a, the modified Mitigation Measure 

removes the reference to the East Alternative as the City Council chose to pursue a modified 
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growth strategy and is not selecting one direction to grow in over another. This change would not 

create a new, or exacerbate an existing, environmental impact.  

 

Due to the City’s decision to have a revised growth strategy, the City made a minor change to Impact 

4.13-1 to remove the comparative reference to the East Alternative and South Alternative. Similar to the 

discussion above, this change comports with the City Council’s decision to pursue a modified growth 

strategy rather than growing primarily to the south or to the east and removes the reference to the two 

alternatives. The change reads as follows:  

 

IMPACT 4.13-1  Conflict with an Applicable Plan, Ordinance or Policy Establishing 

Measures of Effectiveness for the Performance of the Circulation System by Resulting in 

Unacceptable Levels of Service on City of Woodland Roadways. Implementation of the Proposed 

Project could cause unacceptable LOS conditions on some roadway segments. The impact is 

considered significant for the East Alternative and less than significant for the South Alternative. 

 

Finding: Similar to modified Mitigation Measure 4.13-1a and 4.13-3b, this impact had a finding 

regarding both the East Alternative and the South Alternative. The removal of the language 

recognizes the City Council’s preferred modified growth strategy but does not add a new impact 

that had not previously been analyzed or worsen an existing impact. This language change does 

not constitute significant new information.  

 

Finding: The Woodland City Council finds that the changes identified in the proposed revisions to both 

the Proposed Project and the EIR do not identify any new impacts or identify any substantial increase in 

the severity of an environmental impact that would not be reduced to a less than significant level through 

mitigation; nor would the revised mitigation measures result in new significant environmental impacts. 

Rather, Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 provides more specificity concerning the process to use when 

agricultural land is being converted to urban development. It would result in an additional environmental 

impact or change in severity an existing impact. Mitigation Measure 4.2-3 changes the agricultural buffer 

from 300 feet to 150 feet and continues to provide an alternative if the buffer is impractical or otherwise 

not possible. The amended mitigation measure would not cause a new significant environmental impact 

to result from the amended measure and would cause an increase in the severity of an environmental 

impact. Amended Mitigation Measures 4.13-1a and 4.13-3b both referred to the East Alternative 

Circulation Diagram. Given the City Council’s growth strategy direction and its decision to not choose 

between the East Alternative and the South Alternative, these two Mitigation Measures have been 

amended to refer to the Circulation Diagram for the 2035 General Plan, rather than the East Alternative. 

Impact 4.13-1 referred to both the East and South Alternatives, distinctions that are no longer applicable 

in the 2035 General Plan. These changes conform to the City Council’s chosen growth strategy and would 

not result in a significant impact on the environment or increase in intensity any environmental effects. 

All of the mitigation measures that have been amended since release of the FEIR help clarify and 

strengthen the effectiveness of the mitigation measures to help further reduce or avoid an impact.  

 

Because no new unmitigated environmental effects have been identified or created by the revised 

mitigation, and because no new significant information has been added to either the Proposed Project or 

the EIR, the EIR has not been changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to 

comment upon a substantial adverse environmental impact of the Proposed Project. The revisions to the 

EIR are improvements to the environmental analysis. No impacts identified in the EIR would be 

substantially increased as a result of changes to the Proposed Project or the EIR. There are no new feasible 

alternatives or mitigation measures that are considerably different from those considered in the EIR that 
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the City Council has declined to adopt. Therefore, recirculation of the EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15088.5 is not required.  

 

B. Findings Regarding Specific Environmental Impacts 

The Draft EIR identified a number of less than significant impacts associated with the Proposed Project 

that do not require mitigation. The Draft EIR also identified a number of significant and potentially 

significant environmental effects (or impacts) that may be caused in whole or in part by the Proposed 

Project. Some of these significant effects can be fully avoided or substantially lessened through the 

adoption of feasible mitigation measures. Other effects cannot be, and thus may be significant and 

unavoidable. For reasons set forth in Section VIII (Statement of Overriding Considerations), however, the 

City Council has determined that overriding economic, social, and other considerations outweigh the 

significant, unavoidable effects of the Proposed Project.  

 

The City Council’s findings with respect to the Proposed Project’s significant effects and mitigation 

measures are set forth in the Final EIR and these Findings of Fact. The Summary of Findings does not 

attempt to describe the full analysis of each environmental impact contained in the Final EIR. Please refer 

to the Draft EIR, the Final EIR, the Final 2035 General Plan, and the Final 2035 CAP for more detail. 

Each of these documents is incorporated into these findings in their entirety. Without limitation, this 

incorporation is intended to elaborate on the scope and nature of mitigating policies and implementation 

programs, the basis for determining the significance of impacts, the comparative analysis of alternatives, 

and the reasons for approving the 2035 General Plan in spite of the potential for associated significant and 

unavoidable adverse impacts. 

 

The Summary of Findings provides a summary description of each potentially significant and significant 

impact, describes the applicable mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR and adopted by the City 

Council, and states the findings of the City Council regarding the significance of each impact after 

imposition of the adopted mitigation measures. A full explanation of these environmental findings and 

conclusions can be found in the Final EIR and associated record (described herein), both of which are 

incorporated by reference. The City Council hereby ratifies, adopts, and incorporates the analysis and 

explanation in the record into these findings, and ratifies, adopts, and incorporates in these findings the 

determinations and conclusions of the Final EIR relating to environmental impacts and mitigation 

measures, except to the extent any such determinations and conclusions are specifically and expressly 

modified by these findings. 

 

The following general findings are made by the City Council: 

 

► For all impacts identified as less-than-significant in the EIR, the less-than-significant impact 

determination is hereby confirmed by the City Council based on the evidence and analysis provided 

in the record. 

 

► For all adopted mitigation measures, the City Council hereby directs that the stated mitigation measure 

(or its equivalent) shall be incorporated into the 2035 General Plan and 2035 CAP. The City Council 

finds that each such measure is appropriate and feasible and will lessen the impact to some degree.  

 

Some of the measures identified in these Findings may also be within the jurisdiction and control of other 

agencies. To the extent any of the mitigation measures are within the jurisdiction of other agencies, the 

City Council finds those agencies can and should implement those measures within their jurisdiction and 

control (CEQA Guidelines Section 15091[a][2]). 
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1. Findings Regarding Less than Significant Impacts (No Mitigation Required) 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 does not require specific findings to address environmental effects that 

an EIR identifies as “no impact” or a “less than significant” impact. Nevertheless, the City Council hereby 

finds that the Proposed Project would have either no impact or a less than significant impact with respect 

to a number of environmental topics, as summarized below. Please refer to the Draft EIR, the Final EIR, 

the Final 2035 General Plan, and the Final 2035 CAP for more detail. 

 

Aesthetics and Visual Resources 

 

Impact 4.1-1: Substantial Adverse Effect on a Scenic Vista.  

 

Finding: The impact is considered less than significant (FEIR, p. 4.1-22).  

 

Explanation: Policies in the Proposed Project ensure that impacts on scenic views are minimized. Goal 

7.C establishes that the City is responsible for promoting the preservation of agricultural land surrounding 

the ULL. Policies 2.A.1, 7.B.6, and 7.C.3 reinforce the Urban Limit Line and require the City to work 

with Yolo County and the City of Davis on an open space buffer and protection of agricultural land around 

Woodland. Policy 3.A.7 requires the City to promote the use of grid and modified grid street patterns in 

new neighborhoods, which helps protect views of surrounding agricultural and open space land along 

transportation corridors. 2035 CAP actions protect open spaces, which provide scenic views, by focusing 

installation of renewable energy systems on developed land and structures. Implementation of the 

Proposed Project would change views of farmland from individual parcels, but it would not have a 

substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista (FEIR, p. 4.1-22). 

 

Impact 4.1-2: Substantially Damage Scenic Resources, Including, but not Limited to, Trees, Rock 

Outcroppings, and Historic Buildings within a State Scenic Highway.  

 

Finding: The impact is less than significant (FEIR, p. 4.1-24). 

 

Explanation: There is no state scenic highway within or in close proximity to the Planning Area. In 

addition, policies and implementation programs in the Proposed Project require that the City’s tree canopy 

is managed and improved and that historic buildings are preserved. There are no rock outcroppings in the 

Planning Area (FEIR, p. 4.1-24). 

 

Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

 

Impact 4.2-2: Conflict with Existing Zoning for Agricultural Use, or a Williamson Act Contract.  

 

Finding: The impact is considered less than significant (FEIR, p. 4.2-37). 

 

Explanation: There are parcels currently zoned for agricultural use in the Planning Area; however, the 

2002 General Plan specifies that the City may allow development on land zoned Agriculture when it is 

needed for urban development. There are properties adjacent to new growth areas under Williamson Act 

contracts, but policies in the 2035 General Plan reduce potential impacts on these properties (FEIR, p. 4.2-

37). 
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Air Quality 
 

Impact 4.3-4: Objectionable Odors Affecting a Substantial Number of People.  

 

Finding: The impact is less than significant (FEIR, p. 4.3-48). 

 

Explanation: The WPCF headwork facility and pond system are also both odor sources within the City. 

The headworks area includes an influent pump station, screens, and grit removal, all of which are open to 

atmosphere and not equipped with any odor controls and odor scrubbers for the headwork area. Although 

there have been odor abatement options identified in odor studies for the WPCF, the WPCF would incur 

substantial construction and operations and maintenance costs, and/or diminished operational flexibility 

in order to avoid future odor impacts. With implementation of proposed policies, the Proposed Project 

would not result in substantial odor exposure. Policy 7.F.6 requires odors associated with the wastewater 

treatment plant to be mitigated to acceptable levels in conjunction with planning and development for any 

land within an odor buffer. The odor buffer zone was developed through an evaluation of odor emissions 

associated with the WPCF and consideration of wind speeds and wind direction in the area surrounding 

this facility. Through this study of odor emissions, a buffer was developed, outside of which there would 

not be substantial odor emissions. The Proposed Project includes policies that would avoid exposure of a 

substantial number of people to objectionable odors (FEIR, p. 4.3-48). 

 

Biological Resources 

 

Impact 4.4-5: Interference with Wildlife Movement Corridors and Nursery Sites.  

 

Finding: The impact is less than significant (FEIR, p. 4.4-51). 

 

Explanation: The Proposed Project plans for development within the Pacific flyway, a major bird 

migration route. However, buildout of the Proposed Project would not create a barrier to movement of 

migratory species or alter the character of existing habitat available to migrating birds such that it would 

no longer function as a migratory corridor (FEIR, p. 4.4-51). 

 

Impact 4.4-6: Conflict with Local Ordinances Protecting Biological Resources.  

 

Finding: The impact is less than significant (FEIR, p. 4.4-55). 

 

Explanation: The 2035 General Plan policies and compliance with City ordinance would reduce potential 

impacts on protected trees (FEIR, p. 4.4-55). 

 

Impact 4.4-8: Substantial Reduction in the Habitat of a Fish or Wildlife Species, Cause a Fish or Wildlife 

Population to Drop Below Self-Sustaining Levels, Eliminate a Plant or Animal Community, or 

Substantially Reduce the Number or Restrict the Range of an Endangered, Rare, or Threatened Species.  

 

Finding: The impact is less than significant (FEIR, p. 4.4-59).  

 

Explanation: Implementing the Proposed Project would not substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or 

wildlife species, eliminate a plant or animal community, or substantially reduce the number or restrict the 

range of any endangered, rare, or threatened species because the majority of known occurrences of special-

status species and their habitat would be preserved (FEIR, p. 4.4-59). 
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Impact 4.5-3: Develop Land Uses or Development Patterns that Cause Wasteful, Inefficient, or 

Unnecessary Consumption of Energy.  

 

Finding: The impact is less than significant (FEIR, p. 4.5-62). 

 

Explanation: With implementation of policies in the 2035 General Plan and reduction strategies in the 

2035 CAP, combined with current laws, regulations, and policies, the impact related to the use of energy 

would be reduced.  

 

The environmental effects associated with the use of energy in the transportation sector, as well as for 

building energy use and construction, are evaluated in this section, as well as Section 4.3 of the EIR, “Air 

Quality” and Section 4.11 of the EIR, “Noise and Vibration.” Section 4.13 of the EIR, “Transportation 

and Circulation,” summarizes the traffic analysis prepared to support the EIR.  

 

During construction and following buildout of the Proposed Project, energy would be consumed in the 

forms of fossil fuels and electricity. A large body of existing regulations would have the effect of reducing 

energy demand and would, then, also reduce potential adverse environmental effects associated with 

energy demand. The Proposed Project also includes many policies that promote additional energy 

conservation and savings and that would reduce peak demand and associated environmental effects (FEIR, 

p. 4.5-62). 

 

Impact 4.5-4: Require or Result in the Construction of New or Expanded Energy Production or 

Transmission Facilities, the Construction of which Could Cause Significant Environmental Effects. 

 

Finding: The impact is less than significant (FEIR, p. 4.5-65). 

 

Explanation: Implementation of the Proposed Project would increases energy demand and would result 

in the need to extend services and infrastructure to new users in the Planning Area. Policies and 

implementation programs in the Proposed Project, as well as existing regulations would reduce potential 

impacts. Construction of facilities would occur within the assumed development footprint of the Proposed 

Project, and impacts are considered throughout the EIR. There are no additional significant effects that 

are not already addressed (FEIR, p. 4.5-65). 

 

Geology, Soils, Minerals Resources, and Paleontological Resources 

 

Impact 4.7-1: Seismic Hazards Related to Surface Fault Rupture, Strong Seismic Ground Shaking, and 

Liquefaction.  

 

Finding: The impact is less than significant (FEIR, p. 4.7-27). 

 

Explanation: Development and land use change consistent with the Proposed Project could subject people 

and structures to hazards associated with strong seismic ground shaking and liquefaction. Implementation 

of the policies in the 2035 General Plan, and compliance with relevant laws and ordinances, would reduce 

the potential for loss or damage from seismic hazards (FEIR, p. 4.7-27).  

 

Impact 4.7-2: Impacts Related to Soil Erosion.  

 

Finding: The impact is less than significant (FEIR, p. 4.7-29). 
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Explanation: Land use change under the Proposed Project would result in substantial grading, excavation, 

and movement of earth associated with site preparation activities. These activities would increase soil 

erosion, especially from wind and water, and the potential for siltation of local drainages. Implementation 

of the policies in the Proposed Project, combined with relevant laws and ordinances, would reduce the 

potential for soil erosion (FEIR, p. 4.7-29).  

 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

 

Impact 4.8-1: Create a Significant Hazard to the Public or the Environment through the Routine 

Transport, Use, or Disposal of Hazardous Materials.  

 

Finding: The impact is less than significant (FEIR, p. 4.8-31). 

 

Explanation: Implementation of the Proposed Project could create a significant hazard to the public or 

the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. However, existing 

regulations and proposed policies in the Proposed Project would address this potential risk and the impact 

is considered less than significant (FEIR, p. 4.8-31). 

 

Impact 4.8-2: Create a Significant Hazard to the Public or the Environment through Reasonably 

Foreseeable Upset and Accident Conditions Involving the Release of Hazardous Materials into the 

Environment.  

 

Finding: The impact is less than significant (FEIR, pp. 4.8-33 and 4.8-34). 

 

Explanation: Implementation of the Proposed Project plans for a wide variety of uses, including 

commercial and industrial uses that could result in upset and accident conditions involving the release of 

hazardous materials into the environment. Individual projects under the Proposed Project for which there 

are potential significant impacts related to hazards would require a project-level environmental review at 

the time they are proposed. With existing regulations and Proposed Project goals and policies, the impact 

is considered less than significant (FEIR, pp. 4.8-33 and 4.8-34). 

 

Impact 4.8-3: Emit Hazardous Emissions or Handle Hazardous or Acutely Hazardous Materials, 

Substances, or Waste within One-Quarter Mile of an Existing or Proposed School.  

 

Finding: The impact is less than significant (FEIR, p. 4.8-38). 

 

Explanation: Projects that could potentially occur under the Proposed Project could emit hazardous 

emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter 

mile of an existing or proposed school. However, existing regulations provide standards for uses involving 

the handling or emissions of hazardous materials within a quarter mile of schools (FEIR, p. 4.8-38).  

 

Impact 4.8-4: Be Located on a Site Which Is Included on a List of Hazardous Materials Sites Compiled 

Pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a Result, Would Create a Significant Hazard to 

the Public or the Environment.  

 

Finding: The impact is less than significant (FEIR, p. 4.8-40). 

 

Explanation: Implementation of the Proposed Project could involve changes to sites included on a list of 

hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code 64964.5. However, with existing 
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regulations and Proposed Project goals and policies, the impact is considered less than significant (FEIR, 

p. 4.8-40). 

 

Impact 4.8-5: For a Project Located within and Airport Land Use Plan or, where such a Plan has Not 

Been Adopted, within Two Miles of a Public Airport or Public Use Airport, Would the Project Result in 

a Safety Hazard For People Residing or Working within an Airport Land Use Plan Area.  

 

Finding: The impact is less than significant (FEIR, p. 4.8-41). 

 

Explanation: A portion of the Planning Area is in the SMF Airport Influence Area. The 2035 General 

Plan includes policies to avoid any adverse impact (FEIR, p. 4.8-41). 

 

Impact 4.8-6: Impair Implementation of or Physically Interfere with an Adopted Emergency Response 

Plan or Emergency Evacuation Plan.  

 

Finding: The impact is less than significant (FEIR, p. 4.8-43). 

 

Explanation: Proposed Project policies support the mitigation of and preparation for emergencies (FEIR, 

p. 4.8-43).  

 

Impact 4.8-7: Expose People or Structures to a Significant Risk of Loss, Injury or Death Involving 

Wildland Fires, Including Where Wildlands are Adjacent to Urbanized Areas or Where Residences are 

Intermixed with Wildlands. Most of the Planning Area is non-wildland/non-urban area that is not at risk 

for wildland fires.  

 

Finding: The impact is less than significant (FEIR, p. 4.8-46). 

 

Explanation: Implementation of the Proposed Project would result in new development in SP-1A, which 

is adjacent to a Moderate Fire Hazard Severity Zone. However, existing regulations related to fire flow, 

access, and clearances around structures would ensure a less than significant impact (FEIR, p. 4.8-46). 

 

Hydrology, Flooding, and Water Quality 
 

Impact 4.9-4: Interference with Groundwater Recharge or Substantial Depletion of Groundwater 

Supplies.  

 

Finding: The impact is less than significant (FEIR, p. 4.9-50). 

 

Explanation: Land use changes under the Proposed Project would result in additional impervious 

surfaces, which could reduce the amount of groundwater recharge and in turn, affect the yield of 

hydrologically connected wells. However, a substantial reduction in groundwater recharge is not 

anticipated. An increase in water demands and associated depletion of groundwater supplies could also 

result from the land use changes under the Proposed Project; however, access to new surface water 

supplies and opportunities for conjunctive use through aquifer storage and recovery would result in a 

reduced reliance on groundwater supplies. With compliance with existing regulations and implementation 

of Proposed Project policies, this impact is considered less than significant (FEIR, p. 4.9-50). 

 

Impact 4.9-5: Place Housing Within a 100-Year Flood Hazard Area As Mapped on a Federal Flood 

Hazard Boundary Or Flood Insurance Rate Map or Other Flood Hazard Delineation Map.  
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Finding: The impact is less than significant (FEIR, p. 4.9-58). 

 

Explanation: Implementation of the Proposed Project would place housing in new growth areas within a 

current 100-year flood hazard area only if a funded, comprehensive flood solution is secured. Additional 

policies in the Proposed Project limit the flooding risks of infill development (FEIR, p. 4.9-58). 

 

Impact 4.9-6: Place Within a 200-year Flood Hazard Areas Structures Which Would Impede or Redirect 

Flood Flows.  

 

Finding: The impact is less than significant (FEIR, p. 4.9-60). 

 

Explanation: Implementation of the Proposed Project would place structures within a 200-year flood 

hazard area; however, policies in the Proposed Project prohibit diversion of flood flows onto adjacent 

properties (FEIR, p. 4.9-60). 

 

Land Use Planning, Population, and Housing 
 

Impact 4.10-1: Physically Divide an Established Community.  

 

Finding: The impact is less than significant (FEIR, p. 4.10-24). 

 

Explanation: Goal 2.E establishes that the City must foster patterns and scales of development that 

encourage neighborhood interaction, which will reduce the potential for isolation and division of 

communities. Policy 2.A.8 requires the City to transform corridors to connect neighborhoods, and Policy 

3.A.10 requires the City to eliminate barriers and gaps in the existing transportation network to improve 

multi-modal connectivity. Policies 2.I.6 and 3.I.5 require the City to pursue the option of relocating the 

railroads in the City to locations outside of existing neighborhoods. Policy 3.A.8 discourages the 

construction of six-lane roads, which due to their width have the potential to divide communities. Policy 

3.I.1 requires the City to work with Yolo County on developing truck routes for areas adjacent to the City, 

rather than through the City, which would otherwise have a greater potential to impact existing 

communities. The Proposed Project does not include new investment in infrastructure or development that 

would physically divide existing communities. In addition, the 2035 General Plan includes policies that 

reduce the potential for impact, by requiring the City to use corridors to connect neighborhoods, 

discourage wide highways, and locate truck routes outside of the city. Implementation of the Proposed 

Project would not physically divide an established community (FEIR, p. 4.10-24). 

 

Impact 4.10-2: Conflict with Any Applicable Land Use Plan, Policy, or Regulation of an Agency with 

Jurisdiction over the Project (Including, but not Limited to the General Plan, Specific Plan, Local Coastal 

Program, or Zoning Ordinance). 

 

Finding: The impact is less than significant (FEIR, p. 4.10-26). 

 

Explanation: The 2035 General Plan proposes land use designations of unincorporated county land that 

differ from the land use designations in the Yolo County 2030 General Plan. Until the unincorporated land 

in the Planning Area is annexed, the County’s general plan and land use regulations apply (FEIR, p. 4.10-

26). 
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Impact 4.10-4: Displace substantial numbers of people or existing housing, necessitating the construction 

of replacement housing elsewhere.  

 

Finding: The impact is less than significant (FEIR, p. 4.10-32). 

 

Explanation: Policy 9.A.3 promotes the provision of adequate housing for all persons in the City by 

ensuring there is sufficient land for residential development and that it is zoned for a variety of housing 

types. Policies 9.B.1 and 9.D.2 promote infill development and the repair, rehabilitation, and retention of 

existing housing in the city thereby conserving existing housing stock and minimizing the displacement 

of existing people.  

 

Compliance with the Proposed Project policies would ensure that new development pursuant to the 

Proposed Project would not displace substantial numbers of people. Implementation of the Proposed 

Project would result in the construction of 7,000 residential dwelling units on the project site. Although 

the Proposed Project is not expected to result in substantial displacement, if there is unanticipated 

displacement, construction of 7,000 residential dwelling units would provide housing for any displaced 

residents.  

 

In addition, should any redevelopment of existing housing units be proposed, California Public Resources 

Code Section 7260(b), the California Relocation Law, establishes “a uniform policy for the fair and 

equitable treatment of persons displaced as a direct result of programs or projects undertaken by a public 

entity.” The law requires public entities to prepare a relocation plan, provide relocation payments, and 

identify substitute housing opportunities for any resident that would be displaced by a proposed project. 

Privately funded projects would have no such requirement.  

 

The Proposed Project does not propose converting established residential areas to a nonresidential land 

use or changing the land use or development character of existing developed residential areas. However, 

if any housing or residences are displaced, it is assumed that construction of 7,000 residential dwelling 

units on the project site would fully replace any residential units removed and provide housing for any 

displaced residents (FEIR, p. 4.10-32). 

 

Noise and Vibration 
 

Impact 4.11-4: Expose People to Excessive Airport Noise.  

 

Finding: The impact is less than significant (FEIR, pp. 4.11-63 and 4.11-64). 

 

Explanation: The closest airport to the Planning Area is the Watts Woodland Airport, which is located 

3.7 miles from the western city limits. The Sacramento International Airport is located approximately five 

miles northeast and Yolo County Airport approximately five miles southwest of the City limits. Based 

upon the most recent noise contours for the Watts Woodland and Yolo County Airports contained within 

the Yolo County 2030 General Plan EIR (April 2009) and recent noise contours obtained from Sacramento 

International Airport Master Plan 2004, areas within the City’s Urban Limit Line are located outside of 

the 60 dB CNEL contours.  

 

The Planning Area is outside of the 60 dB CNEL contours of all nearby airports (FEIR, pp. 4.11-63 and 

4.11-64). 
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Public Services and Recreation 
 

Impact 4.12-1: Impacts Related to Fire Protection Services.  

 

Finding: The impact is less than significant (FEIR, p. 4.12-32). 

 

Explanation: Implementation of the Proposed Project would not result in substantial adverse physical 

impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new 

or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 

environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response time or other performance 

objectives for fire protection (FEIR, p. 4.12-32).  

 

Impact 4.12-2: Impacts Related to Police Protection Services.  

 

Finding: The impact is less than significant (FEIR, p. 4.12-35). 

 

Explanation: Implementation of the Proposed Project would not result in substantial adverse physical 

impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new 

or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 

environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response time or other performance 

objectives for police protection (FEIR, p. 4.12-35). 

 

Impact 4.12-4: Impacts Related to Parks and Recreation Services.  

 

Finding: The impact is less than significant (FEIR, p. 4.12-43). 

 

Explanation: Implementation of the Proposed Project would require the provision of 5.0 acres of parkland 

per 1,000. The Proposed Project would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with 

the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered 

governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order 

to maintain acceptable service ratios, response time or other performance objectives for parks (FEIR, p. 

4.12-43). 

 

Impact 4.12-6: Impacts Related to Increased Use of Existing Parks and Recreational Facilities. 

  

Finding: The impact is less than significant (FEIR, p. 4.12-48). 

 

Explanation: Implementation of the Proposed Project would not increase the use of existing 

neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration 

of the facilities would occur or be accelerated (FEIR, p. 4.12-48). 

 

Impact 4.12-7: Impacts Related to Recreational Facilities.  

 

Finding: The impact is less than significant (FEIR, p. 4.12-52). 

 

Explanation: Implementation of the Proposed Project would not include recreational facilities or require 

the construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the 

environment (FEIR, p. 4.12-52).  
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Transportation and Circulation 

 

Impact 4.13-4: Conflict with an Applicable Plan, Ordinance, or Policy Establishing Measures of 

Effectiveness for the Performance of the Circulation System, Taking into Account All Modes of 

Transportation.  

 

Finding: The impact is less than significant (FEIR, p. 4.13-27). 

 

Explanation: The 2035 General Plan and 2035 CAP contain numerous goals, policies, implementation 

programs, strategies, and actions that are largely taken directly or derived from these adopted plans with 

regards to transit, bicycling, and walking. Further, this update to the General Plan complies with Assembly 

Bill (AB) 1358 requiring cities and counties to include a complete streets policy in their general plans, 

which stresses balance and compatibility across modes. Implementation of the Proposed Project would 

not result in conflicts with applicable plans, ordinances or policies that have not already been discussed in 

Impacts 4.13-1 through 4.13-3 (FEIR, p. 4.13-27). 

 

Impact 4.13-5: Result in Changes to Air Traffic Patterns.  

 

Finding: The impact is less than significant (FEIR, p. 4.13-29). 

 

Explanation: Implementation of the Proposed Project includes land use changes that would have only a 

limited influence on air traffic patterns (FEIR, p. 4.13-29). 

 

Impact 4.13-6: Substantially Increase Hazards Due to a Design Feature.  

 

Finding: The impact is less than significant (FEIR, p. 4.13-30). 

 

Explanation: The Proposed Project would not increase hazards due to design features of transportation 

facilities. All existing facility modifications and new facilities resulting from the circulation diagram 

proposed improvements would be constructed to City of Woodland Community Design Standards that 

have been developed to minimize the potential for conflicts or collisions. Implementation of the Proposed 

Project will modify the existing transportation network to accommodate existing and future users that 

could change existing travel patterns or traveler expectations (FEIR, p. 4.13-30). 

 

Impact 4.13-7: Result in Inadequate Emergency Access.  

 

Finding: The impact is less than significant (FEIR, p. 4.13-31). 

 

Explanation: The Proposed Project contains policies that are designed to ensure adequate facilities and 

services are provided for under daily and emergency response conditions. Responsibility for building and 

maintaining adequate facilities extends to development projects through these policies to ensure that 

changes to facilities and services are planned in accordance with growth over time. Implementation of the 

Proposed Project will alter land use patterns and increase travel demand on the transportation network that 

may influence emergency access (FEIR, p. 4.13-31).  

 

Impact 4.13-8: Result in Potential Conflicts with Adopted Policies, Plans, or Programs Regarding Public 

Transit, Bicycle, or Pedestrian Facilities, or Otherwise Decrease the Performance or Safety of Such 

Facilities. 
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Finding: The impact is less than significant (FEIR, p. 4.13-33). 

 

Explanation: The Proposed Project goals and policies are designed to accommodate the new travel 

demand by providing adequate facilities and services including complete streets. Implementation of the 

Proposed Project would not disrupt any existing, or interfere with any planned, transit, bicycle, or 

pedestrian facilities or services. Implementation of the Proposed Project would not result in conflicts with 

adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities (FEIR, p. 

4.13-33).  

 

Utilities 
 

Impact 4.14-1: Exceed Wastewater Treatment Requirements of the Applicable Regional Water Quality 

Control Board.  

 

Finding: The impact is less than significant (FEIR, p. 4.14-36). 

 

Explanation: In addition to existing regulations at the federal, State, and local levels that reduce the 

potential environmental impact, 2035 General Plan Goal 5.H ensures that wastewater treatment facilities 

are provided in a timely fashion to serve existing and future needs. 2035 General Plan Policy 5.H.6 

requires all sewage generators within its service area to connect to the City’s system, except those areas 

where the City has determined a connection to the City’s sewage collection system would be infeasible. 

Woodland Municipal Code, Chapter 23C, Article VI requires all buildings to connect to the public sewer 

system, thus prohibiting the use of individual sewer systems, which are more likely to leak and 

contaminate water. However, in exceptional circumstances, the Municipal Code allows the City Council 

to permit continued use of or construction of a septic system, in accordance with the City engineer and 

county health officer. The Municipal Code also establishes design, construction, and maintenance 

standards of connections to the public sewer system. Additionally, the 2035 CAP supports increased 

efficiency in the wastewater system.  

 

2035 General Plan Policies 5.F.1, 5.H.1 and 4.C.10 ensure that there would be sufficient public services, 

including wastewater treatment facility capacity, to serve existing and new development in Woodland. 

Policies 5.F.2, 5.F.3, 5.F.4, and 5.F.5 address fiscal and funding impacts of new development to ensure 

there is funding available to support public facilities and services. Policies 5.H.2, 5.H.3, 5.H.4, and 5.H.5 

address the need to plan for wastewater needs by requiring updates to the Sanitary Sewer Management 

Plan, consideration of the wastewater needs in amendments to the adopted General Plan, active planning 

for maintenance and repairs, and evaluation and updates to the Capital Improvement Program. Policy 

5.H.9 requires a reduction in wastewater system demand, and Police 5.H.10 requires continuation of the 

industrial pretreatment program. Implementation of the Proposed Project would not exceed wastewater 

treatment requirements of the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (FEIR, p. 4.14-36). 

 

Impact 4.14-2: Require or Result in the Construction of New Water or Wastewater Treatment Facilities 

or Expansion of Existing Facilities, the Construction of Which Could Cause Significant Environmental 

Effects.  

 

Finding: The impact is less than significant (FEIR, p. 4.14-42). 

 

Explanation: Policies listed under Impact 4.14-1 reduce demand for wastewater facilities and ensure 

adequate wastewater treatment facilities are in place before development occurs. Other 2035 General Plan 

goals and policies strive to reduce water use and ensure water system facilities are provided. Goal 5.G is 
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to provide an adequate potable water supply and delivery system to meet the needs of the City. 2035 

General Plan Policy 5.G.1 directs the City to provide an adequate water supply, while Policy 5.G.3 

requires connection to the City’s water system, unless the City has determined a connection to the City’s 

potable water system would be infeasible. Policy 5.G.2 requires preparation of a Water Supply Assessment 

for significant projects. Policy 5.G.4 requires periodic updates to the UWMP and the Groundwater 

Management Plan and is implemented by Implementation Program 5.6. Policy 5.G.6 requires that water 

production and supply facilities are in place as a condition of development approval, and is implemented 

by Implementation Program 5.8. Updates to the Capital Improvement Program to ensure delivery of 

necessary water infrastructure are supported by Policy 5.G.8 and Implementation Program 5.9. Policies 

5.G.5, 5.G.7, 5.G.9, and 7.A.5 reduce the demand on potable water production and delivery systems by 

requiring the expansion of the recycled water system, maintenance of existing facilities, coordination with 

regional partners to improve water efficiency and conservation, and updated landscaping regulations. 

Policy 7.A.1 requires the City to continue to cooperate with partners on the Surface Water Project to 

maintain its surface water supply. Policy 7.A.5 encourages efficient use of water in landscaping. The CAP 

sets an Objective to support reduced water demand, which is supported by a number of Actions. With 

compliance with existing and future local, State, and federal regulations and the Proposed Project goals 

and policies and the CAP objective, the potential impact will be reduced.  

 

Implementation of the Proposed Project would not require or result in the construction of new water or 

wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which would cause 

significant environmental effects (FEIR, p. 4.14-42).  

 

Impact 4.14-3: Impacts Related to Construction or Expansion of Stormwater Facilities.  

 

Finding: The impact is less than significant (FEIR, p. 4.14-46). 

 

Explanation: The 2035 General Plan includes policies to reduce the demand for stormwater facilities and 

requires mitigation of impacts from projects. Policy 5.I.4 in the 2035 General Plan reduces demand for 

new stormwater drain capacity by requiring new development to incorporate low impact development 

features such as canopy trees and permeable paving. In addition, Policies 5.I.1, 5.I.3, 5.I.5, 5.I.7, 5.I.8, and 

5.I.9 set standards for new storm drainage, the use of stormwater, and stormwater detention facilities. 

Policy 5.I.6 requires adequate financing of stormwater management. Supported by Implementation 

Program 5.11, Policy 5.I.2 ensures that Woodland’s Storm Drainage Facilities Master Plan is updated as 

needed. The CAP also includes an action under Municipal Operations Objective 2 to reduce the need for 

increased stormwater pumping and reduce stormwater runoff.  

 

Implementation of the Proposed Project would not require or result in the construction of new stormwater 

drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which would cause significant 

environmental effects (FEIR, p. 4.14-46). 

 

Impact 4.14-4: Water Supply Impacts.  

 

Finding: The impact is less than significant (FEIR, p. 4.14-49). 

 

Explanation: According to the Woodland 2015 Urban Water Management Plan, Woodland’s surface 

water availability in 2035 is expected to meet the demand. It is expected that there will be sufficient water 

supplies available to serve the Proposed Project from existing entitlements and resources. In addition, the 

CAP includes goals and actions to reduce reliance on potable water supply and promote water 

conservation. The 2035 General Plan includes goals and policies requiring the promotion of water 
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conservation to reduce impacts and the protection of water quality. Goal 7.A protects the qualities and 

quantities of water resources. Policy 7.4.A supports watershed protection efforts. Policies 7.A.2 and 7.A.4 

require strategic groundwater management and use of best management practices to protect water quality 

and are supported by Implementation Program 7.1.  

 

In 2007, the Supreme Court issued a decision on the requirements for the water supply analysis in a land 

use plan EIR. The decision in the case, Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of 

Rancho Cordova, 40 Cal. 4th 412 (2007), states that CEQA requires an EIR to show a likelihood of water 

availability. The court stated that the water supply does not have to be available during the adoption of 

the land use plan, but the water supply analysis must not rely on uncertain assumptions and must not 

ignore long-term demand. Based on the projections in the Woodland UWMP, there is likelihood that water 

will be available at least until 2035 to serve the demand from implementation of the Proposed Project. 

 

Implementation of the Proposed Project would not result in having insufficient water supplies available 

to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources, nor are new or expanded entitlements needed 

(FEIR, p. 4.14-49). 

 

Impact 4.14-5: Wastewater Treatment Capacity Impacts.  

 

Finding: The impact is less than significant (FEIR, p. 4.14-51). 

 

Explanation: The policies in the 2035 General Plan minimize potential impact by requiring adequate 

public facilities and services for all new and existing development in the Planning Area, including 

wastewater treatment facilities. The City’s Water Pollution Control Facility has the capacity to handle 

wastewater generated from approximately 70,000 residents and can be expanded to accommodate 105,000 

residents. WPCF upgrades to accommodate additional future growth in the Planning Area will be made 

as needed by the City over the horizon of the Proposed Project.  

 

Implementation of the Proposed Project would not result in inadequate capacity to serve the Proposed 

Project’s projected demand (FEIR, p. 4.14-51). 

 

Impact 4.14-6: Solid Waste Disposal Capacity Impacts.  

 

Finding: The impact is less than significant (FEIR, pp. 4.14-54 and 4.14-55).  

 

Explanation: Development under the Proposed Project would be served by a landfill with sufficient 

permitted capacity to serve the project’s solid waste disposal needs (FEIR, pp. 4.14-54 and 4.14-55). 

 

Impact 4.14-7: Compliance with Federal, State, and Local Statutes and Regulations Related to Solid 

Waste.  

 

Finding: The impact is less than significant (FEIR, p. 4.14-56). 

 

Explanation: Policies 5.J.1 and 5.J.2 require adequate solid waste services and compliance of solid waste 

collection in new development with local regulations, and Policy 5.J.4 requires compliance with State 

regulation. Implementation of the Proposed Project would be compliant with federal, State, and local 

statutes and regulations related to solid waste (FEIR, p. 4.14-56). 
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2. Findings Regarding Impacts Mitigated to a Level of Less than Significant 

The City Council hereby finds that feasible mitigation measures have been identified in the EIR and these 

Findings of Fact that will avoid or substantially lessen the following potentially significant environmental 

impacts to a less than significant level. The potentially significant impacts and the mitigation measures 

that will reduce them to a less-than-significant level are summarized below. Please refer to the Draft EIR, 

the Final EIR, the Final 2035 General Plan, and the Final 2035 CAP for more detail.  
 

Air Quality 
 

Impact 4.3-3: Expose Sensitive Receptors to Substantial Pollutant Concentrations (Construction 

Related).  

 

Finding: Less than significant with mitigation (FEIR, pp. 4.3-44 and 4.3-45).  

 

Explanation: During construction and operation of the Proposed Project, localized air quality emissions 

would be generated that could affect existing and proposed sensitive receptors. Construction activities 

would generate diesel particulate matter (diesel PM) emissions that could affect existing and proposed 

sensitive receptors. Existing regulations and proposed policies and implementation programs would 

reduce potential exposure to substantial pollutant concentrations. The impact is potentially significant for 

construction activities and mitigation is identified (FEIR, p. 4.3-43). 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-3d – The 2035 General Plan should be amended to include the following 

new implementation program (Implementation Program Air Quality 3) 

a. New development that would require the use of diesel-fueled construction 

equipment within 300 feet of an existing sensitive receptor use an equipment mix, incorporate 

buffering, schedule construction activities, or use other strategies to reduce potential health risk 

consistent with guidance from the Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District.  

b. Alternatively, a project applicant may prepare a site-specific estimate of diesel PM 

emissions associated with total construction activities and evaluate for health risk impact on 

existing sensitive receptors in order to demonstrate that applicable YSAQMD-recommended 

thresholds for toxic air contaminants would not be exceeded or that applicable thresholds would 

not be exceeded with the application of alternative mitigation techniques approved by the City. 

 

Implementation Program Air Quality 3 includes as an option to use an equipment mix, including the use 

of Tier 4 engine emission standards, which has been shown to reduce PM emissions by more than 90 

percent from current levels or site-specific analysis and mitigation with clear performance outcomes tied 

to YSAQMD-recommended thresholds. With the incorporation of mitigation, the TAC impact attributable 

to construction activities would be less than significant (FEIR, pp. 4.3-44 and 4.3-45). 

 

Biological Resources 

 

Impact 4.4-1: Loss of Special-status Plants and Loss of Special-status Plant Habitat.  

 

Finding: Less than significant with mitigation (FEIR, p. 4.4-36).  

 

Explanation: Implementation of the Proposed Project would result in conversion of habitat for special-

status plant species, which could result in loss of special-status plants either through direct removal or 
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through habitat degradation. The impact is potentially significant and mitigation is identified (FEIR, pp. 

4.4-34 through 4.4-36). 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1a – The 2035 General Plan should be amended to include the following 

new implementation program (Implementation Program Biological Resources 1) 

a. The City will require biological inventory surveys for new developments that could 

affect special-status species or sensitive habitat in areas designated for development under the 

General Plan.  

b. The City will work with project applicants to identify opportunities to preserve 

special-status species occurrences and sensitive habitats through design and planning. If the 

HCP/NCCP is adopted and state and federal Incidental Take Permits (ITPs) have been issued, the 

City shall implement the applicable requirements of the HCP/NCCP as relevant to any specific 

land use project. If the HCP/NCCP is not in place and/or ITPs have not been issued, the City shall 

follow the steps described below. 

c. If the City determines it is reasonable and feasible to do so, while still achieving 

the specific project development goals and objectives, the City will require preservation of 

occupied special-status species habitat and sensitive habitat types as a condition of project 

approval. If adverse effects cannot be avoided, project proponents shall be required to mitigate all 

adverse effects in accordance with guidance from the appropriate state or federal agency charged 

with the protection of the subject species and habitat, including surveys conducted according to 

applicable standards and protocols, where necessary, implementation of impact minimization 

measures based on accepted standards and guidelines and best available science, and compensatory 

mitigation for unavoidable loss of special-status species and sensitive habitats.  

d. If the project would result in take of state or federally listed species, the City will 

require project proponent/s to obtain take authorization from the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 

(USFWS) or the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), as appropriate, depending 

on species status, and comply with all conditions of the take authorization. 

e. If the Yolo HCP/NCCP is not adopted or the affected species or habitat is not 

covered under the plan, the City will require project applicants to develop a mitigation and 

monitoring plan, in coordination with CDFW and/or USFWS, as appropriate depending on species 

status, to compensate for the loss of special-status species and sensitive habitats. The mitigation 

and monitoring plan will describe in detail how loss of special-status species or sensitive habitats 

shall be avoided or offset, including details on restoration and creation of habitat, compensation 

for the temporal loss of habitat, management and monitoring to avoid indirect habitat degradation 

(e.g., management of invasive plant species, maintenance of required hydrology), success criteria 

ensuring that habitat function goals and objectives are met and target special-status species are 

established, performance standards to ensure success, and remedial actions if performance 

standards are not met. The plan will include detailed information on the habitats present within the 

preservation and mitigation areas, the long-term management and monitoring of these habitats, 

legal protection for the preservation and mitigation areas (e.g., conservation easement, declaration 

of restrictions), and funding mechanism information (e.g., endowment). 

f. If available, purchase of mitigation credits at an agency-approved mitigation bank 

(i.e., approved by the agency with jurisdiction over the affected species or habitat) in Yolo County, 

will be acceptable for compensatory mitigation for special-status species that are not covered under 

the Yolo HCP/NCCP.  

 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1b – Policy 7.B.5., Policy 7.B.7, and Policy 7.B.11 should be amended as 

follows: 
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Policy 7.B.5 Open Space for Conservation. Where appropriate, permanently protect as 

open space areas of natural resource value, including sensitive habitat types (e.g., alkali sink and 

prairie, freshwater wetlands, freshwater marsh, riparian forest, drainages), wetland preserves, 

riparian corridors, woodlands, special-status plant occurrences, and floodplains. Support the 

maintenance of open space and natural areas that are interconnected and of sufficient size to protect 

biodiversity, accommodate wildlife movement, and sustain ecosystems. Maintain connectivity 

between open space areas designated for habitat conservation values within the Planning Area as 

well as linkages to adjacent habitats outside of the Planning Area, such as Willow Slough, Cache 

Creek, and habitat preserves to the east. 

Policy 7.B.7 Woodland Regional Park. Protect and maintain Woodland Regional Park as 

an important wildlife preserve and habitat for special-status plants and allow for public access that 

is compatible with and promotes public education of the site’s habitat value. 

Policy 7.B.11 Sensitive Site Planning. Site new development to maximize the protection 

of native tree species and special-status plant and wildlife habitats. 

 

Implementation of these mitigation measures combined with current laws, regulations, and policies would 

reduce impacts because the General Plan would preserve the majority of the known special-status plant 

occurrences and suitable habitat in the Planning Area, within designated Open Space land uses that would 

be protected under permanent conservation easements. These provisions would require new developments 

to identify and avoid special-status plant populations and their habitats to the extent feasible and 

compensate for the loss of special-status plants through establishment of new populations or other 

appropriate measures in coordination with state and federal agencies (FEIR, p. 4.4-36). 

 

Impact 4.4-2: Loss and Degradation of Habitat for Special-status Wildlife Species and Potential Direct 

Take of Individuals.  

 

Finding: Less than significant with mitigation (FEIR, p. 4.4-44).  

 

Explanation: Implementation of the Proposed Project would allow conversion of undeveloped land that 

currently supports known occupied and potential habitat for special-status wildlife species to residential, 

commercial, and other developed land uses. Buildout of the Proposed Project would result in loss and 

degradation of suitable habitat for several special-status wildlife species and could result in take of State- 

and Federally-listed wildlife species and loss or displacement of special-status wildlife populations. 

However, implementation of the 2035 General Plan policies and implementation program and compliance 

with state and federal laws, along with the General Plan Land Use Diagram would reduce potential impacts 

on special-status wildlife species. The impact is potentially significant and mitigation is identified (FEIR, 

p. 4.4-44). 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2a – Policy 7.B.6 and 7.B.8 should be incorporated as follows: 

Policy 7.B.6. Open Space Buffer. Continue to work with Yolo County and the City of 

Davis to maintain the permanent open space buffer between County Roads 27 and 29 and its 

existing wildlife habitat values. 

Policy 7.B.8 Native and Compatible Non-Native Plant Species. Require developers to use 

native and compatible non-native species, especially drought-resistant species, to the extent 

possible in order to preserve the visual integrity of the landscape, provide benefits for native 

wildlife, and ensure that a variety of plants suited to the region are maintained. 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2b – Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4.1a 
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Mitigation Measure 4.4-2c – Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4.1b 

 

With implementation of these changes, impacts would be reduced because these provisions would 

preserve the majority of sensitive habitats (e.g., alkali prairie and vernal pools) that could support special-

status wildlife within the Open Space land use designation, would require development projects to identify 

and avoid special-status wildlife or provide compensation for loss of habitat (FEIR, p. 4.4-44). 

 

Impact 4.4-3: Loss and Degradation of Riparian Habitat or Other Sensitive Natural Communities.  

 

Finding: Less than significant with mitigation (FEIR, p. 4.4-47).  

 

Explanation: Implementation of the Proposed Project would result in conversion of undeveloped land 

that currently supports a limited amount of riparian habitat and possibly remnant alkali prairie to 

residential, commercial, and other developed land uses. (All other sensitive natural communities, 

including vernal pool habitats and other freshwater wetlands found in the Planning Area are addressed 

under impacts on federally protected wetlands and are not discussed here.) Therefore, buildout of the 

Proposed Project could result in loss and degradation of riparian or alkali prairie habitat. However, 

implementation of the 2035 General Plan policies and implementation programs and compliance with 

state and federal laws, along with the General Plan Land Use Diagram would reduce potential impacts on 

riparian habitat and other sensitive natural communities. The impact is potentially significant and 

mitigation is identified (FEIR, pp. 4.4-46 and 4.4-47).  

 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-3a – The 2035 General Plan should be amended to include the following 

new implementation program (Implementation Program Biological Resources 3):  

If the project would result in fill or alteration of a waterway or any body of water supporting 

riparian forest habitat, the City will require project proponent/s to notify the California Department 

of Fish and Wildlife, obtain a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement if determined necessary 

by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and comply with all conditions of the Lake and 

Streambed Alteration Agreement.  

 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-3b – Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1a 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-3c – Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1b 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-3d – Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-2a  

 

With implementation of these changes, impacts would be reduced because these provisions would 

preserve the majority of sensitive habitats (e.g., alkali prairie and riparian forest) within the Open Space 

land use designation, and would require development projects to identify and avoid sensitive habitats or 

provide compensation for loss of habitat (FEIR, p. 4.4-47). 

 

Impact 4.4-4: Loss and Degradation of Federally Protected Wetlands.  

 

Finding: Less than significant with mitigation (FEIR, p. 4.4-50).  

 

Explanation: Implementation of the Proposed Project would result in conversion of land that currently 

supports waterways and ponds and may support freshwater marsh, vernal pools, and other freshwater 

wetlands to residential, commercial, and other developed land uses. These wetland habitats and other 

waters may be protected under Section 404 of the CWA. Therefore, buildout of the Proposed Project could 
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result in loss and degradation of federally protected wetlands. The impact is potentially significant and 

mitigation is identified (FEIR, pp. 4.4-49 and 4.4-50). 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-4a – The 2035 General Plan should be amended to include the following 

new implementation program (Implementation Program Biological Resources 3) 

If the project would result in ground disturbance on sites containing waterways or other aquatic 

habitats, the City will require project proponent/s to complete a delineation of waters of the United 

States according to U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ methods, and to submit the completed 

delineation to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for jurisdictional determination. If the project 

would result in fill of wetlands or other waters of the United States, the City will require project 

proponent/s to obtain a Section 404 Clean Water Act permit from the U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers and water quality certification from the Regional Water Quality Control Board pursuant 

to Section 401 of the Clean Water Act. If the project involves work in areas containing waters 

disclaimed by the USACE, project applicants shall obtain a Waste Discharge Requirement permit 

from the Regional Water Quality Control Board pursuant to the Porter Cologne Act. Project 

applicants shall be required to obtain all needed permits prior to project implementation, to abide 

by the conditions of the permits, including all mitigation requirements, and to implement all 

requirements of the permits in the timeframes required therein. 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-4b – Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1a 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-4b – Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1b  

 

With implementation of these changes, impacts would be reduced because it would preserve the majority 

of wetland and aquatic habitats (e.g., alkali sink and freshwater wetlands) within the Open Space land use 

designation and would require development projects to identify and avoid wetland habitats or provide 

compensation resulting in no net loss of habitat functions and values. Policies requiring protection of 

special-status species and their habitats also protect wetlands and drainages because these include special-

status species such as vernal pool branchiopods, vernal pool plants, and giant garter snake that are 

associated with aquatic habitats (FEIR, p. 4.4-50). 

 

Impact 4.4-7: Conflict with an Adopted Habitat Conservation Plan Natural Community Conservation 

Plan.  

 

Finding: Less than significant with mitigation (FEIR, p. 4.4-57). 

 

Explanation: The General Plan Land Use Diagram and 2035 General Plan policies and implementation 

programs have been designed to provide consistency with the proposed Yolo HCP/NCCP. The impact is 

potentially significant and mitigation is identified (FEIR, p. 4.4-57). 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-7a – Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1a 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-7b – Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1b 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-7c – Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-2a 

 

With implementation of these changes, impacts would be reduced because these provisions would ensure 

that growth projected under the Proposed Project would not conflict with the goals and objectives of the 

Yolo HCP/NCCP because it would preserve habitat identified for preservation under the current Draft 
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HCP/NCCP and would require project applicants to participate in the Plan, if adopted, to mitigate impacts 

on covered species and habitats consistent with the Yolo HCP/NCCP conservation strategy (FEIR, p. 4.4-

57). 

 

Climate Change, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy 
 

Impact 4.5-1: Generation of Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  

 

Finding: Less than cumulatively considerable with mitigation (FEIR, p. 4.5-41).  

 

Explanation: Implementation of the Proposed Project would implement planned land uses that would 

involve short-term GHG emissions associated with construction and infrastructure improvements, along 

with long-term operational emissions. However, policies and reduction strategies within the 2035 

General Plan and the 2035 CAP would ensure that the City achieves its share of AB 32, Executive Order 

B-30-15, SB 32, and Executive Order S-3-05 emissions reductions. There is a significant cumulative 

impact and mitigation is identified (FEIR, pp. 4.5-38 and 4.5-39).   

 

Mitigation Measure 4.5-1a – The 2035 General Plan should be amended to include the following 

new implementation program (Implementation Program Greenhouse Gas Emissions 1) 

a. The City will maintain a Climate Action Plan designed to achieve the reduction 

targets for land use-related emissions for the years 2020 and 2035 and put the City on a 

trajectory toward goals for longer-term years, such as 2050. The City’s reduction targets may be 

revised over time, but will represent a rate of emissions that is efficient enough to provide for 

Woodland’s share of AB 32, Executive Order B-30-15, SB 32,and Executive Order S-3-05 

emissions reductions. 

b. The Climate Action Plan will focus on GHG emission sectors over which the City 

could have influence – either through entitlement authority, public investments, incentives, or 

other feasible means. When making the comparison between Woodland’s GHG efficiency and 

that required for the state as a whole, the City can remove from consideration GHG sources that 

are beyond local control. 

c. The City will monitor relevant local, regional, State, and federal legislation and 

regulations related to GHG emissions, land use planning, and environmental review, and will 

make changes to the Climate Action Plan accordingly. Future regulations may have the effect of 

reducing GHG emissions associated with implementation of the Proposed Project. The effect of 

future regulations shall be taken into account in future revisions to the Climate Action Plan. New 

transportation modeling tools may become available that allow revisions to emissions estimates 

based on the City’s policies related to land use, urban design, and transportation.  

d. The City will revise the Climate Action Plan, as necessary, based on updated 

inventories and assessments of the effectiveness of reduction strategies no less than every 5 

years. If, based on the City’s future updated assessments, existing reduction strategies would not 

achieve the City’s reduction targets, the City will make revisions to strategies or develop new 

strategies. The City will make revisions to its reduction targets, if necessary, to ensure that the 

target continues to demonstrate an appropriate share of the State’s emission reduction goals for 

Woodland. The City anticipates that a Climate Action Plan update will be needed after new 

statewide measures are adopted to reduce GHG emissions, such as when the State updates the 

Air Resources Board Scoping Plan. The City will make revisions to the Climate Action Plan, if 

necessary, as new technology becomes available that would affect emissions in the Planning 

Area or the City’s ability to forecast future emissions.  
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e. In maintaining the Climate Action Plan, during the CAP updates described above, 

the City will consider new or revised reduction strategies that may be necessary to achieve the 

City’s reduction targets, while also promoting other goals of the City’s General Plan. The City 

will identify additional plans, policies, projects, mitigation measures, and regulations that are 

necessary to reduce GHG emissions and achieve the City’s reduction targets. The City will 

consider regulatory changes, infrastructure investment strategies, incentives, contributions to (or 

local use of) carbon offset programs, and other measures, as appropriate. The City shall consider 

financing programs for installation and use of renewable energy infrastructure in new and/or 

existing development, building codes to further increase energy efficiency in new buildings, 

incentive programs to assist existing property owners in making energy efficiency upgrades, 

travel demand management programs for new nonresidential projects, and other mechanisms that 

would reduce GHG emissions. The City will prioritize reduction strategies that offer co-benefits, 

such as reducing household or business transportation costs, reducing household and business 

utility bills, improving local air quality, reducing energy use, reducing traffic congestion, 

conserving water and other resources, moderating the heat island effect, preserving natural 

habitat, creating local jobs, among other benefits.  

f. The City anticipates that State funding for GHG-efficient transportation systems 

and other local applications of the State’s GHG reduction mandates will be important in meeting 

the State’s overall GHG goals. Local governments will rely on state funding to improve existing 

buildings and provide more energy- and GHG-efficient sources of electricity. The City will 

monitor grant and other funding programs that could be used to implement different components 

of the Climate Action Plan.  

 

Mitigation Measure 4.5-1b – Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3-2a 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.5-1c – Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3-2b 

 

As noted, the City developed a preliminary CAP that demonstrates a 15 percent reduction in emissions 

compared to 2005 levels by 2020. The 2005 baseline was estimated to be approximately 566,389 MT 

CO2e. Statewide measures would reduce emissions in 2020 to approximately 541,657 MT CO2e. Local 

reductions in the preliminary CAP demonstrate another 60,226 MT CO2e of reductions, resulting in a 

2020 estimate of approximately 481,431 MT CO2e, or a 15 percent reduction from 2005 levels. Please 

see the 2035 CAP, released under a separate cover, for details. Pursuant to AB 32, ARB adopted the 

Climate Change Scoping Plan (Scoping Plan) in December 2008, outlining measures to meet the 2020 

GHG reduction target (i.e., achieve 1990 emissions levels by year 2020). To meet the target, California 

must reduce its GHG emissions by 15 percent from 2005 levels. The City’s emission reductions of 15 

percent from 2005 levels are consistent with the mandate established for the State government under AB 

32.  

 

The Proposed Project contains several policies that would promote mixed-use and infill development. 

Several policies would site residents, jobs, and retail amenities in proximity of each other to reduce the 

need for motor vehicle travel. The Proposed Project would encourage alternative modes of transportation. 

Many policies through various mechanisms would support development of pedestrian and bicycle 

facilities that would promote non-vehicular modes of travel. For the water and wastewater sector, policies 

have been developed to encourage minimizing water use and wastewater generation. Policies have also 

been developed to encourage methods to minimize solid waste generation and increase waste diversion 

systems. Policies have also been developed to encourage alternative transportation and transit that would 

reduce transportation-related air quality impacts. Policies require development to be consistent with the 
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City’s 2035 CAP and that the City maintain and update its GHG inventory as new information becomes 

available. Policies commit the City to implementing a CAP, including targets for 2020 and 2035.  

 

The 2035 CAP would achieve local annual reductions that, when combined with estimated future 

statewide reductions, will achieve an efficiency level of 2.25 MT CO2e per service population per year, 

which is consistent with what the State of California would need to achieve goals for the State government 

under AB 32, Executive Order B-30-15, SB 32, and Executive Order S-3-05. Achieving this level of GHG 

emissions efficiency in Woodland for the 2035 General Plan horizon year also demonstrates the City’s 

progress toward longer-term reduction target years, such as 2050. This is because the efficiency based 

reduction target of 2.25 MT CO2e per service population per year is extrapolated between State’s own 

goals for 2030 (Executive Order B-30-15 and SB 32) and 2050 (Executive Order S-3-05). Lastly, 

numerous policies would promote low impact development to reduce energy and water consumption, 

which would also indirectly reduce air pollutant emissions – both criteria air pollutants and GHG 

emissions – but are not specifically factored into the calculations on emission reductions. The Proposed 

Project policies would reduce GHG emissions from various sources (e.g., energy, water, solid waste, 

transportation). Implementation of these policies would result in an additional reduction in total annual 

GHG emissions.  

 

The State has just initiated the effort to begin gathering public and stakeholder input regarding approaches 

that could achieve the nearer-term of the two post-2020 targets (the Executive Order B-30-15 and SB 32 

goal for the State to reduce emissions 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030). 

 

According to ARB’s 2030 Target Scoping Plan Concept Paper, Governor Brown has articulated some of 

the key concepts that will be explored further, including (ARB 2016):  

► reducing today’s petroleum use in cars and trucks by up to 50 percent; 

► increasing from one-third to 50 percent our electricity derived from renewable sources; 

► doubling the efficiency savings achieved at existing buildings and making heating fuels cleaner; 

► reducing the release of methane, black carbon, and other short lived climate pollutants; and 

► managing farm and rangelands, forests and wetlands so they can store carbon. 

 

The 2030 target for the State government will require multiple efforts that achieve reductions from 

multiple sources, including existing efforts that are already underway, along with new programs. In order 

to achieve more ambitious emission reduction goals, the State will need to be flexible enough to 

accommodate innovation and change, provide incentives for voluntary efforts, and remove regulatory 

barriers (ARB 2016). A holistic perspective that continues California’s efforts to link related policy 

priorities will be needed for post-2020 emission reduction goals. For example, the State will need to 

continue to connect infrastructure investments with GHG reduction goals for passenger vehicles, connect 

open space preservation objectives with sequestration potential, and connect economic development goals 

for both rural and urban communities with progress on environmental justice (ARB 2016). Although the 

State is just initiating its efforts on developing a strategy to achieve post-2020 goals, it appears that it will 

be important in defining this strategy to identify areas where there is synergy among multiple positive 

outcomes.  

 

The next Scoping Plan will outline the actions necessary to achieve the 2030 goal and is expected to help 

contribute also to the more ambitious 2050 goal established in Executive Order S-3-05 for the State 

government. Without any information about how the next Scoping Plan will approach the 2030 goal, and 

without any information about how the State may approach a 2050 goal, it is not possible to determine 

whether GHG emissions in Woodland would mirror the State’s efforts toward either of these milestones. 

However, the 2035 CAP and the 2035 General Plan commit the City to revisiting the emissions inventory 
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and CAP reduction strategies when new information is available and making appropriate changes. The 

General Plan includes several policies, as noted above, that address the major emission sources for 

Woodland: transportation and energy. Policies that promote mixed-use and infill development and locate 

residents in proximity of jobs, amenities, entertainment, and other destinations will help to reduce travel 

demand and the main source of local emissions. Policies throughout the Proposed Project encourage non-

vehicular modes of transportation and support development of pedestrian and bicycle facilities. The 

Proposed Project policies would reduce GHG emissions from various sources (e.g., energy, water, solid 

waste, transportation). Implementation of these policies would result in an additional reduction in total 

annual GHG emissions. Policies in the 2035 General Plan, reduction strategies in the 2035 CAP, and 

mitigation identified in this section will reduce local GHG emissions and commit the City to adjust policies 

and reduction measures, as needed, when future information related to the State’s efforts become available 

(FEIR, p. 4.5-41). 

 

Impact 4.5-2: Conflict with an Applicable Plan, Policy, or Regulation Adopted for the Purpose of 

Reducing the Emissions of Greenhouse Gases.  

 

Finding: Less than significant with mitigation (FEIR, p. 4.5-43).  

 

Explanation: 2035 General Plan policies and implementation programs and the 2035 CAP ensure that 

GHG emissions within the Planning Area occur at a rate that is consistent with goals set for the State 

government to reduce GHG emissions. Projects that seek to use streamlining identified under SB 375 

would need to determine consistency with SACOG’s MTP/SCS. The impact is potentially significant and 

mitigation is identified (FEIR, p. 4.5-43). 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.5-2 – The 2035 General Plan should be amended to include the following 

new policy: 

Policy 7.F.12. MTP/SCS Consistency. For projects seeking to utilize available CEQA 

streamlining, determine project consistency with the MTP/SCS as a component of application 

review. 

 

The methodology and purpose of the City’s estimate of development capacity under the Proposed Project 

is different from the methodology and purpose of SACOG’s forecast for the purposes of the MTP/SCS. 

The SACOG projections are market-based growth estimates that project the amount and location of likely 

growth in the region based on a variety of socio-economic factors that are updated every four years. The 

City’s General Plan is a long range planning tool that seeks to create opportunities for growth and provide 

a range of land use options to encourage economic investment and promote other City policy objectives. 

Given these different purposes, it is reasonable to expect variations in the growth forecasts between the 

two. For development projects that seek to utilize the CEQA streamlining allowed under SB 375 and other 

related legislation, it will be necessary to demonstrate project-level consistency with the MTP/SCS. With 

the identified mitigation, the City’s policy is clear that consistency with the MTP/SCS will be required in 

order to use streamlining that is related to the MTP/SCS (FEIR, p. 4.5-43).  

 

Geology, Soils, Minerals Resources, and Paleontological Resources 

 

Impact 4.7-3: Geologic Hazards Related to Unstable Soils, Expansive Soils, and Soil Unsuitable for 

Septic Systems.  

 

Finding: Less than significant with mitigation (FEIR, pp. 4.7-32 and 4.7-33).   
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Explanation: Land use change under the Proposed Project would result in the placement of buildings 

and infrastructure in areas of unstable soils, soils with high a shrink-swell potential, and in locations 

where the soil is not appropriate for use with septic systems. The impact is potentially significant and 

mitigation is identified (FEIR, p. 4.7-32). 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-3a – The 2035 General Plan should be amended to include the following 

new implementation program (Implementation Program Soils 1) 

Where soils are proposed for use as leach fields associated with wastewater treatment, the City 

shall require a site-specific evaluation by a licensed geotechnical engineer regarding the soil 

suitability, including a perc test, as appropriate.  

All septic systems or other forms of on-site wastewater treatment and disposal facilities shall be 

designed by a licensed geotechnical or civil engineer. On-site wastewater treatment systems shall 

be designed to meet the following parameters: 

• provide available effective absorptive area in both primary and reserve disposal fields; 

• provide appropriate separation between the disposal field bottom and groundwater or a 

restrictive soil layer; 

• factor the ground slope in both the primary and reserve disposal field areas; 

• factor the influent wastewater strength and quantity in wastewater system design; 

• accommodate requirements for setbacks from wells, surface waters, and property 

boundaries; and 

• provide treatment of wastewater such that it does not adversely affect water quality or 

endanger public health.  

 

With implementation of these changes, impacts would be reduced since the City’s requirement for site-

specific geotechnical reports will identify specific methods to reduce hazards from construction in 

unstable and expansive soils, and because on-site wastewater treatment systems would be appropriately 

designed and engineered (FEIR, pp. 4.7-32 and 4.7-33). 

 

Impact 4.7-4: Loss or Damage to Paleontological Resources during Earth-Moving Activities.  

 

Finding: Less than significant with mitigation (FEIR, p. 4.7-35).  

 

Explanation: Paleontological resources could occur in the Planning Area and construction activities under 

the Proposed Project could result in damage to, or destruction of unknown subsurface paleontological 

resources. Paleontological resources could occur in Pleistocene-age sediments that underlie portions of 

the Planning Area. Construction activities in these areas could result in damage to, or destruction of 

unknown subsurface paleontological resources. The impact is potentially significant and mitigation is 

identified (FEIR, pp. 4.7-34 and 4.7-35).  

 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4 – The 2035 General Plan should be amended to include the following 

new implementation program (Implementation Program Paleontological Resources 1) 

• Prior to the start of earthmoving activities that would disturb one (1) acre of land or more 

within the Riverbank or Modesto Formations, the project applicant shall inform all construction 

personnel involved with earthmoving activities regarding the possibility of encountering fossils, 

the appearance and types of fossils likely to be seen during construction, and proper notification 

procedures should fossils be encountered.  

• If paleontological resources are discovered during earthmoving activities, the construction 

crew shall immediately cease work in the vicinity of the find and notify the City of Woodland 

Community Development Department.  
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• The project applicant shall retain a qualified paleontologist to evaluate the resource and 

prepare a recovery plan. The recovery plan may include, but is not limited to, a field survey, 

construction monitoring, sampling and data recovery procedures, museum curation for any 

specimen recovered, and a report of findings. Recommendations in the recovery plan that are 

determined by the City to be necessary and feasible shall be implemented before construction 

activities can resume at the site where the paleontological resources were discovered. 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4 would create a new implementation program that contains additional resource 

disturbance prevention activities and a cease-work requirement upon paleontological resource discovery. 

With implementation of these changes, impacts would be reduced because earth-moving activities in 

paleontologically sensitive rock formations would be subject to requirements consisting of construction 

worker personnel education, halting of work in the vicinity of any fossil specimen(s) uncovered, and 

preparation of a recovery plan for said specimen(s) (FEIR, p. 4.7-35). 

 

Hydrology, Flooding, and Water Quality 

 

Impact 4.9-1: Violation of Water Quality Standards.  

 

Finding: Less than significant with mitigation (FEIR, p. 4.9-39).  

 

Explanation: Implementation of the Proposed Project would convert large areas of undeveloped land to 

residential, commercial, industrial, and mix-uses, as well as intensify land uses as infill in existing 

downtown and major corridor areas, resulting in impacts related to additional discharges of pollutants to 

receiving water bodies. Such pollutants would result in adverse changes to the water quality of local water 

bodies. However, with adoption and implementation of the proposed policies in the Proposed Project, 

combined with current land use, stormwater, grading, and erosion control regulations, this impact is 

potentially significant and mitigation is identified (FEIR, pp. 4.9-38 and 4.9-39).  

 

Mitigation Measure 4.9-1 – Policy 5.1.4 should be amended to read: 

Policy 5.I.4. Low Impact Development (LID). Require new development and 

redevelopment projects to incorporate site design and low impact development runoff 

requirements, in accordance with the Municipal Code to reduce runoff rates, filter out pollutants, 

and facilitate groundwater infiltration. Such features may include, but are not limited to: 

• Canopy trees or shrubs to absorb rainwater; 

• Grading that lengthens flow paths over permeable surfaces and increases runoff travel time 

to reduce the peak hour flow rate; 

• Partially removing curbs and gutters from parking areas where appropriate to allow 

stormwater sheet flow into vegetated areas; 

• Use of permeable paving in parking lots and other areas characterized by significant 

impervious surfaces; 

• On-site stormwater detention, use of bioswales and bioretention basins to facilitate 

infiltration; and 

• Integrated or subsurface water retention facilities to capture rainwater for use in landscape 

irrigation and other non-potable uses.  

 

Implementation of the this mitigation measure in addition to policies outlined in the Proposed Project 

would serve to minimize long-term water quality impacts associated with increased urbanization. The goal 

of these policies as they relate to wastewater collection, treatment, disposal, and reuse is to ensure that 
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adequate facilities are provided in a timely fashion to accommodate current and future needs, and thereby 

manage wastewater to protect receiving water quality.  

 

Inadequate stormwater drainage infrastructure can lead to localized flooding, as well as erosion and 

sedimentation. Adequate stormwater conveyance capacity and pre-treatment through the use of LID 

technologies and BMPs is critical since stormwater in the City of Woodland is discharged untreated 

through a series of sloughs that eventually connect to Yolo Bypass.  

 

The goal of the General Plan policies as they relate to stormwater management is to provide flood 

protection, enhance water quality, prevent infrastructure deterioration, and facilitate compliance with State 

and federal laws. Successful implementation of the 2035 General Plan policies would avoid, minimize, or 

compensate for potential water quality impacts by requiring projects to reduce pollution and runoff 

through implementation of LID technologies, BMPs, pretreatment, and upgrades to stormwater and 

wastewater treatment capacity, as needed.  

 

Policies related to the safe handling and disposal of hazardous materials would also protect water quality 

through the proper handling, use, and disposal of hazardous materials, as well as emergency response 

planning to minimize potential water quality impacts from accidental spills. Together, these polices assist 

the City in complying with federal and State regulations, such as the Clean Water Act, EPA’s water quality 

criteria, and the Safe Drinking Water Act.  

 

Adoption and implementation of the proposed policies and compliance with existing stormwater, grading, 

and erosion control regulations would reduce this potential impact (FEIR, p. 4.9-39). 

 

Impact 4.9-2: Construction-Related Water Quality Impacts.  

 

Finding: Less than significant with mitigation (FEIR, p. 4.9-43).  

 

Explanation: Construction and grading activities during development consistent with the Proposed 

Project could result in excess runoff, soil erosion, and stormwater discharges of suspended solids and 

increased turbidity. Such activities could mobilize other pollutants from project construction sites as 

contaminated runoff to on-site and ultimately off-site drainage channels. Many construction-related 

wastes have the potential to degrade existing water quality. Construction activities that are implemented 

without mitigation could violate water quality standards or cause direct harm to aquatic organisms. 

However, with implementation of existing regulations and water quality policies contained in the 2035 

General Plan, the impact is potentially significant and mitigation is identified (FEIR, p. 4.9-43).  

 

Mitigation Measure 4.9-2 – Implement Mitigation Measure 4.9-1  

 

Successful implementation of the General Plan policies would avoid and minimize water quality impacts 

during construction because they would require implementation of LID technologies and BMPs to protect 

receiving water quality; appropriate hazardous materials handling, storage, and disposal; and prohibit 

grading activities in the rainy season when erosion potential is at its highest. Compliance with General 

Plan policies and existing regulations, including acquisition of appropriate regulatory permits and 

preparation and implementation of a SWPPP and BMPs, would reduce potential impacts related to erosion 

and water quality during construction (FEIR, p. 4.9-43). 

 

Impact 4.9-3: On-Site and Downstream Erosion and Sedimentation and Alteration of Drainage Patterns.  
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Finding: Less than significant with mitigation (FEIR, p. 4.9-47). 

 

Explanation: Development and land use change consistent with the 2035 General Plan would increase 

the amount of impervious surfaces, thereby increasing surface runoff. This increase in surface runoff 

would result in an increase in both the total volume and the peak discharge rate of stormwater runoff, and 

therefore could result in greater potential for erosion, sedimentation, hydromodification, and on- and off-

site flooding. However, with adoption and implementation of the proposed policies and actions in the 

2035 General Plan, combined with current grading, erosion, and flood control regulations, this impact is 

considered significant and mitigation is identified (FEIR, p. 4.9-47). 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.9-3 – Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1  

 

General Plan policies require implementation of LID technologies, BMPs, and hydromodification 

management techniques to protect receiving water quality, mitigate excessive runoff, and mimic the runoff 

of a natural environment. Additional policies would serve to maintain and improve the City’s storm 

drainage system. Prohibiting grading activities in the rainy season would also serve to reduce erosion 

potential. Finally, policies addressing open space and sensitive habitat conservation would restrict 

incompatible land uses and development from areas including riparian corridors, drainages, and 

floodplains. Adoption and implementation of the policies in the 2035 General Plan, combined with 

enforcement of the existing grading, erosion, and flood control regulations would reduce this potential 

impact (FEIR, p. 4.9-47). 

 

Public Services and Recreation 

 

Impact 4.12-3: Impacts Related to School Services.  

 

Finding: Less than significant with mitigation (FEIR, p. 4.12-39).  

 

Explanation: Implementation of the Proposed Project would not result in substantial adverse physical 

impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new 

or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 

environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response time or other performance 

objectives for schools. The impact is considered potentially significant and mitigation is identified (FEIR, 

p. 4.12-39). 

 

Funding for new school construction is provided through State and local revenue sources. Senate Bill 

(SB) 50 (Chapter 407, Statutes of 1998) governs the amount of fees that can be levied against new 

development. Payment of fees authorized by the statute is deemed “full and complete mitigation” (FEIR, 

p. 4.12-39). 

 

Impact 4.12-5: Impacts Associated with Other Public Facilities.  

 

Finding: Less than significant with mitigation (FEIR, p. 4.12-46).  

 

Explanation: Implementation of the Proposed Project could result in substantial adverse physical impacts 

associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or 

physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 

impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response time or other performance objectives for 
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other public facilities. The impact is considered potentially significant and mitigation is identified (FEIR, 

p. 4.12-46). 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.12-5a – The 2035 General Plan should be modified to include the following 

new implementation program (Implementation Program Public Services 1): 

Adopt a Municipal Facilities Master Plan that studies and identifies future space needs for 

city government offices, library facilities, and any other municipal service facilities not addressed 

in the Parks, Recreation, and Community Services Master Plan, and establishes space standards 

and ratios, as appropriate.  

 

The 2035 General Plan is an expression of the City of Woodland’s vision for future physical growth within 

the Planning Area and consists of a series of policies and implementation programs necessary for 

achieving that vision. The 2035 General Plan does not establish service standards for public facilities and 

therefore is in conflict with the existing service standards for public facilities in the existing 2002 General 

Plan. The mitigation measure listed above would ensure that future space needs are identified and 

standards are established for public facilities to support the City as it continues to grow, even though the 

standards are not included in the 2035 General Plan itself. However, before this Master Plan is prepared, 

it cannot be known whether the standards within it will be equal to or better than those included in the 

2002 General Plan. The only other mitigation would be to not adopt the 2035 General Plan, which is not 

a feasible action that would still achieve the objectives of the Proposed Project (FEIR, p. 4.12-46). 

 

Transportation and Circulation 

 

Impact 4.13-1: Conflict with an Applicable Plan, Ordinance or Policy Establishing Measures of 

Effectiveness for the Performance of the Circulation System by Resulting in Unacceptable Levels of 

Service on City of Woodland Roadways.  

 

Finding: Less than significant with mitigation (FEIR, p. 4.13-20).  

 

Explanation: Implementation of the Proposed Project could cause unacceptable LOS conditions on some 

roadway segments. The impact is considered potentially significant and mitigation is identified (FEIR, pp. 

4.13-17 through 4.13-19). 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.13-1a – The 2035 General Plan should be amended to include the following 

modification of the Circulation Diagram: 

Include E. Gum Avenue from Bourn Drive to Pioneer Avenue as a 2-lane minor arterial.  

This action would result in potential physical changes to the roadway under this 

classification that may include access control and minor turn-lane widening at intersections. Under 

this classification, the LOS would be improved to LOS C and the impact would be less than 

significant with mitigation. 

OR 

Mitigation Measure 4.13-1b – The 2035 General Plan should be amended to include the following 

modified policy: 

Policy 3.A.1 Vehicle Level of Service (LOS) Standard. Strive to develop and manage the 

roadway system to maintain LOS D or better as defined in the latest edition of the Highway 

Capacity Manual (Transportation Research Board) during weekday AM and PM peak hour 

conditions with the following exceptions described below and mapped on Figure 3-1. 
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A. LOS C - Kentucky Ave from East Street to County Road 98. This level of service 

is required to accommodate the mix of commercial/industrial truck traffic with residential 

driveways. 

B. LOS E – Freeway ramp terminal intersections and E. Gum Avenue from Bourn 

Drive to Pioneer Avenue. 

C. LOS F – LOS F is allowed for the following roadway segments and intersections 

where the City finds that the improvements or other measures required to achieve the LOS standard 

are unacceptable because of their impact on other community values. 

• Main Street from 6th Street to Cleveland St. 

• Maxwell Ave from Farnham Avenue to County Road 102 

This action would recognize that potential physical changes to this section E. Gum Avenue to 

increase its capacity are not desirable due to access or right-of-way impacts on adjacent properties 

or the environment. The impact would be less than significant with mitigation. 

AND 

Mitigation Measure 4.13-1c – The 2035 General Plan should be amended to include the following 

modified policy and new implementation program:  

Policy 3.A.4 Reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT). Require new development projects 

to achieve a 10 percent reduction in VMT per capita or VMT per service population compared to 

the general plan 2035 VMT performance, or a 10 percent reduction compared to baseline 

conditions for similar land uses Apply a VMT transportation performance metric threshold of 30 

VMT per capita when measuring transportation impacts for subsequent projects and making 

General Plan consistency findings. Reducing peak period VMT in particular is desirable due to the 

added benefit of minimizing severe congestion and reducing emissions. Use of VMT reduction 

strategies such as those in Chart 6-2 below taken from Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation 

Measures, CAPCOA, 2010 or similar professional research documents is encouraged. [See Section 

4.13 of this EIR, “Transportation and Circulation”] taken from Quantifying Greenhouse Gas 

Mitigation Measures, CAPCOA, 2010 or similar professional research documents is encouraged. 

 

Implementation Program 3.8. After final adoption of SB 743 CEQA Guidelines changes and any 

associated technical advisory recommendations by the State of California, the City will assess the 

VMT reduction goal contained in Policy 3.A.4. The assessment should consider substantial 

evidence presented by the State in recommending any alternative VMT reduction goals as CEQA 

thresholds plus the community values expressed by the goals and policies. The City should strive 

to set thresholds consistent with the City’s envisioned future while striving to achieve reasonable 

reductions in vehicle travel that produce air pollution and greenhouse gases. 

 

This mitigation would recognize that potential physical changes to this section East Gum Avenue to 

increase its capacity are not desirable due to access or right-of-way impacts on adjacent properties or the 

environment. The mitigation would also strengthen the policy’s influence on reducing vehicle travel 

associated with new development projects helping to reduce p.m. peak hour traffic volumes (FEIR, p. 

4.13-20). 

 

Impact 4.13-2: Conflict with an Applicable Plan, Ordinance or Policy Establishing Measures of 

Effectiveness for the Performance of the Circulation System by Resulting in Unacceptable Levels of 

Service on Caltrans Roadways.  

 

Finding: Less than significant with mitigation (FEIR, p. 4.13-21).  
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Explanation: Implementation of the Proposed Project would exacerbate unacceptable No Project LOS D 

conditions on the I-5 Mainline east of County Road 102 under 2035 conditions. The impact is considered 

potentially significant and mitigation is identified (FEIR, p. 4.13-21).  

 

Mitigation Measure 4.13-2 – Implement Mitigation Measure 4.13-1c.  

 

This mitigation would strengthen the policy’s influence on reducing vehicle travel associated with new 

development projects helping to reduce p.m. peak hour traffic volumes (FEIR, p. 4.13-21).  

 

Impact 4.13-3: Conflict with an Applicable Congestion Management Program by Resulting in 

Unacceptable Levels of Service on CMP Network Roadways.  

 

Finding: Less than significant with mitigation (FEIR, p. 4.13-23).  

 

Explanation: Implementation of the Proposed Project would cause unacceptable LOS conditions on one 

CMP roadway segment. The impact is considered potentially significant and mitigation is identified 

(FEIR, p. 4.13-22).  

 

Mitigation Measure 4.13-3a – Implement Mitigation Measure 4.13-1c.  

 

Mitigation Measure 4.13-3b – The 2035 General Plan should be amended to include the following 

modification of the circulation diagram.  

Circulation Diagram: Include County Road 102 from E. Gibson Road to Farmers Central 

Road as a 4-lane principal arterial.  

 

This mitigation would strengthen the policy’s influence on reducing vehicle travel associated with new 

development projects. This mitigation would result in a physical capacity expansion to the roadway under 

this classification that would improve the LOS to C or better. A potential indirect effect of Mitigation 

Measure 4.13-3b is an increase in VMT due to the increase in roadway capacity. This effect is captured 

in the VMT forecasts contained in Table 4.13-3 for buildout where this segment of County Road 102 is 

planned as a four-lane principal arterial (FEIR, p. 4.13-23). 

 

3. Findings Regarding Environmental Impacts Not Fully Mitigated to a Level of Less than 

Significant 

The City Council hereby finds that the following impacts from the Proposed Project cannot be mitigated 

to a less than significant level with any feasible mitigation, and a Statement of Overriding Considerations 

is therefore required. 

 

Aesthetics and Visual Resources 

Impact 4.1-3: Substantially Degrade the Existing Visual Character or Quality of the Site and its 

Surroundings.  

 

Finding: The Proposed Project facilitates new development that will change the existing visual character 

of the Planning Area. However, impacts on visual character and quality of the site are subjective and 

variable between different individuals.  
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Policies from the 2035 General Plan provide guidance for development and conservation that relate to 

aesthetics and visual resources. Implementation Program 2.13 requires the City to update the Community 

Design Standards to identify the City’s expectations for planning, designing, and reviewing development 

proposals, consistent with the balance of the 2035 General Plan. Implementation Program 2.23 requires 

the City to develop historic design guidelines that provide context sensitivity in historic districts and 

neighborhoods. Despite proposed policies and implementation programs, implementation of the 2035 

General Plan is still expected to result in development in infill and new growth areas that will inherently 

change Woodland’s visual character. The City has presented all feasible mitigation in the form of policies 

and programs in the Proposed Project. There is no additional feasible mitigation available (FEIR, p. 4.1-

31). 

The impact would remain significant and unavoidable (FEIR, p. 4.1-31). As described in Section VIII, 

specific social, economic, and environmental benefits of the Project outweigh the identified potential 

unavoidable significant impacts.  

 

Impact 4.1-4: Create a New Source of Substantial Light or Glare Which Would Adversely Affect Day or 

Nighttime Views in the Area.  

 

Finding:  Implementation of the Proposed Project would create a new source of substantial light or glare 

which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. The impact is considered significant. 

Mitigation is included (FEIR, p. 4.1-33).  

 

Mitigation Measure 4.1-4 – The 2035 General Plan should be amended to include the following 

new policies: 

Policy 2.F.4 Light Pollution. Control artificial lighting to avoid spill-over lighting and 

preserve the night sky. 

Policy 2.F.5 Glare. Control artificial lighting to prevent glare. 

 

The mitigation measures limit the impact from light and glare, but it is not feasible to mitigate the impacts 

completely without prohibiting the use of light in new development.  

 

The impact would remain significant and unavoidable (FEIR, p. 4.1-33). As described in Section VIII, 

specific social, economic, and environmental benefits of the Project outweigh the identified potential 

unavoidable significant impacts. 
 

Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

 

Impact 4.2-1: Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, as 

Shown on the Maps Prepared Pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 

California Resources Agency, to Non-Agricultural Use.  

 

Finding:  Implementation of the Proposed Project would convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 

Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-agricultural use. Mitigation is included (FEIR, p. 4.2-35). 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 – The 2035 General Plan should be amended to include the following 

modified policy: 

Policy 2.A.3 Agricultural Mitigation. For impacts to agricultural land within the ULL, 

require one acre to be permanently conserved for every acre converted to urban development (1:1 

ratio). The farmland being conserved must be of the same Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 

Program type (Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland, Farmland 
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of Local Importance) as the farmland that is being converted, or of a type of higher quality, and 

the conserved farmland should be located outside of, but as close to the Woodland Urban Limit 

Line as possible. For projects proposing to convert agricultural land to urban use, require soils 

analysis to determine farmland classification for purposes of determining appropriate mitigation 

as part of environmental review conducted for the project. 

 

Implementation of the 2035 General Plan and 2035 CAP policies, as well as the Yolo County Agricultural 

Conservation Policy, will reduce the impacts on farmland conversion. The ULL was adopted for the 

purpose of permanently circumscribing development and preserving surrounding agricultural lands. This 

action of the voters identified those lands intended to be converted to urban uses over time in the form of 

an urban limit line and permanently protected lands outside of that boundary. Ballot initiatives are not 

subject to environmental impact review under CEQA and therefore the 2006 action by the voters did not 

include an assessment of the impacts resulting from the urban limit line. As enacted by the voters, Policy 

2.A.1 prohibits City public services and facilities beyond Woodland’s ULL. In addition, Policy 2.A.3 

requires agricultural mitigation of farmland within the ULL at a rate of one acre of permanently conserved 

farmland for every acre converted to urban development or non-agricultural uses. The policy specifies 

conservation of the same type of farmland, therefore loss of Prime Farmland can only be mitigated with 

the conservation of Farmland of equal or higher quality. Goal 7.6 prioritizes the preservation of 

agricultural land, and Policy 7.C.1 requires the City to minimize the amount of annexed land. 

 

In addition, several policies prioritize infill and compact development. The focus of the Proposed Project 

on infill and compact development in strategic new growth areas within the ULL aims to minimize the 

magnitude of farmland conversion and to help protect large tracts of farmland in agricultural areas. 

 

Actions under Objective 2 Strategy E-6 and Objective 2 Strategy UF-5 in the 2035 CAP require the City 

to promote the installation of solar systems on existing development, rather than on agricultural land or 

open space. Additional policies require the maintenance of the ULL and support for legislative efforts that 

incentivize agricultural land preservation. 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 ensures that for every acre of a certain type of farmland that is converted as a 

result of the Proposed Project, an acre of that same type (or better) of farmland will be conserved. 

However, there would still be a net loss of farmland that cannot be completely mitigated (FEIR, pp. 4.2-

35 and 4.2-36).  Thus, the impact is significant and unavoidable.  

 

The impact would remain significant and unavoidable (FEIR, pp. 4.2-35 and 4.2-36). As described in 

Section VIII, specific social, economic, and environmental benefits of the Project outweigh the identified 

potential unavoidable significant impacts. 

 

Impact 4.2-3: Involve Other Changes in the Existing Environment that, Due to Their Location or Nature, 

Could Result in Conversion of Farmland, to Non-Agricultural Use.  

 

Finding: Policies in the 2035 General Plan emphasize the importance of agriculture to Woodland and 

support the viability of farming operations; however, implementation of the Proposed Project would result 

in the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use. Mitigation is included (FEIR, p. 4.2-41). 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-3 – The 2035 General Plan should be amended to include the following 

new policy: 

Policy 7.C.5 Agricultural Buffer. Require new development that occurs at the edge of the 

ULL to be set back a minimum of 150 feet from adjacent agricultural land where possible. 
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Equivalent means of providing agricultural buffers may be considered by the Planning 

Commission on a case by case basis for parcels whose dimensions would preclude or severely 

limit development potential with the required buffer size. The buffer shall be landscaped and may 

include public right of way. 

 

In addition to the policies that lessen direct impacts on farmland discussed in Impact 4.2-1, the Proposed 

Project includes policies and goals to support agriculture in Woodland and minimize conflicts between 

urban and agricultural uses. 2035 General Plan Policy 7.C.4 requires the City to ensure that urban 

development within the ULL does not affect the economic viability of adjacent farms outside of the ULL. 

2035 General Plan Policies 2.D.2, 6.C.1, and 4.G.2 help strengthen specific segments of the agricultural 

industry, similar to the 2035 CAP policy listed above. Policy 4.C.9 explicitly supports the continuation 

and development of the agricultural industry in Woodland, and Policy 8.G.10 requires the City’s support 

for both the City’s and the County’s right to farm ordinances. Policy 7.C.2 helps protect existing 

agriculture within the ULL, and Policy 7.C.3 requires Woodland to support Yolo County’s agricultural 

conservation efforts.  

 

Although policies in the Proposed Project will reduce the impact that development and other changes to 

the existing environment would have on existing agricultural uses and support the continued viability of 

the agricultural industry in Woodland, it cannot be guaranteed that farmland would not be indirectly 

impacted by development envisioned in the Plan. With the addition of Mitigation Measure 4.2-3, the City 

has presented all feasible mitigation in the form of policies and programs in the Proposed Project. There 

is no additional feasible mitigation available (FEIR, p. 4.2-41).  

 

The impact would remain significant and unavoidable (FEIR, p. 4.2-41). As described in Section VIII, 

specific social, economic, and environmental benefits of the Project outweigh the identified potential 

unavoidable significant impacts.  

 

Air Quality 

 

Impact 4.3-1: Generation of Short-Term Construction-Related Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and 

Precursors.  

 

Finding: Emissions of criteria air pollutants and precursors could exceed an ambient air quality standard 

or contribute substantially to an existing or predicted air quality exceedance. The level of construction 

emissions could conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan. YSAQMD 

recommends that lead agencies incorporate construction mitigation measures, and the Proposed Project 

has policies that would reduce this impact. However, given the scale of the Proposed Project, the City 

cannot determine that potential construction impacts would be below relevant significance thresholds 

throughout the planning horizon. The impact is considered significant.  

Mitigation is included (FEIR, pp. 4.3-24 and 4.3-25).  

 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-1a – The 2035 General Plan should be amended to include the following 

new implementation program (Implementation Program Air Quality 1): 

New developments that could generate a potentially significant short-term air quality 

impact shall incorporate feasible construction mitigation strategies, including those listed below, 

those included in an updated set of mitigation recommendations prepared by the Yolo-Solano Air 

Quality Management District, or those determined by the City to be as effective: 

a. Water all active construction areas at least twice daily. 

b. Haul trucks shall maintain at least two feet of freeboard. 
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c. Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials. 

d. Apply non-toxic binders (e.g., latex acrylic copolymer) to exposed areas after cut-

and-fill operations and hydroseed area. 

e. Apply chemical soil stabilizers on inactive construction areas (disturbed lands 

within construction projects that are unused for at least four consecutive days). 

f. Plant tree windbreaks on the windward perimeter of construction projects if 

adjacent to open land. 

g. Plant vegetative ground cover in disturbed areas as soon as possible. 

h. Cover inactive storage piles. 

i. Sweep streets if visible soil material is carried out from the construction site. 

j. Treat accesses to a distance of 100 feet from the paved road with a 6 to 12 inch 

layer of wood chips or mulch. 

k. Treat accesses to a distance of 100 feet from the paved road with a 6-inch layer of 

gravel. 

l. Limit all idling of vehicles and equipment that use gasoline or diesel fuel to five 

minutes maximum.  

m. Use alternative power source, such as electricity, for construction equipment or use 

reformulated and emulsified fuels, incorporate catalyst and filtration technologies, and generally 

modernize the equipment fleet with cleaner and newer engines.  

 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-1b – Policy 7.F.2. will be amended to read: 

Policy 7.F.2 Best Management Practices. Require all projects to implement Best 

Management Practices (BMPs) for reducing air pollutant emissions associated with the 

construction and operation of development projects as a standard City condition of approval.   

 

The above policy and mitigation measures would reduce construction-related impacts. However, because 

the District estimates that these measures have a range of effectiveness that can be well below 100 percent, 

construction-related emissions of criteria air pollutants and precursors could still exceed significance 

thresholds. Such emissions could exceed or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality 

violation and/or expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. In addition, these 

emissions could conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan. There are no 

additional feasible mitigation measures available to address this significant impact (FEIR, p. 4.3-25).  

 

The impact would remain significant and unavoidable (FEIR, p. 4.3-25). As described in Section VIII, 

specific social, economic, and environmental benefits of the Project outweigh the identified potential 

unavoidable significant impacts.  

 

Impact 4.3-2: Generation of Long-Term Operational Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursors.  

 

Finding: Long-term operational emissions would be generated from day-to-day activities associated with 

residential and non-residential land uses under the Proposed Project. Operational emissions associated 

with the Proposed Project would exceed applicable YSAQMD thresholds. The level of operational 

emissions could conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan. Proposed 

Project policies would reduce potentially significant impacts, but not to a level that would be below 

relevant thresholds. The impact is considered significant. Mitigation is included (FEIR, p. 4.3-32). 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 – Implement Mitigation Measure 4.3-1b. 
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The Proposed Project contains several policies that would promote mixed-use and infill development. 

Policies have been developed to site residents, jobs, and retail amenities in proximity of each other to 

reduce the need for motor vehicle travel. The Proposed Project would encourage modes of transportation 

that can reduce or eliminate air pollutant emissions. Since transportation is a major source of criteria air 

pollutants, this is important for reducing the operational impacts of the Proposed Project. Policies would 

support development of pedestrian and bicycle facilities that would promote non-vehicular modes of 

travel. In order to eliminate or minimize transportation-related emissions, policies have also been designed 

to encourage pedestrian, bicycle, and transit access and mobility that would reduce transportation-related 

air quality impacts. In addition, the 2035 CAP’s actions related to energy, transportation and land use, 

water and waste, and municipal operations would not only reduce greenhouse gas emissions, but also 

criteria air pollutants.  

 

General Plan policies would reduce long-term operational air quality impacts. However, because the 

precise effectiveness of these measures cannot be determined at the time of this analysis, it is likely that 

operational emissions of criteria air pollutants and precursors could still exceed significance thresholds. 

Such emissions could exceed or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation 

and/or expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. In addition, these emissions 

could conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan. There are no additional 

feasible mitigation measures available to address this significant impact (FEIR, p. 4.3-33). 

 

The impact would remain significant and unavoidable (FEIR, p. 4.3-33). As described in Section VIII, 

specific social, economic, and environmental benefits of the Project outweigh the identified potential 

unavoidable significant impacts.  

 

Impact 4.3-3: Expose Sensitive Receptors to Substantial Pollutant Concentrations (Stationary).   

 

Finding: Project-related vehicle trips would contribute vehicles to local intersections that could cause a 

CO hotspot (i.e., exceedance of the CO ambient air quality standard). However, it is not anticipated that 

the Proposed Project’s land uses would contribute substantial vehicle volumes to existing or future 

intersections that could cause a CO hotspot. During construction and operation of the Proposed Project, 

localized air quality emissions would be generated that could affect existing and proposed sensitive 

receptors. Construction activities would generate diesel particulate matter (diesel PM) emissions that 

could affect existing and proposed sensitive receptors. Existing regulations and proposed policies and 

implementation programs would reduce potential exposure to substantial pollutant concentrations. The 

impact is considered significant. Mitigation is included (FEIR, pp. 4.3-43 and 4.3-44). 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-3a – Policy 7.F.3 should be amended to read:  

Policy 7.F.3. Protect Sensitive Receptors. For the purposes of environmental review of 

potential toxic air contaminant impacts, consider residentially designated land uses, hospitals and 

other medical facilities, and residential care facilities, schools, day care centers, playgrounds to be 

“sensitive receptors.” Discourage the location of new sensitive receptor uses within 500 feet of a 

limited access state highway (SR 113 and 1-5). Implement applicable buffer distances 

recommended by the California Air Resources Board between sensitive uses and sources of 

substantial pollutant concentrations. 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-3b – Implement Mitigation Measure 4.3-1b. 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-3c – The 2035 General Plan should be amended to include the following 

new implementation program (Implementation Program Air Quality 2) 
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a. New development shall be required to demonstrate adherence with applicable 

YSAQMD-recommended health risk thresholds involving sensitive receptors, uses that involve 

substantial truck trips, and large gas stations, as defined by the applicable regulations. “Substantial 

truck trips” is defined as more than 100 trucks per day, more than 40 trucks with operating transport 

refrigeration units (TRUs) per day, or TRU unit operations that exceed 300 hours per week. A 

“large gas station” is one that would be anticipated to accommodate a throughput of 3.6 million 

gallons per year or greater.  

b. Proposed uses that include sensitive receptors may demonstrate compliance with 

this implementation program by providing a minimum 1,000-foot buffer from existing uses that 

involve substantial truck trips and a minimum 50-foot buffer from existing large gas stations.  

c. Proposed uses that involve substantial truck trips may demonstrate compliance with 

this implementation program by providing a minimum 1,000-foot buffer from properties where 

the City’s land use designation would allow sensitive receptors.  

d. Proposed large gas stations may demonstrate compliance with this implementation 

program by providing a minimum 300-foot buffer, while typical gas dispensing facilities would 

provide a minimum 50-foot buffer from existing sensitive receptors and from properties where the 

City’s land use designation would allow sensitive receptors. 

e. Avoid siting new sensitive receptors within 500 feet of the edge of the closest travel 

lane of a freeway, urban roads with 100,000 vehicles per day, or rural roads with 50,000 vehicles 

per day. 

f. Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 300 feet of any existing dry cleaning 

operation. 

g. As an alternative to these buffer distances, proposed sensitive receptors, uses that 

involve substantial truck trips, and large gas stations may provide a site-specific health risk 

assessment, using methods consistent with applicable guidance from the Office of Environmental 

Health Hazard Assessment, with mitigation, if necessary, to demonstrate compliance with 

applicable YSAQMD-recommended health risk thresholds. When health risk impacts exceed 

YSAQMD-recommended thresholds, feasible on-site mitigation measures to reduce TAC 

exposure shall be implemented to mitigate health risk impacts below YSAQMD thresholds. On-

site measures could include, but are not limited to providing enhanced filtration systems (e.g., 

MERV 13 or greater) for near-by sensitive receptor buildings, changes to the TAC emission 

source’s operation, and positioning of exhaust and intake for ventilation systems to minimize 

exposure among others. 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-3d – The 2035 General Plan should be amended to include the following 

new implementation program (Implementation Program Air Quality 3) 

a. New development that would require the use of diesel-fueled construction 

equipment within 300 feet of an existing sensitive receptor use an equipment mix, incorporate 

buffering, schedule construction activities, or use other strategies to reduce potential health risk 

consistent with guidance from the Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District.  

b. Alternatively, a project applicant may prepare a site-specific estimate of diesel PM 

emissions associated with total construction activities and evaluate for health risk impact on 

existing sensitive receptors in order to demonstrate that applicable YSAQMD-recommended 

thresholds for toxic air contaminants would not be exceeded or that applicable thresholds would 

not be exceeded with the application of alternative mitigation techniques approved by the City.  

 

The Proposed Project contains policies to reduce emissions associated with both construction and 

operational activities. The Proposed Project includes Policy 7.F.3 that would discourage development in 

locations that would conflict with the buffer recommendations in the ARB Air Quality and Land Use 
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Handbook. Mitigation Measures 4.3-3c and 4.3-3d provide specific guidance tied to performance 

standards that have been developed to protect the public health. The buffer distances incorporated into 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-3c are consistent with guidance from ARB. Implementation Program Air Quality 

3 includes as an option to use an equipment mix, including the use of Tier 4 engine emission standards, 

which have been shown to reduce PM emissions by more than 90 percent from current levels or site-

specific analysis and mitigation with clear performance outcomes tied to YSAQMD-recommended 

thresholds.  

 

However, the potential for sensitive receptors to be exposed to substantial pollutant concentrations from 

stationary sources remains significant, even with the Proposed Project’s policies and mitigation measures 

described above. There is not additional feasible mitigation. The impact related to stationary sources of 

TACs is significant and unavoidable (FEIR, p. 4.3-45). 

 

The impact would remain significant and unavoidable (FEIR, p. 4.3-45). As described in Section VIII, 

specific social, economic, and environmental benefits of the Project outweigh the identified potential 

unavoidable significant impacts.  
 

Cultural Resources 

 

Impact 4.6-1: Cause a Substantial Adverse Change in the Significance of Archaeological or Historical 

Resources as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5.  

 

Finding:  The Proposed Project plans for the construction of new buildings and structures. Modification 

of existing buildings and structures could also occur in the Planning Area. Although there are no 

previously recorded archaeological resources within the Planning Area, future projects involving intensive 

grading, trenching, excavation, soil stockpiling, and other earthmoving activities could impact previously 

unrecorded cultural resources. Implementation of the Proposed Project has the potential to damage or 

destroy archaeological and historic architectural resources that qualify as historical resources or unique 

archaeological resources under CEQA. The significance of such resources could be materially impaired 

because their ability to convey significance could be destroyed or diminished. This impact is considered 

significant. Mitigation is included (FEIR, pp. 4.6-25 through 4.6-29). 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.6-1a – The 2035 General Plan should be amended to include the following 

modified policy: 

Policy 2.O.3. Relocation of Historic Buildings. Where feasible and appropriate, encourage 

the relocation of reusable historic buildings within or into historic neighborhoods as a means of 

historic preservation. Relocation is only permitted with reuse provisions and timing agreements in 

place. Upon execution of an agreement covering reuse provisions and approval of a replacement 

project. 

Policy 2.P.2. Environmental Review. Require that environmental review be conducted for 

alterations and/or demolition of buildings designated as, or potentially eligible for designation as, 

historic structures as required by Chapter 12A of the Municipal Code and CEQA regulations. 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.6-1b – The 2035 General Plan should be amended to include the following 

new implementation program (Implementation Program Cultural 1) 

Projects that could have significant adverse impacts to potentially significant archaeological 

resources shall be required to assess impacts and provide feasible mitigation. The following steps, 

or those deemed equally effective by the City, will be followed: 
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a. Request information from the California Native American Heritage Commission to 

obtain a review of the Sacred Lands File and a list of local Native American groups and individuals 

that may have specific knowledge of cultural resources in the area that could be affected by project 

implementation. Each Native American group and individual identified by the Native American 

Heritage Commission will be contacted to obtain any available information on cultural resources 

in the project area. Additional consultation with relevant tribal representatives may be appropriate 

depending on the relative level of cultural sensitivity.  

b. Request updated information from the Northwest Information Center of the 

California Historical Resources Information System to determine whether the project area has been 

previously surveyed and whether archaeological resources were identified. In the event the records 

indicate that no previous survey has been conducted or existing survey data is greater than five 

years old, the applicant will retain the services of a qualified archaeologist to assess the adequacy 

of the existing data (if any) and assess the archaeological sensitivity of the project area. If the 

survey did not meet current professional standards or regulatory guidelines, or relies on outdated 

information, a qualified archaeologist will make a recommendation on whether a survey is 

warranted based on the sensitivity of the project area for archaeological resources. 

c. If a survey is warranted, it will include all necessary background research in 

addition to an archaeological pedestrian survey. Based on findings of the survey, additional 

technical studies may be required, such as geoarchaeological sensitivity analysis, or other analysis 

scaled according to the nature of the individual project. A report will document the results of the 

survey and provide appropriate management recommendations, and include recordation of 

identified archaeological resources on appropriate California Department of Parks and Recreation 

site record forms and cultural resources reports.  

d. Management recommendations may include, but are not limited to additional 

studies to evaluate identified sites or archaeological monitoring at locations determined by a 

qualified archaeologist to be sensitive for subsurface cultural resource deposits. 

e. Once approved by the City, provide the Northwest Information Center with 

appropriate California Department of Parks and Recreation site record forms and cultural resources 

reports for any resources identified. Any subsequent reports completed as a result of additional 

technical work will likewise be submitted to the Northwest Information Center. 

f. If no archeological resources are identified that may be directly or indirectly 

impacted by project activities, mitigation is complete as there would be no adverse change to 

documented archeological resources. The exception would be in the event of the discovery of a 

previously unknown archaeological site inadvertently exposed during project implementation. In 

such an event, a qualified archaeologist will be retained to assess the discovery and provide 

management recommendations as necessary. 

g. When a project will impact a known archaeological site, and avoidance is not a 

feasible option, a qualified archaeologist shall evaluate the eligibility of the site for listing in the 

California Register of Historic Resources. If the archaeological site is found to be a historical 

resource as per CEQA Guidelines Section15064.5 (a)(3), the qualified archaeologist shall 

recommend further mitigative treatment which could include preservation in place or data 

recovery. 

h. If a site to be tested is prehistoric, local tribal representatives should be afforded 

the opportunity to monitor the ground-disturbing activities. Appropriate mitigation may include 

curation of artifacts removed during subsurface testing. 

i. If significant archaeological resources that meet the definition of historical or 

unique archaeological resources are identified in the project area, the preferred mitigation of 

impacts is preservation in place. If impacts cannot be avoided through project design, appropriate 

and feasible treatment measures are required, which may consist of, but are not limited to actions, 
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such as data recovery excavations. If only part of a site will be impacted by a project, data recovery 

will only be necessary for that portion of the site. Data recovery will not be required if the 

implementing agency determines prior testing and studies have adequately recovered the 

scientifically consequential information from the resources. Studies and reports resulting from the 

data recovery shall be deposited with the Northwest Information Center. Archaeological sites 

known to contain human remains shall be treated in accordance with the provisions of Section 

7050.5 Health and Safety Code. 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.6-1c – The 2035 General Plan should be amended to include the following 

new implementation program (Implementation Program Cultural 2) 

For projects that could adversely affect a potential historic resources: 

a. Consult the City’s Historic Resources Inventory and, as necessary, seek updated 

information from the North Central Information Center or other applicable data repositories to 

determine whether the project area has been surveyed, and whether historic built environment 

resources were identified. 

b. If a survey of the property or the area in which the property is located has not been 

conducted, a qualified architectural historian shall conduct a study of the project area for the 

presence of historic built environment resources.  

c. If a study is required, it will evaluate the significance of built environment resources 

greater than 50 years in age that may be directly or indirectly impacted by project activities. The 

study may include a field survey; background, archival and historic research; and consultation with 

local historical societies, museums or other interested parties; as necessary.  

d. If necessary, the qualified architectural historian’s study will recommend 

appropriate protection or mitigative treatment, if any, and include recordation of identified built 

environment resources on appropriate California Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) series 

523 forms. Recommended treatment for historical resources identified in the report shall be 

implemented. 

e. If no significant historic built environment resources are identified in the study or 

prior survey of the project area that may be directly or indirectly impacted by project activities, 

there is no adverse change to documented historical built environment resources and no further 

action is required. 

f. If a significant historic built environment resource could be directly or indirectly 

impacted by project activities, avoidance shall be considered the primary mitigation option. If 

avoidance is not feasible, then the maintenance, repair, stabilization, rehabilitation, restoration, 

preservation, conservation, or reconstruction of the historical resource, conducted in a manner 

consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties 

will reduce impacts to an acceptable level. If adherence to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 

cannot avoid materially altering in an adverse manner the physical characteristics or historic 

character of the surrounding environmental setting that contribute to a resource’s historic 

significance, additional mitigation may be required. 

g. If avoidance is not feasible and minimizing impacts through adherence to the 

Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties is not feasible, 

documentation is required using, as appropriate, Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS), 

Historic American Engineering Record (HAER), and/or Historic American Landscapes Survey 

(HALS) guidelines. 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.6-1d – The 2035 General Plan should be amended to include the following 

new implementation program (Implementation Program Cultural 3) 
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a. During ground-disturbing activities necessary to implement proposed development 

and infrastructure projects, if any prehistoric or historic subsurface resources are discovered, all 

work within 100 feet of the resources shall be halted and a qualified archaeologist  shall be 

consulted within 24 hours to assess the significance of the find, according to CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15064.5, and implement, as applicable, CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.5(d), (e), and 

(f).  

b. If any find is determined to be a historical resource according to CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15064.5, representatives from the City and the archaeologist will meet to determine the 

appropriate avoidance measures or other appropriate mitigation. Cultural resources shall be 

recorded on appropriate Department of Parks and Recreation forms, and all significant cultural 

materials recovered shall be, as necessary and at the discretion of the qualified archaeologist and 

in consultation with the local Native American community if the discovery is prehistoric in age, 

subject to scientific analysis, professional curation, and documentation according to professional 

standards. If it is determined that the proposed development or infrastructure project could damage 

a historical resource or a unique archaeological resource (as defined pursuant to the CEQA 

Guidelines), mitigation shall be implemented in accordance with Section 21083.2 of the California 

Public Resources Code and CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4, with a preference for preservation 

in place. Work may proceed on other parts of the project site while mitigation for historical 

resources or unique archaeological resources is being carried out. Preservation in place may be 

accomplished by planning construction to avoid the resource; incorporating the resource within 

open space; capping and covering the resource; or deeding the site into a permanent conservation 

easement.  

c. If avoidance is not feasible, the qualified archaeologist shall develop and oversee 

the execution of a treatment plan. The treatment plan shall include, but shall not be limited to, data 

recovery procedures based on location and type of archaeological resources discovered and a 

preparation and submittal of report of findings to the Northwest Information Center of the 

California Historical Resources Information System. Data recovery shall be designed to recover 

the significant information the archaeological resource is expected to contain, based on the 

scientific/historical research questions that are applicable to the resource, what data classes the 

resource is expected to possess, and how the expected data classes would address the applicable 

resource questions. Data recovery, in general, should be limited to the portions of the historical 

property that could be adversely affected by project proponents’ actions. Destructive data recovery 

methods shall not be applied to portions of the archaeological resources if nondestructive methods 

are practical. 

 

The policies and implementation programs summarized above establish appropriate review procedures 

and consultation requirements, while also addressing the need for qualified personnel to undertake 

technical analysis, where necessary. The policies and implementation programs provide for the 

identification and evaluation of cultural resources, as well as for the assessment of potential impacts to 

such resources and the development of mitigation strategies. Additionally, CEQA review and local 

regulatory review provide additional levels of protection for known resources, and address the 

identification of unidentified cultural resources. 

 

Although the policies and implementation programs will minimize the severity of significant impacts 

associated with such change, impacts may occur that cannot be reduced to a less-than-significant level 

through mitigation. Applicants for entitlements requiring General Plan consistency findings will need to 

comply with the policies described above. These policies and implementation programs will help ensure 

new development is designed to maintain important elements of the historic setting, where this is 

Page 79



58 

important; preserve and rehabilitate historic structures in a way that preserves their integrity; relocate 

structures as method of historic preservation; and avoid impacts to archaeological and historic resources.  

 

While the Proposed Project policies and implementation programs will reduce potential effects, the 

potential remains for residual effects. 

 

Beyond existing regulations that protect cultural resources and these proposed policies and 

implementation programs, no further mitigation is available (FEIR, p. 4.6-29).  

 

The impact would remain significant and unavoidable (FEIR, p. 4.6-29). As described in Section VIII, 

specific social, economic, and environmental benefits of the Project outweigh the identified potential 

unavoidable significant impacts. 

 

Impact 4.6-2: Disturb Human Remains, including those Interred Outside of Formal Cemeteries.  

 

Finding: The Proposed Project would result in development and infrastructure improvement projects 

throughout the Planning Area that would involve earthmoving activities that could impact human remains. 

There is the potential for discovery of human remains during construction. This impact is considered 

significant. Mitigation is included (FEIR, pp. 4.6-31 and 4.6-32). 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.6-2 – The 2035 General Plan should be amended to include the following 

new implementation program (Implementation Program Cultural 4): 

a. Consistent with Health and Safety Code, Section 7050 through 7052 and Health 

and Safety Code Section 8010 through 8030, in the event of the accidental discovery or recognition 

of any human remains in any location other than a dedicated cemetery during construction, the 

City and contractor/s shall take the following steps: 

(1) No further excavation or disturbance of the project site or any nearby area 

reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent human remains will occur until: 

(A) the coroner of Yolo County has been contacted to determine that no investigation 

of the cause of death is required, and 

(B) if the coroner determines the remains to be Native American: 

1. the coroner shall contact the Native American Heritage Commission within 

24 hours; 

2. the Native American Heritage Commission shall identify the person or 

persons it believes to be the most likely descendant from the deceased Native American; and 

3. the most likely descendant may make recommendations to the landowner 

or the person responsible for the excavation work, for means of treating or disposing of, with 

appropriate dignity, the human remains and any associated grave goods, as provided in Section 

5097.98 of the Public Resources Code; or 

(2) Where the following conditions occur, the landowner or his or her authorized 

representative shall rebury the Native American remains and associated grave goods with 

appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject to further subsurface disturbance: 

(A) the Native American Heritage Commission is unable to identify a most likely 

descendant or the most likely descendant fails to make a recommendation within 24 hours after 

being notified by the commission; 

(B) the most likely descendant identified fails to make a recommendation; or 

(C) the landowner or his or her authorized representative rejects the recommendation 

of the most likely descendant, and mediation by the Native American Heritage Commission fails 

to provide measures acceptable to the landowner.  
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Because prehistoric and historic archaeological sites that contain human remains can occur below ground 

with little or no surface manifestation it may not be feasible to entirely avoid impacts to interred human 

remains during buildout of the General Plan, despite implementation of the City’s proposed policies and 

mitigation measure. If buried human remains are encountered during construction without prior discovery 

they may be inadvertently damaged or destroyed (FEIR, p. 4.6-32).  

 

The impact would remain significant and unavoidable (FEIR, p. 4.6-32). As described in Section VIII, 

specific social, economic, and environmental benefits of the Project outweigh the identified potential 

unavoidable significant impacts.  

 

Noise and Vibration 

 

Impact 4.11-1: Exposure of Noise-Sensitive Land Uses to Short-Term (Construction).  

 

Finding:  Future development and implementation of the policies in the Proposed Project would result in 

exposure of existing and proposed noise sensitive land uses to noticeable increases from construction 

activities. This impact is considered significant. Mitigation is included (FEIR, pp. 4.11-50 and 4.11-51).  

 

Mitigation Measure 4.11-1 – The 2035 General Plan should be amended to include the following 

new implementation program (Implementation Program Noise 1) 

a. Demolition, construction, site preparation, and related activities that would 

generate noise perceptible at the property line of the subject property are limited to the hours 

between 7:00 A.M. and 6:00 P.M. on Monday through Saturday and between 9:00 A.M. and 6:00 

P.M. on Sunday and federal holidays. The building inspector may issue an exception to this 

limitation on hours in cases of urgent necessity where the public health and safety will not be 

substantially impaired. 

b. Idling times for noise-generating equipment used in demolition, construction, site 

preparation, and related activities shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in 

use or reducing the maximum idling time to 5 minutes.  

c. Demolition, construction, site preparation, and related activities that do not involve 

pile driving proposed within 445 feet from the edge of properties with existing, occupied noise-

sensitive uses shall incorporate all feasible strategies to reduce noise exposure for noise-sensitive 

uses, including: 

• Provide written notice to all known occupied noise-sensitive uses within 400 feet 

of the edge of the project site boundary at least 2 weeks prior to the start of each construction phase 

of the construction schedule;  

• Ensure that construction equipment is properly maintained and equipped with noise 

control components, such as mufflers, in accordance with manufacturers’ specifications; 

• Re-route construction equipment away from adjacent noise-sensitive uses;  

• Locate noisy construction equipment away from surrounding noise-sensitive uses;  

• Use sound aprons or temporary noise enclosures around noise-generating 

equipment;  

• Position storage of waste materials, earth, and other supplies in a manner that will 

function as a noise barrier for surrounding noise-sensitive uses;  

• Use the quietest practical type of equipment; 

• Use electric powered equipment instead of diesel or gasoline engine powered 

equipment; 

• Use shrouding or shielding and intake and exhaust silencers/mufflers; and 
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• Other effective and feasible strategies to reduce construction noise exposure for 

surrounding noise-sensitive uses. 

d. For construction of buildings that require the installation of piles, an alternative to 

installation of piles by hammering shall be used. This could include the use of augured holes for 

cast-in-place piles, installation through vibration or hydraulic insertion, or another low-noise 

technique. 

 

The above described implementation program would reduce construction noise exposure. However, for 

construction sites that are adjacent to noise-sensitive uses, there still could be a substantial temporary 

increase in noise levels that could lead to adverse noise-related impacts. The City is obliged to balance 

temporary noise impacts associated with implementation of the Proposed Plan with other environmental 

benefits, as well as economic, legal, social, technological, and other benefits. The City’s focus on 

facilitating infill development in the Downtown area and along major corridors will help to achieve goals 

related to economic development, fiscal sustainability, and local employment opportunities. As noted in 

OPR’s draft General Plan Guidelines update, “While urban infill developments can be noisy 

environments, they are often healthy communities. Residents whom opt to live in infill developments may 

welcome such noise, and there are many ways to minimize harmful exposure to excessive noise” (OPR 

2015, page 185). While sites for future infill development may be located near noise-sensitive uses, these 

sites are also in proximity to a mix of housing and destinations. Locating a mix of uses in proximity to 

one another makes travel without the use of a car more practical, and this provides benefits related to 

mobility, air quality, and greenhouse gas emission reductions. Communities that make non-automobile 

trips (pedestrian, bicycle, transit) practical for more residents can also reduce traffic congestion for those 

who still need to drive. Land and transportation policies that reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) also 

reduce harmful air pollution and greenhouse gas emissions, enhance mobility, and reduce commuting 

time. Since transportation is a major cost for most households, making transportation without a car more 

feasible could also hold benefits related to reducing household transportation costs. Municipal costs can 

be reduced with compact, planned development. The City can help to free up discretionary income that 

can support expanded local retail activity through planning strategies that reduce travel and utility costs 

for households. Since infill sites are generally in areas that have access to existing infrastructure, infill 

development also holds potential benefits related to the up-front and ongoing cost of infrastructure. 

Implementation of this mitigation measure co would reduce impacts from construction noise. However, 

there could still be a noticeable temporary increase in noise levels for noise-sensitive uses that are adjacent 

to construction sites. There is no additional feasible mitigation (FEIR, p. 4.11-51).  

 

The impact would remain significant and unavoidable (FEIR, p. 4.11-51). As described in Section VIII, 

specific social, economic, and environmental benefits of the Project outweigh the identified potential 

unavoidable significant impacts. 

 

Impact 4.11-2: Exposure to or Generation of Long-Term Noise Levels.  

 

Finding: Future development of new noise-sensitive land uses would occur under the Proposed Project 

within areas that either are currently exposed to noise from both transportation and non-transportation 

noise sources, or will be in the future. Uses allowed under the 2035 General Plan could potentially expose 

existing or planned noise-sensitive uses to noise levels that exceed local standards. The impact is 

considered significant. Mitigation is included. (FEIR, pp. 4.11-59 and 4.11-60). 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.11-2a – Policy 8.G.3 should be amended as follows: 

Policy 8.G.3 Noise Exposure from Transportation Sources. Require noise-reducing 

mitigation to meet allowable outdoor and indoor noise exposure standards in Table 8-6 [Table 
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4.11-13]. Noise mitigation measures that may be approved to achieve these noise level targets 

include but are not limited to the following: 

• Construct facades with  sound insulation to achieve acceptable interior noise; 

• Use sound-rated windows for primary sleeping and activity areas; 

• Use sound-rated doors for all exterior entries at primary sleeping and activity areas; 

• Use setbacks and/or sound  barriers where applicable, feasible, and reasonable; 

• Use acoustic baffling of vents for chimneys, attic and gable ends; 

• Install a mechanical ventilation system that provides fresh air under closed window 

conditions; and 

• Maximize site design so that buildings shelter outdoor areas. 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.11-2b – The 2035 General Plan should be amended to include the following 

new policies: 

Policy 8.G.13 Noise Attenuation Barriers. Noise attenuation barriers are strongly 

discouraged, except to attenuate noise for existing developed uses, and may be used in the context 

of new developments only when no other approach to noise mitigation is feasible. 

Policy 8.G.14 Vehicle Traffic. New developments shall disperse vehicular traffic onto a 

network of fully connected smaller roadways and minimize funneling of local traffic onto large-

volume, high-speed roadways near existing or planned noise-sensitive land uses to the maximum 

extent feasible. 

Policy 8.G.15 Operational Noise. In new development areas, service, utility, loading areas, 

roof-mounted equipment, and noise-generating equipment shall be screened, designed, and located 

to reduce visibility and noise for surrounding properties and pedestrian areas. 

 

The policies referenced above would reduce long-term noise exposure impacts by establishing noise 

compatibility standards and requiring new development to include certain measures and strategies to 

achieve acceptable noise environments, wherever feasible. The Proposed Project provides options for 

different mitigation strategies and performance standards designed to avoid significant adverse noise 

exposure impacts. The effectiveness of the noise control strategy to bring the desired reduction in noise 

exposure depends on the physical characteristics of the development and existing surrounding 

environment. With the proposed intensification of land uses in Woodland, especially Downtown and along 

key corridors, noise control will be an increasing consideration for new development, particularly for infill 

projects. However, urban development generally experiences greater ambient (background) noise than 

rural areas and residents, employees, and visitors to more urban environments would generally be expected 

to be acclimated to relatively noisier conditions. In order to achieve the increased levels of density and 

development intensity outlined in this 2035 General Plan, somewhat greater ambient noise levels must be 

acknowledged and accepted. The noise standards established in the 2035 General Plan accept 70 dB as 

being in the “normally acceptable” range for residential uses, as compared with 60 dB in the previous 

2002 General Plan. This policy supports the development of infill projects Downtown and along key 

corridors by setting a realistic, achievable threshold of impact for new development that acknowledges 

the somewhat greater noise levels associated with a vibrant, urban environment in appropriate locations. 

This policy could result in a greater number of new noise sensitive uses that are exposed to ambient noise 

levels between 60 dB and 70 dB compared to what may have occurred under the previous General Plan.  

 

Similarly, Policy 8.G.7 addresses acceptable noise levels associated with roadway improvement projects, 

changing from 60 dB to 70 dB areas where an increase in 5 dB increase is considered significant; 

increasing from 60-65 to 70-75 areas where an increase of 3 dB is considered significant; and increasing 

from greater than 65 to greater than 75 areas where a 1.5 dB increase is considered significant. This policy 
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change from the 2002 General Plan relaxes the baseline against which noise increases attributable to 

roadway improvement projects are assessed.  

 

Policies in the 2035 General Plan establish noise performance standards and require feasible mitigation. 

Implementation of policies in the Proposed Project, as described above, would reduce the potential for 

significant noise exposure impacts. Although the policies are designed to avoid substantial disturbances 

to noise-sensitive receptors, the City anticipates that, despite implementation of feasible noise reduction 

strategies, noise-sensitive uses could be exposed to noise in exceedance of the City’s standards, including 

noise generated by new development anticipated under the Proposed Project. The City cannot demonstrate 

at this time that policies in the Proposed Project would reduce impacts of each project and upon each 

project that could be developed under the 2035 General Plan to a less-than-significant level (FEIR, p. 

4.11-60). 

 

The impact would remain significant and unavoidable (FEIR, p. 4.11-60). As described in Section VIII, 

specific social, economic, and environmental benefits of the Project outweigh the identified potential 

unavoidable significant impacts.  

 

Impact 4.11-3: Exposure to or Generation of Vibration.  

 

Finding: Construction of projects under the Proposed Project could cause temporary, short-term 

disruptive vibration for locations near sensitive receptors. Under the Proposed Project, future development 

of new vibration-sensitive land uses could occur within vibration-generating areas (e.g., railroads). This 

impact is considered significant. Mitigation is included (FEIR, pp. 4.11-62 and 4.11-63). 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.11-3a – The 2035 General Plan should be amended to include the following 

new implementation program (Implementation Program Vibration 1) 

a. New development that proposes the use of piles for foundations shall include all 

feasible measures necessary with the goal to ensure that vibration exposure for adjacent buildings 

is less than 0.5 PPV and less than 80 VdB for adjacent vibration-sensitive uses and less than 0.2 

PPV for adjacent historic buildings. These performance standards shall take into account the 

reduction in vibration exposure that would occur through coupling loss provided by each affected 

building structure. If it is determined necessary to avoid damage, the project applicant shall 

coordinate with the Chief Building Official to implement corrective actions, which may include, 

but is not limited to building protection or stabilization.  

b. New developments that would generate substantial long-term vibration shall 

provide analysis and mitigation, as feasible, to achieve velocity levels, as experienced at habitable 

structures of vibration-sensitive land uses, of less than 80 vibration decibels. 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.11-3b – Implement Mitigation Measure 4.11-1 

 

As described above, the new implementation programs require use of project-specific vibration mitigation 

measures (preparation of vibration analysis and implementation of vibration abatement measures, as 

necessary and to the greatest extent feasible) and best practices during construction to mitigate vibration 

impacts to sensitive land uses. Implementation would reduce the potential for vibration levels in areas of 

new vibration-sensitive land uses and the level of impact associated with temporary construction-related 

vibration exposure for sensitive uses. However, the City cannot determine at this time that potentially 

significant vibration-related impacts would be avoided in every instance. There is no additional feasible 

mitigation (FEIR, p. 4.11-63).  
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The impact would remain significant and unavoidable (FEIR, p. 4.11-63). As described in Section VIII, 

specific social, economic, and environmental benefits of the Project outweigh the identified potential 

unavoidable significant impacts.  

 

C. Mandatory Findings of Significance 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15065(a) states that a project may have a significant effect on the environment 

when one of the following four conditions occurs:  
 

(1) The project has the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment, 

substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to 

drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, substantially 

reduce the number or restrict the range of an endangered, rare, or threatened species, or eliminate 

important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory. 

 

(2) The project has the potential to achieve short-term environmental goals to the disadvantage 

of long-term environmental goals. 

 

(3)  The project has possible environmental effects that are individually limited but 

cumulatively considerable, which means that the incremental effects of an individual project are 

significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current 

projects, and the effects of probable future projects.  

 

(4) The environmental effects of a project will cause substantial adverse effects on human 

beings, either directly or indirectly.  

 

Section 15061(a)(1) states that a lead agency shall find that a project may have a significant effect on the 

environment when there is substantial evidence that the project has the potential to (1) substantially reduce 

the habitat of a fish or wildlife species; (2) cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining 

levels; (3) substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of an endangered, rare, or threatened 

species; or (4) eliminate important examples of major periods of California history or prehistory. The EIR 

fully addresses any impacts that might relate to reduction of habitat and the effect on species. Impacts 

related to wildlife and plant species are addressed under Impacts 4.4-1, 4.4-2, 4.4-3, 4.4-4, and 4.4-8, and 

as outlined above, impacts are less than significant with mitigation. Historic and prehistoric impacts are 

addressed under Impact 4.6-1 and 4.6-2 and, as outlined above, impacts are significant and unavoidable.  
 

Section 15061(a)(2) states that a lead agency shall find that a project may have a significant effect on the 

environment when there is substantial evidence that the project has the potential to achieve short-term 

environmental goals to the disadvantage of long-term environmental goals. Chapter 6 of the EIR includes 

a section on Significant Irreversible Environmental Effects of the Proposed Project. In addition, Section 

6.4 of the EIR identifies all significant and unavoidable impacts that could occur and create a long-term 

impact on the environment. Finally, Chapter 6 of the EIR also identifies any long-term environmental 

impacts caused by the Proposed Project. 
 

Section 15061(a)(3) states that a lead agency shall find that a project may have a significant effect on the 

environment when there is substantial evidence that the project has potential environmental effects that 

are individually limited but cumulatively considerable. This means that the “incremental effects of an 

individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects 
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of other current projects, and the effects of probably future projects.” Cumulative impacts are addressed 

for each of the environmental topics in the EIR and are discussed in Chapter 6 of the EIR.  

 

Section 15065(a)(4) requires a lead agency to find that a project will have a significant effect on the 

environment when there is substantial evidence that the project has the potential to cause substantial 

adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. This factor relates to effects to the 

environment on human beings generally but not to effects on specific individuals. Any of the 

environmental effects analyzed in the EIR could cause adverse impacts to human beings, but all impacts 

that could directly affect human beings (such as aesthetics, air quality, hazardous materials, hydrology, 

flooding, and water quality, noise and vibration, and transportation) were examined in Chapter 4 of the 

EIR. 

 
The City Council therefore finds that the EIR for the Proposed Project has analyzed all four mandatory findings of 

significance.  

 

D. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(d), the City has included all feasible mitigation measures 

that avoid or substantially lessen the potentially significant and significant effects of the Proposed Project 

as policies or implementation programs. Public Resources Code Section 21081.6(b) and CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15097(b) establish that when the project examined in an EIR is a general plan, 

mitigation measures may be incorporated into the plan. This is the approach taken by the City. These 

mitigation measures are fully enforceable by the City Council. As such, the General Plan and CAP are 

considered self-mitigating, and the only action required for full implementation of the MMRP is adoption 

of the General Plan and CAP. 

 

The MMRP includes Table 2-1, which contains the final revised summary of the impacts and mitigation 

measures, and is simultaneously being adopted by the City Council with its Resolution Certifying the EIR 

for the Proposed Project.  

 

E. Growth Inducement 

Chapter 6, “Other CEQA Considerations,” of the Draft EIR provides a discussion of the growth-inducing 

impacts of the 2035 General Plan pursuant to Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines. The 2035 CAP 

would not create any growth-inducing impacts as it does not propose development or land use changes, 

does not propose infrastructure that would induce development, and does not include components that 

could induce growth. Rather, it provides a roadmap for reducing emissions of GHG emissions to achieve 

specified targets over time. 

 

The EIR analysis points out that by definition, the 2035 General Plan is intended to provide for, and 

address future growth in the City. The goals, policies, and implementation programs of the 2035 General 

Plan provide a framework for long-term growth and conservation within the City’s Planning Area. The 

General Plan is required by State law to be long-term in its focus, addressing physical development within 

and outside the City’s jurisdiction that is related to the City’s planning. 

 

Revisions to the General Plan are required in order to address long-range goals related to land use, 

transportation, public health and safety, housing, open space and conservation, economic development, 

fiscal sustainability, climate change, and other topics that are a focus of the Final 2035 General Plan. The 

environmental consequences related to the potential for direct growth are analyzed throughout Chapter 4, 
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“Environmental Impact Analysis,” of the Draft EIR and discussed herein in Section VII.C (Significant 

Effects and Mitigation Measures). Other indirect growth-inducing impacts are analyzed including the 

following: (1) inducement of substantial unanticipated population growth; (2) economic expansion 

resulting in jobs and housing growth; (3) elimination of obstacles to growth; and (4) result in service, 

facility, or infrastructure demand. 

 

The growth inducement analysis states that with the amount of new development planned under the 2035 

General Plan, it is possible that, through expansion of job opportunities or other aspects of the 2035 

General Plan, growth elsewhere could be facilitated. If jobs are created that cause people to move to the 

Planning Area or nearby communities and create a demand for housing construction beyond that provided 

under the 2035 General Plan, the 2035 General Plan could be considered growth inducing. 

 

The EIR analysis states that whether or not obstacles to growth are eliminated relates to the extent to which 

the 2035 General Plan would increase infrastructure capacity or change the regulatory structure such that 

additional development beyond that assumed in the EIR would be facilitated. A physical obstacle to 

growth typically involves insufficient or no infrastructure and insufficient public service capacity. The 

extension of public service infrastructure (e.g., roadways, water and sewer lines) into areas that are not 

currently provided with these services would be expected to support new development. Similarly, the 

elimination or change to a regulatory obstacle, including existing growth and development policies, could 

result in new growth. With respect to the Proposed Project, development in new growth areas is 

anticipated. Therefore, the 2035 General Plan would facilitate elimination of growth obstacles that would 

result in new growth. 

 

The 2035 General Plan does anticipate development of currently undeveloped areas. This could result in 

infrastructure being extended into areas that are currently undeveloped and result in pressure to plan for 

and entitle development beyond that anticipated under the 2035 General Plan. The 2035 General Plan 

includes policies for both infill and new development that would avoid unplanned development that could 

be induced through infrastructure expansions into new growth areas. This reduces the potential for 

unplanned, induced growth. An important consideration that limits growth within the City is the City’s 

urban limit line, which sets an ultimate boundary around the City. Because the urban limit line was 

approved as a voter initiative in 2006, the urban limit line may only be modified by another vote by the 

people. Additionally, the initiative measure approving the urban limit line also places restrictions on the 

provision of services outside of the urban limit line. Both parts of this initiative provide an effective 

constraint to induced growth outside of the City’s boundaries. 

 

However, the EIR analysis concludes that it is possible for the Proposed Project to induce growth that 

could have indirect effects. The analysis concludes that the purpose of the 2035 General Plan is to provide 

for future development of new housing and employment opportunities. The EIR concludes that the indirect 

effects on the environment would have a significant and unavoidable impact, and there are no feasible 

mitigation measures beyond those already embodied in the Final 2035 General Plan to reduce this impact 

to a less-than-significant level without changing the purposes of the 2035 General Plan. The City Council 

finds that due to the overriding considerations set forth in Section VIII below, the benefits of the Proposed 

Project outweigh its growth-inducing impacts.  

 

F. Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes 

Chapter 6.0, “Other CEQA Considerations,” of the Draft EIR examines “significant irreversible 

environmental changes” pursuant to Section 15126.2(c) of the CEQA Guidelines. The Proposed Project 

includes both the 2035 General Plan and the 2035 CAP. The CAP is designed to reduce impacts associated 
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with GHG emissions and will provide air quality and other benefits. The 2035 CAP will not create any 

significant irreversible environmental impacts.  

 

However, development allowed under the 2035 General Plan is identified as contributing to the following 

significant irreversible environmental changes: (1) changes in land use which would commit future 

generations; (2) irreversible changes from environmental actions; and (3) consumption of non-renewable 

resources. 

 

Specifically, the EIR analysis identifies the following items as significant and unavoidable outcomes of 

implementation of the 2035 General Plan for which there are no known additional feasible mitigation 

measures beyond those already embodied in the Final General Plan: urban development in areas the 

previous 2002 General Plan designated urban reserve; irreversible loss of agricultural land and existing 

wildlife habitats; environmental disturbance from development; increased traffic, air pollution, GHG 

emissions, and noise; use of non-renewable resources during construction, such as lumber and other forest 

products, sand and gravel, asphalt, petrochemical construction materials, steel, copper, lead, and water; 

potential for accidental release of hazardous materials; and nonrenewable energy use. 

 

The EIR concludes that there is no feasible mitigation without changing the 2035 General Plan purposes 

and that the impacts are significant and unavoidable. However, and as explained below in Section VIII of 

these Findings, the City Council finds that the benefits of the Proposed Project outweigh the significant 

and unavoidable growth-inducing effects caused by the Proposed Project.  

 

G. Cumulative Impacts 

 

CEQA Guideline 15130(b)(1) requires an EIR to either analyze (a) a list of past, present, and probable 

future projects producing related or cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, projects outside of the 

agency’s control or (b) a summary of projections contained in an adopted local, regional, or statewide 

plan, or related planning document, that describes or evaluates conditions contributing to the cumulative 

effect. These plans may include a general plan, a regional transportation plan, or plans for the reduction 

of greenhouse gas emissions. The summary of projections may also be contained in an adopted or certified 

prior environmental document for one of these plans, and the projections may be supplemented with 

additional information.  

 

Chapter 6.0, “Other CEQA Considerations,” of the EIR contains an analysis of the cumulative impacts, 

pursuant to Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines. The analysis in the  EIR uses the second method 

described above, the “plan method,” and  analyzes cumulative issues based on regional growth projections. 

The analysis examines population, housing, and employment growth for the six-county Sacramento Area 

Council of Governments (SACOG) region, which includes the City of Woodland. SACOG’s Metropolitan 

Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) includes a regional-scale land use 

change scenario covering the period from 2012 to 2036. This represents past, present, and probable future 

projects that may have impacts to which the Proposed Project would contribute (past, present, and future 

projects are collectively known as the “Cumulative Context”). 

 

The Cumulative Scenario for the Proposed Project considers buildout of the City’s Planning Area if all 

vacant and underutilized parcels within the Planning Area developed. Regional cumulative impacts are 

analyzed within each CEQA issue area and contribution of buildout of the City’s Planning Area in each 

impact area is considered. The following conclusions are reached: 
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1. Aesthetics and Visual Resources 
 

Implementation of the Cumulative Scenario would allow for greater density and development intensity in 

certain infill areas – particularly areas designated Downtown Mixed Use and Corridor Mixed Use under 

the Final 2035 General Plan. Taller or larger buildings do not necessarily constitute a visual impact. In 

addition to adding uses and density, new investment in urban infill areas typically improves visual quality 

by developing vacant or underutilized properties and improving maintenance of existing structures and 

yards. Nonetheless, the Cumulative Scenario would change the visual character of the Planning Area, 

which would be perceived within the Planning Area, as well as from adjacent areas. In addition, the 

Cumulative Scenario would contribute nighttime light to the already increasing amount of light pollution 

in the region. Mitigation measures in Section 4.1, “Aesthetics and Visual Resources,” of the EIR and 2035 

General Plan policies establish high standards for design and compatibility with a project’s surroundings; 

however, there is no feasible mitigation that would avoid changing the visual character of the Planning 

Area while also allowing the City to accomplish its Vision and Guiding Principles for the 2035 General 

Plan. The Proposed Project would make a cumulatively considerable contribution to significant 

cumulative regional impacts. The cumulative impact is significant and unavoidable. However, and as 

explained below in Section VIII, the benefits of the Proposed Project outweigh the significant and 

unavoidable environmental effects of these cumulative impacts.  

 

2. Agricultural Resources 
 

The conversion of farmland in the region constitutes a significant cumulative impact. As described in 

Section 4.2, “Agriculture and Forestry Resources,” of the Draft EIR, multiple policies are identified in the 

2035 General Plan to manage agricultural land conversion, including an ULL that is designed to protect 

agricultural land surrounding the City limits, which would reduce the potential impact associated with 

conversion of agricultural land. The 2035 General Plan also requires mitigation for lost farmland within 

the ULL at a rate of one acre of permanently conserved farmland for every acre converted to urban 

development or non-agricultural uses. Notwithstanding these policies, there is no feasible mitigation that 

would allow the City to implement the 2035 General Plan according to the City’s Vision and Guiding 

Principles, while also avoiding the conversion of farmland. No additional feasible mitigation, in addition 

to those discussed above, are available to further reduce the impact. The conversion of farmland that would 

occur under the Cumulative Scenario will contribute to the loss of agricultural land in the region, which 

is an irreversible loss of a shared and finite resource. The loss of farmland associated with the Cumulative 

Scenario makes a cumulatively considerable contribution, and the impact is considered significant and 

unavoidable. However, and as explained below in Section VIII, the benefits of the Proposed Project 

outweigh the significant and unavoidable environmental effects of these cumulative impacts.  

 

3. Air Quality 
 

By its nature, air pollution has cumulative impacts. The implementation of plans and projects within the 

Sacramento Valley Air Basin would contribute to this impact on a cumulative basis, and this regional 

impact is a significant cumulative impact. The Cumulative Scenario of the Proposed Project would 

generate construction-related and operational criteria air pollutants and precursor emissions that would 

exceed Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District’s thresholds of significance. This is a cumulatively 

considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact. The 2035 General Plan policies, mitigation 

included in Section 4.3, “Air Quality,” of the Draft EIR, and strategies outlined in the 2035 CAP will 

reduce emissions, but it is not possible to demonstrate with reasonable certainty that emissions would be 

reduced below applicable thresholds. There is no additional feasible mitigation. As a result, this 

cumulative impact is significant and unavoidable. However, and as explained below in Section VIII, the 
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benefits of the Proposed Project outweigh the significant and unavoidable environmental effects of these 

cumulative impacts. 

 

Existing toxic air contaminant sources in the Planning Area include mobile sources, stationary sources, 

and areawide sources, which all cumulatively contribute to the existing toxic air contaminant 

concentrations and the associated health risk. Implementation of the Cumulative Scenario of the Proposed 

Project would generate additional vehicle trips within the Planning Area that would increase vehicle 

volumes at local intersections. The 2035 General Plan includes policies that would require buffers between 

sensitive land uses and sources of toxic air contaminants (TACs), and Section 4.3 of the Draft EIR 

recommends detailed mitigation that would ensure against exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial 

pollutant concentrations – both as a result of construction and operation of the Proposed Project. As a 

result, this impact is less than cumulatively considerable.  

 

4. Biological Resources 
 

Adverse regional impacts on palmate-bracted bird’s beak, vernal pool habitat and associated vernal pool 

species, and alkali prairie sink habitat, giant garter snake, and Swainson’s hawk are considered significant 

cumulative impacts. Buildout of the Cumulative Scenario would preserve the remaining occurrences of 

palmate-bracted bird’s beak; preserve the known remaining vernal pool habitat and vernal pool species, 

including vernal pool fairy shrimp, vernal pool tadpole shrimp, and California tiger salamander; and 

preserve both the known remaining alkali prairie/sink habitat and the majority of known occurrences of 

special-status plant species, including alkali milk-vetch, brittlescale, San Joaquin spearscale, and 

Heckard’s peppergrass, in the Planning Area. Therefore, implementing the Cumulative Scenario would 

not have a cumulatively considerable contribution to significant cumulative impacts. Impacts associated 

with loss of palmate-bracted bird’s beak, loss of vernal pool habitat and associated vernal pool species, 

and loss of special-status species associated with alkali prairie sink habitat are less than cumulatively 

considerable.  

 

With successful implementation of the 2035 General Plan policies, mitigation measures in Section 4.4 of 

the EIR, “Biological Resources,” and compliance with existing State and federal regulations, the 

Cumulative Scenario of the Proposed Project would not have a cumulatively considerable contribution to 

the giant garter snake or Swainson’s hawk. Impacts associated with the loss of giant garter snake and 

Swainson’s hawk are less than cumulatively considerable. 

 

5. Climate Change, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy 
 

The Cumulative Scenario would result in GHG emissions associated with construction and long-term 

operations. The Proposed Project commits the City to revisiting the emissions inventory and CAP 

reduction strategies when new information is available and making appropriate changes. Policies in the 

2035 General Plan, reduction strategies in the 2035 CAP, and mitigation identified in Section 4.5 of the 

EIR, “Climate Change, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy,” of the Draft EIR will reduce local GHG 

emissions and commit the City to adjust policies and reduction measures, as needed, when future 

information related to the State’s efforts become available. In addition, Mitigation Measure 4.5-1a 

provides additional clarity and requires the City to maintain and revise, as necessary, a Climate Action 

Plan that would achieve local emission rates for relevant emission sectors consistent with the State’s own 

reduction targets outlined in AB 32, Executive Order B-30-15, SB 32, and Executive Order S-3-05. The 

City will update GHG inventories, evaluate the performance of individual strategies, evaluate progress 

toward the City’s reduction targets, and make revisions to strategies, as necessary, to ensure that the City 

will achieve its targets. With mitigation, the impact is less than cumulatively considerable.  
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Under the Cumulative Scenario, the City does not anticipate any unusual or atypical project characteristics 

that would generate the need for construction equipment that would be less energy-efficient than at 

comparable construction sites in other parts of the region or state. In addition, the Cumulative Scenario 

includes developments that would improve overall energy efficiency (energy demand per unit of 

development – per capita and per square footage of non-residential development, for example). The 

Cumulative Scenario would not be expected to cause the inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary consumption 

of energy. Furthermore, by adhering to the policies proposed in the 2035 General Plan, as well as all 

applicable State and federal requirements pertaining to energy facilities construction and operation, and 

mitigation imposed in the Draft EIR, impacts associated with construction and operation of energy 

facilities to meet Cumulative Scenario demands would be substantially reduced. This impact is less than 

cumulatively considerable. 

 

6. Cultural Resources 
 

Future development and infrastructure improvements associated with the Cumulative Scenario could 

result in significant impacts to historical resources and archaeological resources through either direct 

physical impacts or by indirect impacts. Though record searches did not identify known archaeological 

resources in the Planning Area, the broader vicinity does have sensitivity for undiscovered resources. 

When projects occur in existing developed areas, and depending on the context, development could add 

incompatible architectural elements; diminish the historic integrity of a cultural resources setting, feeling, 

or association; or destroy the historic character of a property. Although the policies of the 2035 General 

Plan and mitigation proposed in Section 4.6, “Cultural Resources,” of the EIR will minimize the severity 

of significant impacts associated with the above described changes, impacts cannot altogether be avoided. 

Therefore, the Cumulative Scenario would have a cumulatively considerable contribution to the 

significant cumulative impact related to cultural resources. This cumulative impact is significant and 

unavoidable. However, and as explained below in Section VIII, the benefits of the Proposed Project 

outweigh the significant and unavoidable environmental effects of these cumulative impacts. 

 

7. Geology, Soils, Mineral Resources, and Paleontological Resources 
 

Construction activities associated with the Cumulative Scenario would result in substantial grading, 

excavation, and movement of earth associated with site preparation activities. These activities would 

increase soil erosion, especially from wind and water, and increase the potential for siltation of local 

drainages. All applicable projects are required to comply with the California Building Code, City of 

Woodland Stormwater Management Program and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

(NPDES) regulations, including construction site storm water pollution prevention plans (SWPPPs) and 

best management practices (BMPs). Therefore, the cumulative effects associated with geology and soils 

would be less than cumulatively considerable. In addition, with implementation of 2035 General Plan 

policies and mitigation described in Section 4.7 of the EIR, “Geology, Soils, Mineral Resources, and 

Paleontological Resources,” the impacts of the Cumulative Scenario on paleontological resources would 

be less than cumulatively considerable. 

 

8. Hazards and Hazardous Material 
 

Hazardous materials and other public health and safety issues are generally site-specific and would not be 

significantly affected by other development in the region. The Cumulative Scenario anticipates growth 

that will likely result in an increase in routine use, transportation, and disposal of hazardous materials, as 

well as handling of hazardous materials near existing or proposed schools. In addition, the Cumulative 
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Scenario would result in development within the Airport Land Use Commission (ALCU) policy area 

boundaries. However, existing federal, State, and local regulations and implementation of 2035 General 

Plan policies enforce standards for the routine use, transportation, and disposal of hazardous materials and 

land uses within the ALCU boundaries. Therefore, the cumulative effects associated with hazards and 

hazardous materials would be less than cumulatively considerable. 

 

9. Hydrology and Water Quality 
 

Projects that could be facilitated under the Cumulative Scenario are subject to City’s Phase II Municipal 

Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) permit requirements that would require developments to minimize 

the area of impervious surfaces and infiltrate or reuse storm runoff from project sites so that there would 

not be an increase in flow volume compared to pre-project conditions. There is no cumulatively 

considerable contribution to any significant cumulative impact associated with long-term water 

quality or groundwater recharge. 

 

Although the Cumulative Scenario anticipates more growth in these areas than under the Proposed Project, 

the amount of growth in these areas is not relevant to this impact analysis because proposed Policy 2.B.2 

applies at all intensities of buildout in SP-2 and SP-3A. The implementation of the Cumulative Scenario 

would not increase or add to the impacts already discussed in Section 4.9 of the EIR, “Hydrology, 

Flooding, and Water Quality.” In addition, Policy 8.B.6 requires that structures would not redirect flows 

onto adjacent properties. Similar to Policy 2.B.2, Policy 8.B.6 applies to all development. The Cumulative 

Scenario makes a less than cumulatively considerable contribution to this potentially significant 

cumulative impact for flood hazard areas. 

 

However, under the Cumulative Scenario, the City anticipates development in the levee inundation area 

and cannot guarantee that levees will not fail. The Cumulative Scenario would make a cumulatively 

considerable contribution to this significant cumulative impact. There is no additional feasible mitigation 

beyond that proposed in the 2035 General Plan to address this impact. This cumulative impact in dam and 

levee inundation areas is significant and unavoidable. However, and as explained below in Section VIII, 

the benefits of the Proposed Project outweigh the significant and unavoidable environmental effects of 

these cumulative impacts. 

 

10. Land Use Planning, Population, and Housing 
 

There are no significant cumulative impacts regarding land use planning; therefore, the Cumulative 

Scenario would not have any cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact. 

However, the population, housing, and employment projections under the Cumulative Scenario would be 

substantially larger than the SACOG projections. If non-residential development is attracted to Woodland 

beyond the levels currently forecast by SACOG, this could attract additional residential development to 

the Planning Area, as new residents seek opportunities to live near their new jobs. Policies in the 2035 

General Plan and mitigation described within the environmental topic-specific sections of the Draft EIR 

reduce potential effects associated with both residential and non-residential development within the 

Planning Area assumed under the Cumulative Scenario. The City’s Urban Limit Line (ULL) and 

associated policies are designed to manage growth within the Planning Area to avoid adverse effects, such 

as unplanned development indirectly facilitated by planned development within the ULL. The City’s ULL 

can only be modified by the voters. While the voter-approved ULL prevents conversion of additional 

agricultural land outside of the ULL, the City could increase land use density/intensity to allow for 

additional development to meet demand and/or neighboring jurisdictions may experience increased 

demand for additional development as a result. For these reasons, this cumulative impact is significant 
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and unavoidable. However, and as explained below in Section VIII, the benefits of the Proposed Project 

outweigh the significant and unavoidable environmental effects of these cumulative impacts. 

 

11. Noise and Vibration 
 

Noise is generally a localized impact that does not have regional or cumulative considerations. Stationary 

noise sources within Woodland’s Planning Area would not generally combine with noise sources outside 

the Planning Area to create a cumulative increase in stationary noise. However, development forecast 

under the MTP/SCS would generate and attract vehicular travel along roadways located throughout the 

region, including within and near the City’s Planning Area, which would combine with traffic associated 

with development in the Planning Area to increase vehicular traffic noise in areas directly adjacent to 

travelways. Implementation of policies in the 2035 General Plan and mitigation described in Section 4.11, 

“Noise and Vibration,” of the Draft EIR would reduce the potential for noise exposure for noise-sensitive 

land uses – both existing and future planned noise-sensitive uses. While in most locations and for most 

projects, compliance with General Plan policies and EIR mitigation would reduce ambient noise levels to 

acceptable levels, it is not possible to demonstrate with reasonable certainty at this time that no significant 

noise exposure impacts could occur within the Planning Area as a result of the Cumulative Scenario. In 

addition, it is possible that traffic generated under the Cumulative Scenario could combine with traffic 

generated by existing and future development throughout the SACOG region to increase vehicular traffic 

noise along regional roadways to levels that are deemed unacceptable to Yolo County, Sacramento 

County, the City of Sacramento, and other local agencies in the region. There is no additional feasible 

mitigation. The cumulative impact is significant and unavoidable. However, and as explained below in 

Section VIII, the benefits of the Proposed Project outweigh the significant and unavoidable environmental 

effects of these cumulative impacts. 

 

12. Public Services and Recreation 
 

Public services are generally provided by local governments and/or special districts for areas within their 

jurisdiction and are not provided on a regional basis. The Cumulative Scenario includes changes in land 

use and the density and intensity of development that would create demand for new fire protection 

services, law enforcement and emergency services, school facilities, and parks in the Planning Area. The 

2035 General Plan includes policies to ensure that sufficient fire, police, and school facilities and services, 

as well as sufficient parks and recreation facilities are provided to serve additional growth. Therefore, 

cumulative impacts on public services would be less than cumulatively considerable. 

 

13. Transportation and Circulation 
 

The Cumulative Scenario is expected to result in 33 roadway segments with level of service (LOS) D, one 

with LOS E, and one with LOS F. The only unacceptable LOS condition would occur on East Gum 

Avenue from Bourn Drive to Pioneer Avenue. This segment is projected to operate at LOS F under the 

Cumulative Scenario, while the acceptable LOS threshold is LOS C. The traffic volume growth on this 

segment is over 100 peak hour trips. Implementing Mitigation Measure 4.13-1a in Section 4.13, 

“Transportation and Circulation,” of the Draft EIR would reduce the impact. This impact is less than 

cumulatively considerable.  

 

14. Utilities and Service Systems 
 

The Proposed Project’s contribution to the Cumulative Scenario associated with the provision of utilities 

and service systems are considered below: 
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a. Water Supply and Infrastructure  
 

The City has not analyzed the availability of water supply beyond the population anticipated from the 

Proposed Project through 2035. Therefore, it is possible the water demand from the Cumulative Scenario 

may exceed supply. Because the City has not analyzed the water supply for the Cumulative Scenario and 

cannot state with any certainty what impact on water supply new development will have, this is assumed 

to be a cumulatively considerable contribution. There is a potential significant and unavoidable impact. 

However, and as explained below in Section VIII, the benefits of the Proposed Project outweigh the 

significant and unavoidable environmental effects of these cumulative impacts. 

 

b. Wastewater  
 

Implementation of the Cumulative Scenario would result in increased development and therefore greater 

amounts of wastewater effluent. The projected future capacity of the Water Pollution Control Facility, 

which treats Woodland’s wastewater, could serve up to 105,000 residents and is sufficient to serve growth 

under the Cumulative Scenario. The sewer system capacity in the Downtown area currently faces capacity 

constraints, but the City has plans to improve the system capacity with a new sewer line. In addition, 

Policy 5.F.1 of the 2035 General Plan ensures that sufficient public facilities and services will be available 

to serve new development. Therefore, the Cumulative Scenario makes a less than cumulatively 

considerable contribution to the potentially significant cumulative impact. 

 

15. Solid Waste  
 

Solid waste management is generally provided by the respective counties and not on a regional basis. Yolo 

County Central Landfill’s disposal capacity is sufficient to absorb that increase, as well as projected 

increases from population growth in the rest of the County. Furthermore, the 2035 General Plan and 2035 

CAP include policies to reduce solid waste disposal needs through encouraging the development of 

regional and community-based recycling facilities and secondary resource businesses, and through the 

promotion of waste reduction measures to Woodland residents and businesses. Therefore, the Cumulative 

Scenario makes a less than cumulatively considerable contribution to the less than significant 

cumulative impact. 

 

VII. PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 
 

When a lead agency has determined that, even with the adoption of all feasible mitigation measures, a 

proposed project would still cause one or more significant environmental effects that cannot be 

substantially lessened or avoided, the agency, prior to approving the project as mitigated, must first 

determine whether, with respect to such impacts, there remain any project alternatives that are both 

environmentally superior and feasible within the meaning of CEQA. An alternative may be “infeasible” 

if it fails to fully promote the lead agency’s underlying goals and objectives with respect to the project.  

 

When significant effects are identified in the EIR for the project, CEQA Guideline section 15126.6 

requires the EIR to consider and discuss alternatives to the proposed actions as a way of avoiding the 

significant effects. Subdivision (a) states:  

 

An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of 

the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but 

would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate 
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the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every conceivable 

alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible 

alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public participation. An EIR is 

not required to consider alternatives which are infeasible. The Lead Agency is responsible 

for selecting a range of project alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its 

reasoning for selecting those alternatives. There is no ironclad rule governing the nature or 

scope of the alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of reason.  

 

Subdivision (b) states the purpose of the alternatives analysis is to discuss alternatives to the project or its 

location that are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even 

if the alternatives would impede, to some degree, the attainment of the project objectives or if the 

alternative or alternative location would be more costly.  

 

Subdivision (c) describes the selection process for a range of reasonable alternatives and states that the 

range must include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the project’s basic objectives and could 

avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects. The EIR must briefly describe the 

rationale for selecting the alternatives and identify alternatives that were considered by the lead agency 

but rejected as infeasible and briefly explain the agency’s reasons underlying that determination. Factors 

that may be used to eliminate alternatives from consideration include an alternative’s failure to meet most 

of the basic project objectives, infeasibility, or the inability to avoid significant environmental effects. 

Thus, the range of alternatives is governed by a “rule of reason” that requires the EIR to set forth only 

those alternatives necessary to allow a reasoned choice. The EIR must include enough information about 

each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the Project. Alternatives 

are limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. Of 

those alternatives, the EIR need examine only the ones that the lead agency determines could feasibly 

attain most of the basic project objectives.  

 

Under CEQA, “(f)easible means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a 

reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological 

factors” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15364.) The concept of feasibility permits agency decision-makers to 

consider the extent to which an alternative is able to meet some or all of a project’s objectives. In addition, 

the definition of feasibility encompasses desirability to the extent that an agency’s determination of 

infeasibility represents a reasonable balancing of competing economic, environmental, social, and 

technological factors. 

 

Section 15126.6(f) of the CEQA Guidelines provides a discussion of factors that can be taken into account 

in determining the feasibility of alternatives. These factors include: 

 

► Project objectives; 

► Avoid or substantially lessen significant effects; 

► Site suitability; 

► Other plans or regulatory limitations; 

► Economic viability; 

► Availability of infrastructure; 

► Jurisdictional boundaries/regional context; 

► Property ownership and control; and 

► Other reasons for rejecting as infeasible (e.g., effects cannot be reasonably ascertained or 

implementation is remote and speculative). 
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In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, a reasonable range of alternatives to the Proposed 

Project are described in Section 5 of the EIR and summarized below.  

 

A. Proposed Project Objectives 

 

 1. 2035 General Plan 

 

 The Vision Statement and the Guiding Principles for the 2035 General Plan also serve as the 

objectives for it, as follows:  

 

 2035 General Plan Vision Statement: 

 

In 2035, Woodland is a highly desirable community to live, learn, work and recreate. It has 

maintained a small-town feel while maturing into an attractive, vibrant, and sustainable 

city that celebrates it architectural heritage and cultural diversity. Woodland is a healthy 

community with livable neighborhoods, a thriving downtown, well maintained 

infrastructure, excellent schools and recreational amenities connected by a seamless 

network of trails and paths.  

 

The city is the region’s center of agricultural technology and food production and is 

recognized globally as a leader in sustainable agriculture. The community is prosperous 

and fiscally sound, offering abundant employment opportunities to its diverse and creative 

workforce.  

 

Woodland has become a destination for visitors seeking to experience its unique 

agricultural, historical, recreational, cultural and entertainment amenities.  

 

2035 General Plan Guiding Principles:  

 

► Quality and Character: Retain and enhance Woodland’s quality of life, its distinctive identity and 

small-town characteristics. 

 

► Orderly Development: Promote new growth while achieving an orderly pattern of community 

development, consistent with economic, social, fiscal and environmental needs. 

 

► Historic Downtown: Strengthen the historic downtown district as the City’s center of shopping, 

dining, entertainment and employment. 

 

► Economic Development: Foster economic growth and diversification with a range of employment 

opportunities for all residents. 

 

► Mobility Options: Coordinate land use and transportation planning to provide a range of attractive 

and viable transportation options, such as bicycle, pedestrian, and transit. 

 

► Housing Choice: Provide a variety of housing types to meet the needs for all generations and income 

levels. 

 

► Agricultural Heritage: Preserve and protect prime agricultural lands and their uses within and 

surrounding the community. 
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► Safety: Ensure that Woodland remains a safe place to live, protected from natural and manmade 

hazards. 

 

► Environmental Stewardship: Foster a sustainable community for the next generation and protect and 

improve the quality of the natural environment. 

 

► Public Services: Provide realistic, supportable and appropriate levels of public service that are 

sustainable and fiscally sound. 

 

► Health and Recreation: Provide all residents with opportunities to live an active, healthy, and green 

lifestyle. 

 

► Quality Education: Foster quality educational and enrichment opportunities.  
 

2. 2035 CAP Objectives 

The 2035 CAP is organized into six focus area, each of which includes overarching strategies to achieve 

each objective and implementation actions for each strategy. The 2035 CAP objectives are as follows: 

 

► Energy: 

• Reduce Building Energy Use  

• Increase Renewable Energy Generation 

 

► Transportation and Land Use: 

• Implement Land Use Policies to Support Reduced Motor Vehicle Use 

• Reduce Vehicle Trip Mileage and Equipment Idling Emissions  

• Replace Gas and Diesel Vehicles with Alternative-Fuel Vehicles 

 

► Urban Forest and Open Space: 

• Increase Community Tree Canopy  

• Maintain and Enhance Open Space Environmental Values 

 

► Water and Solid Waste: 

• Reduce Per Capita Water Demand 

• Achieve 75 percent Landfill Waste Diversion 

• Achieve 90 percent Landfill Methane Capture 

 

► Public Involvement: 

• Build Community Engagement in CAP Implementation 

• Measure CAP Implementation Progress and Adjust Actions as Needed 

 

► Municipal Operations: 

• Incorporate Sustainable Practices into All City Operations 

• Reduce Emissions from Municipal Electricity Use by 80 percent or More  

• Reduce Vehicle Fleet and Employee Commute Emissions 

 

B. Alternatives Considered and Rejected  

 

Page 97



76 

The City’s process of developing and analyzing alternatives to the Proposed Project began with the 

Development Scenarios Analysis report in April 2015, which was a part of the City’s general plan update 

process. The four different development scenarios set forth options to address the long-term physical 

growth and other community issues and priorities. The development scenarios analysis evaluated four 

development scenarios. Two of the scenarios eventually became the East Alternative and the South 

Alternative, which the EIR examined, and are explained more fully below.  

 

The other two scenarios, Scenarios 1 and 3, were rejected as possible development scenarios. Scenario 1 

considered development only on infill sites, primarily in the downtown area, along major existing 

transportation corridors, and in the Spring Lake Specific Plan Area. Scenario 1 would have provided for 

approximately 4,000 new housing units and 8,600 new jobs by 2035.  

 

Scenario 3 considered a moderate amount of infill development, in addition to new development in SP-

1A and SP-3. Scenario 3 would have provided for approximately 7,700 new housing units and 11,000 new 

jobs by 2035.  

 

The City evaluated each of the four scenarios for impacts to transportation, utility capacity, odor exposure, 

and fiscal repercussions to the City. This analysis was provided to, and discussed by, members in 

attendance at a public workshop, the General Plan Steering Committee at three separate meetings, the 

Planning Commission at two meetings, and one City Council hearing. The City rejected Scenario 1 

because it did not align with the City Council’s growth objectives, and it would have resulted in the highest 

Vehicle Miles Traveled per capita. The City rejected Scenario 3 because a large portion of land in SP-3 

would need to be reserved for a potential flood solution, leaving too little land available for development. 

This scenario also would have required moving an existing fire station and would have converted the most 

amount of Prime Farmland to urban uses. Thus, Scenarios 1 and 3 were incompatible with the City 

Council’s objectives for future growth and development within the Planning Area.  

 

C. Alternatives Analyzed in the EIR.  

 

1. No Project Alternative: Buildout of the 2002 General Plan and Implementation of 

the Preliminary 2020 Climate action Plan  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) provides that an EIR’s evaluation of alternatives must include a 

“no project” scenario, which is “ . . . what is reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the 

[Proposed Project] were not approved, based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure 

and community services.” This alternative assumes that the 2035 General Plan and 2035 CAP would not 

be implemented and instead the City would build out as provided under the 2002 General Plan (as 

amended) and implement the Preliminary 2020 Climate Action Plan. The No Project Alternative plans for 

approximately 14,930 new residents, 5,420 new housing units, 5,545,000 new square feet of non-

residential building space, and 8,170 new jobs. This alternative is considered to be feasible as it is currently 

in effect as the City’s adopted general plan.  

 

The No Project Alternative includes planned development also in the areas west of I-5 and north of 

Kentucky Avenue – including Rural Residential development in the western portion of the Planning Area, 

and Industrial, Business park, and Industrial development closer to I-5, as well as a small area identified 

for Highway Commercial development. Areas north of this planned development to the City’s northern 

ULL are identified as Undesignated on the 2002 General Plan land use diagram. The No Project 

Alternative identifies a Planned Neighborhood in the areas west of CR 101 and south of the existing City 

limits. The Planned Neighborhood designation in the 2002 General Plan provides for detached and 
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attached single-family units, multi-family units, commercial uses, parks, open space, public and quasi-

public uses under a future specific plan with an average density for residential areas not to exceed seven 

units per acre. The areas south of the Planned Neighborhood area to the City’s southern ULL are 

Undesignated. 

 

Of the non-residential square footage anticipated to develop under the No Project Alternative, 72 percent 

is anticipated to be located in infill locations. For residential development, the No Project Alternative 

anticipates that 60 percent of the new dwelling units would be located in infill settings. The No Project 

Alternative also assumes continued buildout of the Spring Lake Specific Plan Area.  

 

The No Project Alternative also includes implementation of the Preliminary 2020 Climate Action Plan. 

The Preliminary 2020 Climate Action Plan is set to achieve emissions 15 percent below 2005 levels. This 

target is intended to approximate a return to 1990 emissions levels, consistent with the statewide target 

adopted in Assembly Bill 32. The Preliminary 2020 Climate Action Plan presents a set of community-

generated strategies to guide the City of Woodland, its residents, and local businesses in GHG emissions 

consistent with state goals for 2020 addressing California’s contributions to climate change. 

 

Table 5-24 in the EIR sets forth a summary comparison of the environmental impacts associated with the 

No Project Alternative as compared to the other two alternatives analyzed in the EIR. That table concludes 

that the No Project Alternative would have a similar or lesser impact in almost all areas analyzed in the 

EIR except for (1) climate change, greenhouse gas emissions, and energy as the 2035 CAP would help 

reduce many of those impacts and (2) cultural resources.  

 

2. East Alternative: Moderate Infill, SP-1A Development, SP-2 Development 

Unlike other EIRs that analyze a project and different alternatives, this EIR analyzed the East Alternative 

and the South Alternative as “equal weight” alternatives, with the understanding that the City Council 

would select one of these two alternatives. 

 

Development Scenario 2 became the East Alternative, which considered a moderate amount of infill 

development, new development in SP-1A (in the southern portion of the Planning Area) and new 

development in SP-2 (in the eastern portion of the Planning Area).  

 

The City modified Scenario 2 to include the potential for new development in the northern portion of the 

Planning Area, in the vicinity of SP-3, where feasible. Development capacity assumptions were adjusted 

so that Scenario 2 would provide the same number of new dwelling units and approximately the same 

amount of nonresidential square footage as Scenario 4 (which became the South Alternative).  

 

The East Alternative anticipated approximately 19,300 new residents, 7,000 new housing units, 

17,386,000 new square feet of non-residential building space, and 19,340 new jobs. Of the non-residential 

square footage, 76 percent was anticipated to occur in infill locations under the East Alternative, 

particularly in the Downtown area (compared to 72 percent for the No Project Alternative and 80 percent 

for the South Alternative). For residential development, the East Alternative anticipated that 51 percent of 

the new dwelling units would occur in infill locations within existing City limits but not including the 

Spring Lake Specific Plan Area (compared to 60 percent for the No Project Alternative and 65 percent for 

the South Alternative). The East Alternative included the same amount of non-residential and residential 

development in the Spring Lake Specific Plan Area as the No Project Alternative and South Alternative. 
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Because the EIR provides an “equal weight” analysis of the East Alternative and the South Alternative, 

Chapter 4 of the EIR analyzes in detail the environmental effects of the East Alternative. Chapter 5 of the 

EIR sets forth in detail a comparison of the environmental impacts associated with the East Alternative as 

compared to the No Project Alternative and the South Alternative. The EIR concludes that the East 

Alternative would have a more significant effect on almost every impact as compared to the No Project 

Alternative. As compared to the No Project Alternative, the East Alternative would have a less significant 

effect on Climate Change, Greenhouse Gas, and Energy. The East Alternative would have the same effect 

on Hazardous Materials and Toxics, Public Services and Recreation, and Utilities as the No Project 

Alternative.  

 

3. South Alternative: Moderate Infill, New Greenfield Growth in the South 

 

The City modified the South Alternative from Development Scenario 4 to include potential for new 

development in the northern portion of the Planning Area, in the vicinity of SP-3, where feasible. 

Development capacity assumptions for the South Alternative were adjusted to provide the same number 

of new dwelling units and approximately the same amount of nonresidential square footage as theEast 

Alternative. 

  

The EIR analyzed in detail the environmental effects of the South Alternative throughout Chapter 4 of the 

Draft EIR, along with the East Alternative, as the EIR is an “equal weight” analysis of two different 

alternatives, the East and the South. The South Alternative planned for approximately 19,300 new 

residents, 7,000 new housing units, 16,685,000 new square feet of non-residential building space, and 

18,210 new jobs. Of the non-residential square footage, 80 percent was anticipated to occur in infill 

locations, with the majority occurring in the Downtown area and Corridors, under the South Alternative 

(compared to 72 percent for the No Project Alternative and 76 percent for the East Alternative). For 

residential development, the South Alternative anticipated that 51 percent of the new dwelling units would 

occur in infill settings, particularly in the Downtown area and Corridors,(compared to 65 percent for the 

No Project Alternative and 40 percent for the East Alternative). The South Alternative included same 

amount of non-residential and residential development in the Spring Lake Specific Plan Area as the No 

Project Alternative and East Alternative. 

 

The EIR concluded that the South Alternative would have a more significant effect on seven impacts 

(aesthetics, agriculture, air quality, geology, land use, noise and vibration, and transportation and traffic) 

than the No Project Alternative and would have a more significant effect on one impact (Agriculture) as 

compared to the East Alternative. 

 

D. Environmentally Superior Alternative  

 

The No Project Alternative is environmentally superior since it would have fewer impacts in the greatest 

number of environmental impact areas. In many instances, the No Project Alternative would have fewer 

impacts compared to the East and South Alternatives because the No Project Alternative would result in 

less overall development, including residential and non-residential square footage, employment, and total 

population. Thus, despite the fact that the Proposed Project includes policies that will result in more 

efficient development, community design approaches that may help to reduce environmental effects, or 

other benefits, including implementation of the 2035 Climate Action Plan, the total amount of 

development would still increase the level of environmental impact for many topic areas compared to the 

Proposed Project.  
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When the No Project Alternative is environmentally superior, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) 

requires that another alternative be identified. Generally, CEQA requires lead agencies to adopt the 

environmentally superior alternative instead of the proposed project unless the lead agency finds a basis 

for rejecting the alternative. CEQA allows the lead agency to reject an alternative if the alternative is not 

environmentally superior to the proposed project, including its mitigation measures, if the alternative fails 

to meet most of the basic project objectives, or if the alternative is infeasible for legal, economic, social, 

or other reasons.  

 

In this case, the next most environmentally superior Alternative is the South Alternative of the Proposed 

Project, since it would reduce impacts in eight impact areas compared to two for the East Alternative of 

the Proposed Project. The South Alternative would have fewer impacts compared to the East Alternative 

for air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, hydrology, flooding, and water quality; and land 

use planning, population, and housing. The South Alternative would have fewer impacts compared to the 

No Project Alternative for cultural resources, as well.  

 

Since the South Alternative would involve a reduced amount of area of land disturbance, the emissions 

during trenching, grading, and site preparation would be slightly less than the East Alternative. Under the 

East Alternative, a greater amount of habitat loss would occur than under the South Alternative or the No 

Project Alternative because greater acreage of planned growth would occur in areas that are currently 

undeveloped and provide habitat that could help to support special-status species. Each of the Alternatives 

would involve ground-disturbing construction in areas where the City anticipates infill development will 

happen during the planning horizon, as well as in the Specific Plan Areas. Overall, the South Alternative 

would have the least land area potentially subject to disturbance, relative to the No Project Alternative and 

the East Alternative. Thus, there is less potential to encounter archaeological and historic architectural 

resources that could be damaged or destroyed. Implementation of any alternative could expose people or 

structures to significant risks due to flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or 

dam. The impact would be significant and unavoidable for any alternative, with greater areas of risk for 

the East Alternative due to the fact that it permits development in the SP-2 area. Housing and employment 

growth related to the East and South Alternatives exceeds the forecast included in SACOG’s current 

MTP/SCS. This could be considered a growth-inducing impact if the City is successful in attracting more 

development than forecast by SACOG and if this, in turn, results in less overall development locating in 

other parts of the region. The East Alternative assumes a total population of approximately 19,300 people, 

7,000 dwelling units, 19,340 local jobs, and 17.4 million square feet of nonresidential development. 

Therefore, the East Alternative is projected to generate the same population and housing growth but more 

employment than the South Alternative and more population and employment growth than the No Project 

Alternative. 

 

However, as explained below, even though the South Alternative is the environmentally superior 

alternative (other than the No Project Alternative) the City Council has chosen not to select either the East 

Alternative or the South Alternative as its preferred development scenario and instead is adopting a 

modified growth strategy that does not select a particular growth direction.  

 

E. Findings for Project Alternatives  

 

1. Rejection of No Project Alternative  
 

The City Council specifically rejects the No Project Alternative on the ground that the No Project 

Alternative does not meet the Proposed Project’s objectives. The No Project Alternative would result in 

less overall development, including residential and non-residential square footage, employment, and total 
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population. The No Project Alternative would not include policies that result in more efficient 

development; community design approaches that may help to reduce environmental effects; or other 

benefits, including implementation of the 2035 CAP. While the No Project Alternative could reduce 

impacts related to greenhouse gas emissions and energy, cultural resources, and paleontological resources, 

the No Project Alternative would not avoid significant and unavoidable impacts related to aesthetics, 

agricultural resources, air quality, and noise.  

 

The Final 2035 General Plan requires the maintenance of LOS D or better in most places. The Final 

General Plan also includes a requirement to develop a transportation demand management ordinance, 

includes policies on Complete Streets (that promote travel by all modes), and includes a policy to reduce  

the amount of land devoted to parking. The No Project Alternative would not promote the City’s Project 

Objective related to Mobility Options to the same extent as would the Final 2035 General Plan and CAP. 

This Objective indicates that the City will “[c]oordinate land use and transportation planning to provide a 

range of attractive and viable transportation options, such as bicycle, pedestrian, and transit.” The change 

from LOS C to D better promotes the City’s Objective related to Public Services, which indicates that the 

City will “[p]rovide realistic, supportable and appropriate levels of public service that are sustainable and 

fiscally sound” both in relation to capital costs, as well as ongoing maintenance costs of roadways.  

 

Unlike the No Project Alternative, the Final 2035 General Plan and CAP includes new policies that address 

fiscal sustainability, strong partnerships with entities such as University of California at Davis, and the 

provision of infrastructure to support new growth. The No Project Alternative would not promote the 

City’s Project Objective related to Economic Development to the same degree as would the Final 2035 

General Plan and CAP. This Objective indicates that the City will “[f]oster economic growth and 

diversification with a range of employment opportunities for all residents.” 
 

Compared to the No Project Alternative, the Final 2035 General Plan and CAP include new policies that 

are more specific to certain resources and environmental concerns. The 2035 General Plan includes 

policies specific to the protection of agricultural land and mineral and cultural resources. While the No 

Project Alternative does not, the Final 2035 General Plan and CAP includes a policy on the Surface Water 

Project. The Final 2035 General Plan and CAP explicitly addresses GHG emissions and climate change 

with respect to the latest State legislation. These differences mean that the No Project Alternative is not 

as effective in promoting the City’s Project Objective related to Environmental Stewardship, which 

indicates that the City will “[f]oster a sustainable community for the next generation and protect and 

improve the quality of the natural environment.” 

 

Compared to the No Project Alternative, the Final 2035 General Plan and CAP include more detail related 

to development in flood hazard zones. The No Project Alternative is not as effective in promoting the 

City’s Project Objective related to Safety, which indicates that the City will “[e]nsure that Woodland 

remains a safe place to live, protected from natural and manmade hazards.” 

 

In order to better balance between environmental noise and other planning objectives, including economic 

development and infill development in particular, noise policies have been revised under the Final 2035 

General Plan and CAP. These changes promote the City’s Objectives related to the Historic Downtown 

and Economic Development, which indicate that the City will “[s]trengthen the historic downtown district 

as the City’s center of shopping, dining, entertainment and employment” and “[f]oster economic growth 

and diversification with a range of employment opportunities for all residents,” including in infill 

locations, such as downtown.  

 

2. Rejection of the East and South Alternatives 
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The City Council held three public hearings on the 2035 General Plan and 2035 CAP prior to adopting 

the Proposed Project. During those hearings, the City Council considered whether to select either the East 

Alternative or the South Alternative and ultimately decided to adopt a different growth strategy. That 

strategy continues to prioritize future residential growth through infill along key corridors and Downtown 

and continues to prioritize Spring Lake buildout. The City Council recognizes the potential benefits of 

development in new growth areas (including SP-1, SP-2, and SP-3) and desires to not preclude 

consideration of development in any of the growth areas through selection of either the south or east 

alternative. Instead, the City Council recognizes that inherent physical, financial, and market constraints 

exist that will naturally direct and meter growth in these areas. Various growth phasing considerations are 

imbedded as policy considerations rather than as regulatory “restrictions.” Decisions on future 

development in new growth areas will rely on a thorough assessment of the specific project proposal and 

its consistency with the 2035 General Plan Goals and Policies, 2035 Climate Action Plan, as well as the 

Final EIR.   

 

As discussed above in Section VI.A, the City made various changes to the 2035 General Plan in order to 

accomplish this change to the growth strategy, but none of these changes required revisions to the EIR as 

they did not change the environmental effects of the Proposed Project.  

 

Based on impacts identified in the EIR, and other reasons documented in these Findings and below in the 

Statement of Overriding Considerations, the City Council finds that adoption and implementation of the 

Final 2035 General Plan and Final 2035 CAP is the most desirable, feasible, and appropriate action and 

rejects the other alternatives as infeasible based on consideration of the relevant factors identified herein.  

 

Additionally, none of the alternatives achieves the same the City’s objectives and community values to 

the same degree as the Final 2035 General Plan and 2035 CAP. The East Alternative and South Alternative 

would achieve some of the Project Objectives, but not to the same degree as would the Final 2035 General 

Plan and 2035 CAP. Based on the information in the EIR, comments received on the Public Review Draft 

General Plan, and professional expertise, the City team has identified proposed changes to the Public 

Review Draft General Plan in the form of clarifications, corrections, and modifications. 

 

The Final 2035 General Plan provides greater flexibility compared to both the East and South Alternatives 

unknown future market conditions and will allow for an independent review of appropriate constraints on 

development based on actual conditions at the time opportunities/applications emerge. The Final 2035 

General Plan provides the desired flexibility in terms of location of growth while continuing to guide the 

location, timing, and character of future development through the General Plan’s policies. Compared to 

the East and South Alternatives, the Final 2035 General Plan and CAP is better able to achieve the City’s 

Objective related to Economic Development, which indicates the City will “[f]oster economic growth and 

diversification with a range of employment opportunities for all residents.  

 

As a part of revisions to the Final 2035 General Plan and 2035 CAP, the City modified Policy 2.B.1 to 

clearly provide protections for completion of infrastructure and amenities in existing specific plan areas 

while they are developing. Compared to the East and South Alternatives, the Final 2035 General Plan and 

2035 CAP are better able to achieve the City’s Objectives related to Mobility Options, Public Services, 

and Health and Recreation, as follows:  

 

► Mobility Options: Coordinate land use and transportation planning to provide a range of attractive 

and viable transportation options, such as bicycle, pedestrian, and transit.  
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► Public Services: Provide realistic, supportable and appropriate levels of public service that are 

sustainable and fiscally sound.  

► Health and Recreation: Provide all residents with opportunities to live an active, healthy, and green 

lifestyle. Promote healthy lifestyles by enhancing opportunities for physical activity, healthy eating 

and sustainable living. The General Plan ensures that adequate parks and recreational amenities are 

well integrated in new neighborhoods. The Plan promotes creation of a recreational greenbelt and 

expansion of walking and biking paths to enable residents to use active transportation options to 

connect to work, schools, grocery stores, and variety of open spaces. 

 

With the modified growth strategy, the City will be able to evaluate new development proposals as they 

are submitted and to determine whether they meet the above policies, as well as all of the 2035 General 

Plan policies, to ensure that growth occurs in an orderly and logical manner. The City will analyze each 

new development project for its impacts and will compare it to the Proposed Project and the EIR for the 

Proposed Project. In this manner, the City Council determines that it will be able to grow in a manner that 

is more thoughtful than had it selected one of the two alternatives.  

 

As a part of the revisions to the Final 2035 General Plan and 2035 CAP, Policy 2.B.2 was modified to be 

consistent with State law related to flood protection but to also clarify that advance processing in areas 

subject to flood risk is not allowed. Policy 2.B.2 now states that no specific plan for SP-1, SP-2, or SP-3 

may be processed until the designs for projects to provide necessary 200-year flood protection have been 

approved and the funding for construction has been secured. The City Council also modified the policy to 

require a 4/5 vote prior to the City’s agreement to purchase the 900-acre property within SP-2.  Compared 

to the East and South Alternatives, the Final 2035 General Plan and 2035 CAP is better able to achieve 

the City’s Objectives related to Safety, which indicates the City will, “[e]nsure that Woodland remains a 

safe place to live, protected from natural and manmade hazards.” 

 

The City has also modified Policy 2.L.1 to clarify that plans to develop new Specific Plan areas will be 

independently analyzed for consistency with the 2035 General Plan and to consider site-specific 

constraints. This policy modification will similarly ensure that the City grows in a logical and orderly 

manner with a recognition of specific limitations and will not necessarily tie growth to a particular location 

with the City.  

 

Additionally, the City modified General Plan Policy 2.A.3 to clarify that the farmland identified for 

preservation must be of the same quality as the farmland that is impacted. With these revisions, the Final 

2035 General Plan and CAP would be better able to achieve the City’s Objectives related to Agricultural 

Heritage and Environmental Stewardship, which indicate the City will, “[p]reserve and protect prime 

agricultural lands and their uses within and surrounding the community,” and, “[f]oster a sustainable 

community for the next generation and protect and improve the quality of the natural environment.” 

 

The City also modified 2035 General Plan Policy 3.A.4 to require new development projects to achieve a 

10 percent reduction in VMT per capita or service population compared to General Plan 2035 VMT 

performance or baseline conditions. Compared to the East and South Alternatives, the Final 2035 General 

Plan and CAP is better able to achieve the City’s Objectives related to Mobility and Environmental 

Stewardship, which indicate the City will, “[c]oordinate land use and transportation planning to provide a 

range of attractive and viable transportation options, such as bicycle, pedestrian, and transit,” and “[f]oster 

a sustainable community for the next generation and protect and improve the quality of the natural 

environment.” 
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The City also made other modifications to the 2035 General Plan in the Economic Development Element, 

the Public Facilities and Services Element, the Healthy Community Element, the Sustainability, 

Conservation, and Open Space Element, the Safety Element, and the Draft CAP to create the Final 2035 

General Plan and CAP. These clarifications, corrections, and modifications are all set forth in Attachment 

A to the City Council’s resolution approving the 2035 General Plan and overall represent a more desirable 

and therefore feasible Final 2035 General Plan. 
 

The City Council may reject an alternative that it considers undesirable from a policy standpoint, provided 

that such a decision reflects a reasonable balancing of various “economic, social, and other factors.” Based 

on impacts identified in the EIR and throughout this findings document, the City Council finds that 

adoption and implementation of the Final 2035 General Plan and CAP as approved, is the most desirable, 

feasible, and appropriate General Plan and CAP, and rejects other alternatives and other combinations 

and/or variations of alternatives as infeasible. 

 

VIII. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

As set forth in the preceding sections, the City of Woodland City Council’s approval of the Final 2035 

General Plan and 2035 CAP will result in significant adverse environmental effects that cannot be avoided 

even with the adoption of all feasible mitigation measures, and there are no feasible project alternatives 

which would mitigate or substantially lessen the impacts. Despite the occurrence of these effects, however, 

the City Council chooses to approve the Final 2035 General Plan and 2035 CAP because the economic, 

social, and other benefits that the Final 2035 General Plan and CAP will produce will render the significant 

effects acceptable. 

 

Pursuant to CEQA Section 21081(b) and Guidelines Section 15093, the City of Woodland has balanced 

the benefits of the Proposed Project against the unavoidable adverse impacts associated with the Proposed 

Project and has included all feasible mitigation measures in the EIR. The City has also examined 

alternatives to the Proposed Project and determined and adoption and implementation of the Proposed 

Project is the most desirable, feasible, and appropriate action.  

 

The City Council determines that the EIR identified and discussed significant effects that may occur as a 

result of the Proposed Project. By implementing the EIR mitigation measures, as adopted by this 

Resolution, these effects can be mitigated to a level of less than significant except for the unavoidable 

significant impacts discussed below. The City Council finds that it has made a reasonable and good faith 

effort to eliminate or substantially mitigate the potential impacts resulting from the Proposed Project. The 

City Council also finds that except for the Proposed Project, all other alternatives set forth in the EIR are 

infeasible because they would prohibit the realization of the Proposed Project’s objectives and/or specific 

economic, social, or other benefits that the City Council finds outweigh any environmental benefits of the 

alternatives. 

 

In making this Statement of Overriding Considerations in support of the findings of fact and the Proposed 

Project, the City Council finds that the environmental effects of the Proposed Project have been reduced 

to the extent feasible b the mitigation measures, that it has considered the information contained in the 

Final EIR, as well as the public testimony and record in proceedings in which the Final 2035 General Plan 

and CAP were considered, and that the benefits of the Proposed Project, as discussed further below, 

outweigh the potential unavoidable adverse impacts and render those potential adverse potential 

environmental impacts acceptable based upon the City Council’s overriding considerations. 
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A. Significant and Unavoidable Impacts 

Based on the information and analysis set forth in the EIR and reiterated in Section VI.B.3 of these 

Findings, implementation of the Proposed Project would result in the following significant and 

unavoidable impacts, even with the implementation of all feasible mitigation: 

 

Aesthetics and Visual Resources 

4.1-3: Substantially Degrade the Existing Visual Character or Quality of the Site and its Surroundings.  

 

4.1-4: Create a New Source of Substantial Light or Glare Which Would Adversely Affect Day or 

Nighttime Views in the Area.  

 

Agricultural and Forestry Resources 
 

4.2-1: Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, as Shown on 

the Maps Prepared Pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California 

Resources Agency, to Non-Agricultural Use.  

 

4.2-3: Involve Other Changes in the Existing Environment that, Due to Their Location or Nature, Could 

Result in Conversion of Farmland, to Non-Agricultural Use.  

 

Air Quality 
 
4.3-1: Generation of Short-Term Construction-Related Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursors.  

 

4.3-2: Generation of Long-Term Operational Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursors.  
 

4.3-3: Expose Sensitive Receptors to Substantial Pollutant Concentrations. 

 

Cultural Resources 
 

4.6-1: Cause a Substantial Adverse Change in the Significance of Archaeological or Historical Resources as 
defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. 

 

4.6-2: Disturb Human Remains, including those Interred Outside of Formal Cemeteries. 

 

Hydrology, Flooding, and Water Quality 
4.9-7: Expose People or Structures to a Significant Risk of Loss, Injury or Death Involving Flooding, Including 
Flooding as a Result of the Failure of a Levee or Dam. 

 

Land Use Planning, Population, and Housing 

4.10-3: Impacts Related to Inducing Population Growth. 

Noise and Vibration 

4.11-1: Exposure of Noise-Sensitive Land Uses to Short-Term (Construction). 

4.11-2: Exposure to or Generation of Long-Term Noise Levels. 
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4.11-3: Exposure to or Generation of Vibration. 

Cumulative Impacts 

The Cumulative Scenario of the Final 2035 General Plan and CAP, taken together with other past, 

present, and probable future projects producing related impacts, would have a significant impact in the 

following areas:  

 

► Aesthetics: Changes in visual character and increased light and glare in the Planning Area and 

region. 

 

► Agricultural and Forestry Resources: Permanent loss of agricultural land in the Planning Area and 

region. 

 

► Air Quality: Increased generation of construction-related and operational criteria air pollutants and 

precursor emissions that exceed Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District’s thresholds of 

significance. 

 

► Cultural Resources: Potential damage or destruction of undiscovered cultural resources. 

 

► Hydrology, Flooding, and Water Quality: Potential flooding from development in dam inundation 

areas. 

 

► Land Use Planning, Population, and Housing: Increase in population, housing, and employment 

that could attract additional residential development to the Planning Area and region.  

 

► Noise: Increase in noise exposure for noise-sensitive land uses associated with increases in traffic in 

the Planning Area and region. 

   

► Water Supply and Infrastructure:  Increase in water demand that may exceed supply.  

 

 

B. Benefits of the Proposed Project/ Statement of Overriding Considerations 

The City of Woodland has independently reviewed the information in the EIR and the record of 

proceedings, made a reasonable and good faith effort to eliminate or substantially lessen the impacts 

resulting from the Proposed Project to the extent feasible by including policies and actions in the General 

Plan that effectively mitigate potential environmental impacts to the greatest extent feasible, and balanced 

the Proposed Project’s benefits against its significant unavoidable impacts.  

 

In the judgment of the City Council, the Proposed Project and its general benefits, set forth in Section IV. 

outweigh its unavoidable significant effects. It is the position of the City Council that any one of these 

reasons is sufficient to justify approval of the Proposed Project. Thus, even if a court were to conclude 

that not every reason is supported by substantial evidence, the City Council would stand by its 

determination that each individual reason is sufficient. The substantial evidence supporting the various 

benefits can be found in the preceding findings, which are incorporated by reference into this section, and 

in the documents found in the Record of Proceedings, as defined in Section V, (Record of Proceedings). 

The City Council finds that adoption and implementation of the Proposed Project would provide 
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economic, social, legal, and other considerable benefits. The following statement identifies the reasons 

why this is the case:  

 

1. The 2035 General Plan promotes environmentally-sustainable development through goals 

and policies that integrate the 2035 Climate Action Plan and balance the need for adequate 

infrastructure, housing, and economic vitality with the need for resource management, 

agricultural preservation, environmental protection, and preservation of quality of life for 

City of Woodland residents.  

 

2. The 2035 General Plan ensures the long-term productivity and viability of the City’s 

economic base as well as preserves and protects prime agricultural land and their uses 

within and surrounding the City.  

 

3. The 2035 General Plan land use map accounts for existing development, physical 

constraints, agricultural preservation, economic development, hazards, and incompatible 

uses in accordance with the voter-adopted Urban Limit Line and assigns densities and use 

types accordingly to enhance the safety, livability, and economic vitality of the City of 

Woodland. 

  

4. The 2035 General Plan permits growth in existing and new areas of the City while retaining 

and enhancing the City’s small town characteristics as well as providing all City residents 

with opportunities to live an active, healthy, and green lifestyle.  

  

5. The 2035 General Plan and 2035 Climate Action Plan together outline a strategy to reduce 

greenhouse gas emissions within and from the City of Woodland so that the City can grow 

responsibly while also conserving energy, water, and other resources and promote net-zero 

energy development.  

 

6. The 2035 Climate Action Plan provides GHG reduction targets for 2020 and 2035 that 

allow the City to demonstrate consistency with the State of California’s long-term GHG 

reduction targets, as set forth in AB 32 and SB 32 and outlines actions that are appropriate 

for the City.  

 

7. The City of Woodland is legally required to update its General Plan pursuant to 

Government Code section 65302(b).  

 

IX. CONCLUSION 

 

The City prepared the Final EIR pursuant to CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The City Council has 

independently determined that the Final EIR fully and adequately addresses the impacts, mitigating 

policies and implementation programs, and implementation of goals, policies, and programs, and build-

out of the Final 2035 General Plan and Climate Action Plan (CAP) The alternatives identified and 

considered in the Final EIR meet the test of “reasonable” analysis, and this consideration provides the City 

Council with important information from which to make an informed decision. Both the Planning 

Commission and City Council held public hearings. Substantial evidence in the record from those 

meetings and other sources demonstrates various benefits and considerations including economic, legal, 

social, technological, and other benefits that the City would achieve from the implementation of the Final 

2035 General Plan and CAP. The City Council has balanced these project benefits and considerations 

against the significant and unavoidable environmental impacts that would result from the Proposed Project 
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and has concluded that those impacts are outweighed by the Final 2035 General Plan and CAP benefits. 

Upon balancing the environmental risk and countervailing Final 2035 General Plan and CAP benefits, the 

City Council has concluded that the benefits that the City will derive from the implementation of the 

project outweigh those environmental risks. The City Council hereby determines that the above-described 

Final 2035 General Plan and CAP benefits override the significant and unavoidable environmental impacts 

of the Proposed Project.  

 

In sum, the City Council finds that any residual or remaining effects on the environment resulting from 

adoption and implementation of the Final 2035 General Plan and 2035 CAP are acceptable due to the 

benefits set forth in this Statement of Overriding Considerations. 
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EXHIBIT B 

CEQA FINDINGS OF FACT FOR THE CITY OF WOODLAND GENERAL PLAN 

AMENDMENT TO POLICY 2.A.1 OF THE 2035 GENERAL PLAN AND 2035 

CLIMATE ACTION PLAN SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) (Public Resources Code §§ 21000 et seq.) 

requires the City of Woodland, as the lead agency, to make certain written findings when certifying 

an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). CEQA Guidelines (Title 14 of the California Code of 

Regulations) Section 15163(e) sets forth the requirements for these findings related to a 

Supplemental EIR (SEIR).   

The City of Woodland (City) has proposed an amendment to Policy 2.A.1 in the General Plan (the 

proposed project or General Plan amendment). The General Plan amendment would permit the 

extension of sewer, water, and recycled water utility facilities to serve existing commercial 

facilities up to one mile beyond the existing Urban Limit Line (ULL), and in operation on or prior 

to November 3, 2026. The City prepared a SEIR to supplement the previously certified City of 

Woodland 2035 General Plan and 2035 Climate Action Plan Environmental Impact Report (2035 

General Plan and CAP EIR; State Clearinghouse #2013032015). The 2035 General Plan and CAP 

EIR continues to have utility in addressing direct, reasonably foreseeable indirect, and cumulative 

impacts associated with implementing the General Plan and General Plan amendment to Policy 

2.A.1. Mitigation measures imposed as a part of the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR continue to 

apply to implementation of the City’s General Plan.  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15163(e) states that when the agency decides whether to approve a 

project, the decision-making body shall consider the previous EIR as revised by the supplemental 

EIR. A finding under Section 15091 shall be made for each significant effect shown in the previous 

EIR as revised. The Resolution 6835 adopting CEQA Findings and Statement of Overriding 

Consideration for the original 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR (Exhibit A) remains valid. There 

are no significant effects shown in the previous 2035 General Plan and CAP findings that have 

been revised. This document for the General Plan amendment will address findings specific to the 

SEIR and amendment to General Plan Policy 2.A.1. These findings provide the written analysis 

and conclusions of the City Council regarding the 2035 General Plan and CAP environmental 

impacts and mitigation measures relative to the General Plan amendment to Policy 2.A.1 and the 

SEIR.  

II. GENERAL FINDINGS AND OVERVIEW: PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A. Proposed Project 

The City has proposed an amendment to Policy 2.A.1 in the General Plan (“the proposed project” 

or General Plan amendment). The City’s ultimate boundaries are circumscribed by a permanent 

ULL established by a vote of the people in 2006. The approved initiative placed restrictions on the 

provision of services outside of the ULL. The ULL boundary and provisions of services outside 

the ULL may only be modified by another vote by the people. 
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The proposed general plan amendment would add the following text to existing Policy 2.A.1:  

A permanent Urban Limit Line (ULL) is established around Woodland to permanently 

circumscribe urban development and comply with provisions for agricultural lands. Public 

services and facilities shall not extend beyond the permanent Urban Limit Line, with the 

exception of sewer, water, and recycled water facilities to serve existing commercial 

facilities located on parcels with a boundary that falls wholly or partially within one mile 

of the ULL and in operation on or prior to November 3, 2026… 

The General Plan amendment would permit the extension of sewer, water, and recycled water 

utility facilities to serve existing commercial facilities up to one mile beyond the existing ULL, 

and in operation on or prior to November 3, 2026. The proposed project would apply to commercial 

facilities meeting the following definition: a business located in a commercial or industrial building 

typically involving (but not limited to) the sale of goods or provision of services, manufacturing 

or processing materials, R&D, and/or indoor production/office functions, with on-site employees 

and regular operating hours. It is anticipated at this time that two existing commercial facilities 

would make use of the utility extension if the ballot measure passes. These two existing 

commercial facilities are Bayer U.S. Crop Science, LLC (located at 37437 CA-16, Woodland, CA 

95695; Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN]: 025-470-038-000) and Clark Pacific (located at 40600 

County Road 18C, Woodland, CA 95776; APN: 027-250-028-000). The ballot measure would not 

require either Bayer or Clark Pacific to extend utility facilities and services. 

1. Supplemental EIR and General Plan Amendment Summary 

The SEIR supplements the previously certified City 2035 General Plan and Climate Action Plan 

Environmental Impact Report (2035 General Plan and CAP EIR). The 2035 General Plan and CAP 

EIR continue to have utility in addressing direct, reasonably foreseeable indirect, and cumulative 

impacts associated with implementing the General Plan and cited mitigation measures continue to 

apply to implementation of the City’s General Plan. As provided in CEQA Guidelines Section 

15163, the SEIR provides the information necessary to make the previous EIR adequate for the 

proposed project. The proposed project evaluated in the SEIR includes potential amendment to the 

City’s General Plan Policy 2.A.1. 

CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162 through 15164 set forth the criteria for determining the 

appropriate additional environmental documentation, if any, to be completed when there is a 

previously certified EIR covering the project for which a subsequent discretionary action is 

required. According to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162(a) and 15163, when an EIR has been 

certified for a project, no subsequent or supplement to an EIR shall be prepared for that project 

unless the lead agency determines, on the basis of substantial evidence in light of the whole public 

record, one or more of the following: 

(1) substantial changes are proposed in the project that will require major revisions of the previous 

EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase 

in the severity of previously identified effects; 

(2) substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is 

undertaken that will require major revisions of the previous EIR due to the involvement of new 
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significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously 

identified significant effects; or 

(3) new information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been 

known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified as 

complete, shows any of the following: 

(A) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR. 

(B) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in 

the previous EIR. 

(C) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact be 

feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project, 

but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measures or alternatives. 

(D) Mitigation measures or alternatives that are considerably different from those analyzed 

in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the 

environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or 

alternative. 

The Draft SEIR is organized into the following chapters so that the reader can easily obtain 

information about the proposed project and its environmental issues: 

• Chapter 1, Executive Summary 

• Chapter 2, Introduction 

• Chapter 3, Project Description 

• Chapter 4, Impact Analysis  

• Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis 

• Chapter 6, Other CEQA Considerations 

• Chapter 7, List of Preparers 

• Chapter 8, “References,”  

The Draft SEIR has dedicated resource sections in Chapter 4 where supplementary information is 

provided. The supplementary information is based on a review of existing information and the 

CEQA scoping process for the General Plan amendment. The resource sections follow the 

organization of the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR, however, may have different section numbers 

in the SEIR. 

• Section 4.1 of the Draft SEIR, Agricultural Resources (Section 4.2 in the 2035 General Plan 

and CAP EIR)  
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• Section 4.2 of the Draft SEIR, Air Quality (Section 4.3 in the 2035 General Plan and CAP 

EIR)  

• Section 4.3 of the Draft SEIR, Biological Resources (Section 4.4 in the 2035 General Plan and 

CAP EIR)  

• Section 4.4 of the Draft SEIR, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy (Section 4.5 in the 2035 

General Plan and CAP EIR)  

• Section 4.5 of the Draft SEIR, Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources (Section 4.6 

in the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR)  

• Section 4.6 of the Draft SEIR, Geology, Soils, and Paleontological Resources (Section 4.7 in 

the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR)  

• Section 4.7 of the Draft SEIR, Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Section 4.8 in the 2035 

General Plan and CAP EIR)  

• Section 4.8 of the Draft SEIR, Hydrology and Water Quality (Section 4.9 in the 2035 General 

Plan and CAP EIR)  

• Section 4.9 of the Draft SEIR, Land Use Planning/Population and Housing (Section 4.10 in 

the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR)  

• Section 4.10 of the Draft SEIR, Noise and Vibration (Section 4.11 in the 2035 General Plan 

and CAP EIR)  

• Section 4.11 of the Draft SEIR, Utilities (Section 4.14 in the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR) 

The Final SEIR is organized into the following Chapters so that the reader can easily obtain 

information about the City’s responses to comments on the proposed project and its environmental 

issues, as well as modifications made to the Draft SEIR:  

• Chapter 1, Introduction  

• Chapter 2, Response to Comments 

• Chapter 3, Errata  

• Chapter 4, List of Preparers  

B. Consideration of the EIR 

In adopting these Findings, the City Council finds that the Final SEIR was presented to the City 

Council, the lead agency’s decision-making body, and that the City Council reviewed and 

considered the information in the Final SEIR prior to approving the Proposed Project. The City 

Council finds that the Final SEIR reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the City. The 

three discretionary actions to be taken by the City Council are: (1) certification of the Final SEIR 

Page 114



5 
 

for the General Plan Amendment to Policy 2.A.1; (2) adoption of the General Plan Amendment to 

Policy 2.A.1; and (3) approve a Resolution submitting to the Qualified Voters of the City of 

Woodland a Measure Amending the City of Woodland Voter Approved Urban Limit Line Act 

(“Woodland Urban Limit Line Initiative”) to permit the extension of sewer, water, and recycled 

water facilities to serve existing commercial facilities located on parcels with a boundary that falls 

wholly or partially within one mile of the ULL and in operation on or prior to November 3, 2026. 

C. Proposed Project Objectives 

The proposed General Plan amendment is consistent with the Project Objectives that were included 

in the City’s 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR. As noted in Section 3 of the 2035 General Plan and 

CAP EIR, “Project Description,” the project objectives include the City’s Vision Statement and 

Guiding Principles for the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR. The vision statement is an aspirational 

description of what the community would like to be in the future, in this case, looking forward to 

2035, and represents a compilation of input from the community through the public process. 

Guiding principles are shared values that will be used to develop policies that would, once 

implemented, achieve the vision.  

The 2035 General Plan Vision Statement is:  

• In 2035, Woodland is a highly desirable community to live, learn, work and recreate. It has 

maintained its small-town feel while maturing into an attractive, vibrant, and sustainable city 

that celebrates its architectural heritage and cultural diversity. Woodland is a healthy 

community with livable neighborhoods, a thriving downtown, well maintained infrastructure, 

excellent schools and recreational amenities connected by a seamless network of trails and 

paths.  

• The city is the region’s center of agricultural technology and food production and is recognized 

globally as a leader in sustainable agriculture. The community is prosperous and fiscally sound, 

offering abundant employment opportunities to its diverse and creative workforce. 

• Woodland has become a destination for visitors seeking to experience its unique agricultural, 

historical, recreational, cultural and entertainment amenities 

The General Plan’s Guiding Principles highlight the most critical shared values that were used in 

developing the policies and implementation measures in the 2035 General Plan. The applicable 

guiding principles to the proposed project are described below in Table B-1. 

Table B-1 Summary 

Guiding Principals Proposed Project Applicability 

Quality and Character: Retain and enhance 

Woodland’s quality of life, its distinctive identity and 

small-town characteristics 

Existing commercial facilities receiving City utilities 

would continue to support the economic diversity of the 

City of Woodland. 

Economic Development: Foster economic growth and 

diversification with a range of employment 

opportunities for all residents 

Existing commercial facilities receiving City utilities 

would continue to support the economic diversity of the 

City of Woodland. 
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Guiding Principals Proposed Project Applicability 

Agricultural Heritage: Preserve and protect prime 

agricultural lands and their uses within and 

surrounding the community 

Existing commercial facilities that could be served by the 

general plan amendment (e.g., Bayer) include those that 

support the agricultural heritage surrounding the 

community.  

Environmental Stewardship: Foster a sustainable 

community for the next generation and protect and 

improve the quality of the natural environment 

Use of City utilities would reduce the volume of 

groundwater pumped, resulting in better conditions for the 

groundwater basin and would reduce the use of septic 

tanks, overall reducing the amount of nutrients entering the 

groundwater basin.  

Health and Recreation: Provide all residents with 

opportunities to live an active, healthy, and green 

lifestyle 

Drinking water quality of existing commercial facilities 

would be improved through the use of City water supply.  

Table Note 
City = City of Woodland 

The guiding principles that are not applicable to the proposed project include those listed below. 

The principles are not applicable because the proposed project does not include changes in land 

use or zoning; the development of houses, or the public services, education services, or safety 

services that support housing development; and, would not be located in historic downtown.  

• Orderly Development: Promote new growth while achieving an orderly pattern of community 

development, consistent with economic, social, fiscal and environmental needs.  

• Mobility Options: Coordinate land use and transportation planning to provide a range of 

attractive and viable transportation options, such as bicycle, pedestrian, and transit.  

• Housing Choice: Provide a variety of housing types to meet the needs for all generations and 

income levels.  

• Historic Downtown: Strengthen the historic downtown district as the City’s center of shopping, 

dining, entertainment and employment.  

• Public Services: Provide realistic, supportable and appropriate levels of public service that are 

sustainable and fiscally sound.  

• Safety: Ensure that Woodland remains a safe place to live, protected from natural and 

manmade hazards.  

• Quality Education: Foster quality educational and enrichment opportunities 

III. GENERAL FINDINGS: GENERAL CEQA CONSIDERATIONS 

A. CEQA Process 

A notice of preparation (NOP) on the SEIR was prepared that requested comments from affected 

agencies and the public regarding the scope and content of the SEIR (Appendix B of the Draft 

SEIR). The City circulated the NOP for a 30-day review period starting on August 12, 2025. The 

City invited additional comments on the scope of the SEIR at virtual public meeting held on August 
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19, 2025. The City reviewed and addressed comments received during scoping as part of the 

preparation of the Public Draft SEIR (Section 1.6 of the Draft SEIR and Appendix B of the Draft 

SEIR).  

The City issued a notice of availability (NOA) of a Public Draft SEIR for the proposed project on 

Friday, December 19, 2025. The proposed project was discussed at the regularly scheduled 

Planning Commission Meeting on January 15, 2026. The NOA was distributed to the State 

Clearinghouse, to the Yolo County Clerk’s office, and to multiple stakeholders and Responsible 

Agencies. The State CEQA Guidelines provide a 45-day public review period for a Draft SEIR 

following posting of an NOA, during which time responsible and trustee agencies and the public 

may submit comments on the scope, content, and adequacy of environmental analysis (Section 

15087). The 45-day public review period began Friday, December 19, 2025, and ended Monday, 

February 2, 2026. The City reviewed and responded to the comments received during the public 

comment period as part of the preparation of the Final SEIR (Chapter 2 of the Final SEIR).  

The Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on May 7, 2026, and recommended 

by adoption of Resolution No. PC26-06 that the City Council certify the EIR. The City Council 

held duly noticed public hearings on May 19, 2026 on the SEIR and the General Plan amendment. 

B. Intent to Rely on this EIR for Streamlining Purposes 

The SEIR describes the environmental consequences of amending General Plan Policy 2.A.1 and 

sufficiently supplements the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR. The SEIR is designed to inform City 

of Woodland decision-makers, other responsible and trustee agencies, and the general public of the 

potential environmental consequences of approval and implementation of the proposed project. 

The SEIR identifies goals, policies, and implementation programs that would be implemented to 

reduce or avoid potentially significant environmental impacts. 

The 2035 General Plan and 2035 CAP EIR is a program EIR, as described under CEQA and the 

CEQA Guidelines, specifically Guidelines Section 15168. A program EIR is one that may be 

prepared on a series of actions that can be characterized as one large project, and that are related: 

(1) geographically; (2) as logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions; (3) in connection with 

the issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other general criteria to govern the conduct of a 

continuing program; or (4) as individual activities carried out under the same authorizing statutory 

or regulatory authority and having generally similar effects that can be mitigated in similar ways. 

The SEIR supplements the previously certified 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR. The 2035 

General Plan and CAP EIR continue to have utility in addressing direct, reasonably foreseeable 

indirect, and cumulative impacts associated with implementing the General Plan and cited 

mitigation measures continue to apply to implementation of the City’s General Plan, as amended. 

As provided in CEQA Guidelines Section 15163, this SEIR provides the information necessary to 

make the previous EIR adequate for the proposed project.  

As stated in Exhibit A, the City intended to use 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR to streamline 

future environmental review and approval of private and public projects, as well as implementation 

actions. The City will use existing streamlining provided by CEQA, and emerging streamlining 

techniques, as appropriate. The City appropriately streamlined the CEQA process for the proposed 
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project using the original 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR to prepare the SEIR pursuant to Section 

15163.  

IV. GENERAL FINDINGS: RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS 

A. Final SEIR 

The Final SEIR for the proposed project includes the following items:  

• The Public Draft SEIR (State Clearinghouse #2013032015) dated December 2025 

• The Final SEIR, which includes responses to comments and errata (State Clearinghouse 

#2013032015 dated April 2025 

B. Final 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR  

The Final 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR includes the following items: 

• The Draft EIR (State Clearinghouse #2013032015) dated September 15, 2016; 

• Response to Comments on the Draft EIR dated January 23, 2017; 

• Revisions to the Draft EIR dated January 23, 2017; and 

• Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program dated January 23, 2017, and subsequently 

amended May 16, 2017. 

• Errata to the EIR, dated May 16, 2017. 

C. The Administrative Record 

Public Resources Code section 21167.6(e) sets forth the contents of the administrative record for 

CEQA purposes and these findings. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(e), the location 

and custodian of the documents and other materials which constitute the record of proceedings 

upon which these decisions are based is as follows: 

Woodland Community Development Department  

300 First Street 

Woodland, CA 95695 

(530) 661-5820 

www.cityofwoodland.org 

V. FINDINGS REQUIRED UNDER CEQA 

Public Resources Code Section 21002 provides that “public agencies should not approve projects 

as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would 

substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects[.]” It also states that the 

procedures required by CEQA “are intended to assist public agencies in systematically identifying 
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both the significant effects of proposed projects and the feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation 

measures which will avoid or substantially lessen such significant effects.” And it states that “in 

the event specific economic, social, or other conditions make infeasible such project alternatives 

or such mitigation measures, individual projects may be approved in spite of one or more 

significant effects thereof.” 

The mandate and principles of Section 21002 are implemented, in part, through the requirement 

that agencies must adopt findings before approving projects for which EIRs are required. For each 

significant environmental effect identified in an EIR for a proposed project, the approving agency 

must issue a written finding reaching one or more of three permissible conclusions. The first such 

finding is that changes or alterations have been required or incorporated into the project to avoid 

or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect. As identified in Exhibit A, inclusion 

of mitigating General Plan policies and implementation programs are among the “changes or 

alterations” referenced in this finding. Other “changes and alterations” are discussed herein. 

The second permissible finding is that such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and 

jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency making the finding, and that such changes 

have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency. 

The third potential finding is that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 

considerations make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 

Final EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15091). “Feasible” means capable of being accomplished in 

a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, 

environmental, social, legal, and technological factors. The concept of “feasibility” also 

encompasses the question of whether a particular alternative or mitigation measure promotes the 

underlying goals and objectives of a project. Moreover, “feasibility” under CEQA encompasses 

“desirability” to the extent that desirability is based on a reasonable balancing of the relevant 

economic, environmental, social, legal, and technological factors. 

In the process of adopting mitigation, the City Council made a determination in Exhibit A 

regarding whether the mitigation is “feasible.” 

With respect to a project for which significant impacts are not avoided or substantially lessened, a 

public agency, after adopting proper findings, may nevertheless approve the project if the agency 

first adopts a statement of overriding considerations setting forth the specific reasons in support of 

the finding that the project benefits outweigh its unavoidable adverse environmental effects. In the 

process of considering the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR for certification, in Exhibit A, the City 

Council recognized that impact avoidance is not possible in all instances. To the extent that 

significant adverse environmental impacts will not be reduced to a less-than-significant level with 

mitigating policies and implementation programs, the City Council found that specific economic, 

social, and other considerations support approval of the 2035 General Plan and CAP. As identified 

in Exhibit A, the City made a statement of overriding considerations when approving the Final 

2023 General Plan and CAP. The City of Woodland City Council’s approval of the General Plan 

amendment will not result in significant adverse environmental effects that cannot be avoided with 

the adoption of all feasible mitigation measures. The City does not need a statement of overriding 

considerations for the General Plan amendment. 
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A. Findings Regarding Specific Environmental Impacts 

As noted previously, the CEQA Findings and Statement of Overriding Consideration for the 

original 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR (Exhibit A) remains valid. There are no significant 

effects shown in the previous 2035 General Plan and CAP findings that have been revised.  

The SEIR identifies potentially significant impacts where mitigation would be required for the 

General Plan amendment and other impacts where the original 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR 

requires mitigation that would not be necessary to address any significant impact associated with 

the General Plan amendment. Finally, the SEIR identifies significant and unavoidable impacts 

identified in the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR where the General Plan amendment would either 

have less-than-significant impacts or impacts that would be mitigated to a less-than-significant 

level. As shown in the SEIR, the General Plan amendment has not resulted in substantial changes 

to the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR (Chapter 4, Impact Analysis). The previously made 

findings by the City regarding adoption and implementation of the 2035 General Plan and CAP 

remain valid. 

The City Council’s findings with respect to the proposed project’s significant effects and 

mitigation measures are set forth in the Final SEIR and these Findings of Fact. The Summary of 

Findings does not attempt to describe the full analysis of each environmental impact contained in 

the Final SEIR. Please refer to the Draft SEIR and the Final SEIR for more detail. Each of these 

documents is incorporated into these findings in their entirety. Without limitation, this 

incorporation is intended to elaborate on the scope and nature of mitigating policies and 

implementation programs and the basis for determining the significance of impacts. 

1. Findings Regarding Less than Significant Impacts (No Mitigation Required) 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 does not require specific findings to address environmental 

effects that an EIR identifies as “no impact” or a “less than significant” impact. As described in 

Exhibit A and Resolution 6835, the City Council made findings that the 2035 General Plan and 

CAP EIR would have either no impact or a less than significant impact with respect to a number 

of environmental topics. The General Plan amendment and impact determinations identified in the 

SEIR have not resulted in substantial changes to the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR (Chapter 4, 

Impact Analysis). The previously made findings by the City regarding adoption and 

implementation of the 2035 General Plan and CAP remain valid. 

2. Findings Regarding Impacts Mitigated to a Level of Less than Significant 

As described in Exhibit A and Resolution 6835, the City Council made and adopted Findings of 

Fact that feasible mitigation measures were identified in the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR that 

will avoid or substantially lessen potentially significant environmental impacts to a less than 

significant level on the following resources: air quality (Impact 4.3-3); biological resources 

(Impact 4.4-1, Impact 4.4-2, Impact 4.4-3, Impact 4.4-4, and Impact 4.4-7); climate change, 

greenhouse gas emissions, and energy (Impact 4.5-1 and Impact 4.5-2); geology, soils, mineral 

resources, and paleontological resources (Impact 4.7-3 and Impact 4.7-4); hydrology, flooding, 

and water quality (Impact 4.9-1, Impact 4.9-2, and Impact 4.9-3); public services and recreation 

Page 120



11 
 

(Impact 4.12-3 and Impact 4.12-5); transportation and circulation (Impact 4.13-1, Impact 4.13-2 

and Impact 4.13-3).  

The SEIR discloses that the General Plan amendment would not result in impacts requiring 

mitigation measures to reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level on the following resources, 

which were previously identified in Exhibit A as having feasible mitigation measures will avoid or 

substantially lessen potentially significant environmental impacts to a less-than-significant level: 

air quality (Impact 4.3-3, pages 4.2-7 to 4.2-9 of the Draft SEIR); biological resources (Impact 

4.4-7 page 4.3-50 and 4.3-51 of the Draft SEIR); climate change, greenhouse gas emissions, and 

energy (Impact 4.5-1 and Impact 4.5-2, pages 4.4-3 to 4.4-6 of the Draft SEIR); geology, soils, 

mineral resources, and paleontological resources (Impact 4.7-3, pages 4.6-6 of the Draft SEIR); 

hydrology, flooding, and water quality (Impact 4.9-1, Impact 4.9-2, and Impact 4.9-3, pages 4.8-7 

to 4.8-11 of the Draft SEIR); public services and recreation (Impact 4.12-3 and Impact 4.12-5, 

Section 2.1.4, Other Environmental Topics Not Discussed in Detail in this Supplemental EIR of 

the Draft SEIR); transportation and circulation (Impact 4.13-1, Impact 4.13-2, and Impact 4.13-3, 

Section 2.1.4, Other Environmental Topics Not Discussed in Detail in this Supplemental EIR of 

the Draft SEIR). Therefore, the implementation of the General Plan amendment would not result 

in new impacts nor impacts that would be substantially increased in severity as compared with that 

addressed in the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR for the resources identified above.  

The SEIR discloses that the General Plan amendment would result in impacts requiring mitigation 

measures to reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level on the following resources, which are 

the same resources for which the City made Findings of Fact in Exhibit A for the original 2035 

General Plan and CAP as requiring feasible mitigation measures that will avoid or substantially 

lessen potentially significant environmental impacts to a less-than-significant level: biological 

resources (Impact 4.4-1, Impact 4.4-2, Impact 4.4-3, and Impact 4.4-4 pages 4.3-31 to 4.3-38 of 

the Draft SEIR) and geology, soils, mineral resources, and paleontological resources (Impact 4.7-

4, page 4.6-7 of the Draft SEIR). In addition, the SEIR discloses that the General Plan amendment 

would not result in significant and unavoidable impacts on the following resources because 

implementation program(s)/mitigation measures previously identified in the 2035 General Plan 

and CAP EIR and in Exhibit A would reduce, avoid, and/or minimize potentially significant 

environmental impacts: cultural resources (Impact 4.6-1 and Impact 4.6-2 pages 4.5-5 to 4.5-8 of 

the Draft SEIR) and noise (Impact 4.11-1 pages 4.10-3 to 4.10-4).  

The General Plan amendment and impact determinations identified in the SEIR have not resulted 

in substantial changes to the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR (Chapter 4, Impact Analysis). The 

previously made findings by the City regarding adoption and implementation of the 2035 General 

Plan and CAP remain valid.   

3. Findings Regarding Environmental Impacts Not Fully Mitigated to a Level of Less 

than Significant 

As described in Exhibit A and Resolution 6835, the City Council made and adopted Findings of 

Fact that impacts from adopting and implementing the 2035 General Plan and CAP on the 

following resources cannot be mitigated to a less than significant level with any feasible mitigation, 

and a Statement of Overriding Considerations was required: aesthetics and visual resources 

(Impact 4.1-3 and Impact 4.1-4); agriculture and forestry resources (Impact 4.2-1 and Impact 4.2-
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3); air quality (Impact 4.3-1, Impact 4.3-2, and Impact 4.3-3); cultural resources (Impact 4.6-1 and 

Impact 4.6-2); noise and vibration (Impact 4.11-1, Impact 4.11-2 and Impact 4.11-3).  

The SEIR discloses that the General Plan amendment would not result significant and unavoidable 

impacts on the following resources: aesthetics and visual resources (Impact 4.1-3 and Impact 4.1-

4, Section 2.1.4, Other Environmental Topics Not Discussed in Detail in this Supplemental EIR 

of the Draft SEIR); agriculture and forestry resources (Impact 4.1-1 and Impact 4.1-3, pages 4.1-

4 to 4.1-7 of the Draft SEIR); air quality (Impact 4.3-1, Impact 4.3-2, and Impact 4.3-3, pages 4.2-

4 to 4.2-9 of the Draft SEIR); cultural resources (Impact 4.6-1 and Impact 4.6-2, pages 4.5-5 to 

4.5-8 of the Draft SEIR); noise and vibration (Impact 4.11-1, Impact 4.11-2 and Impact 4.11-3, 

pages 4.10-3 to 4.10-6 of the Draft SEIR). Therefore, the implementation of the of the Geneal Plan 

amendment would not result in new impacts nor impacts that would be substantially increased in 

severity as compared with that addressed in the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR for the resources 

identified above. The City is not required to make a Statement of Overriding Considerations with 

respect to the General Plan amendment.  

The General Plan amendment and impact determinations identified in the SEIR have not resulted 

in substantial changes to the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR (Chapter 4, Impact Analysis). The 

previously made findings by the City regarding adoption and implementation of the 2035 General 

Plan and CAP remain valid. 

B. Mandatory Findings of Significance 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15065(a) states that a project may have a significant effect on the 

environment when one of the following four conditions occurs: 

(1) The project has the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment, 

substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population 

to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, 

substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of an endangered, rare, or threatened 

species, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or 

prehistory. 

(2) The project has the potential to achieve short-term environmental goals to the disadvantage of 

long-term environmental goals. 

(3) The project has possible environmental effects that are individually limited but cumulatively 

considerable, which means that the incremental effects of an individual project are significant 

when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current 

projects, and the effects of probable future projects. 

(4) The environmental effects of a project will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, 

either directly or indirectly. 

Exhibit A identifies that the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR analyzed all four mandatory findings 

of significance. These remain valid and the General Plan amendment and SEIR do not alter the 

previously made findings related to mandatory findings of significance.  
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C. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(d), the City has included all feasible mitigation 

measures that avoid or substantially lessen the potentially significant and significant effects of the 

General Plan Amendment. Public Resources Code Section 21081.6(b) and CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15097(b) establish that when the project examined in an EIR is a general plan, mitigation 

measures may be incorporated into the plan. This is the approach taken by the City for the 2035 

General Plan and CAP EIR.  

The SEIR identifies Implementation Programs that would be required as conditions of approval 

for a utility extension request under the proposed project, as well as applicable Yolo Habitat 

Conservation Plan/Natural Community Conservation Plan (Yolo HCP/NCCP) Mitigation 

Measures, as analyzed and identified through the 2035 General Plan and CAPEIR and Yolo 

HCP/NCCP Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)/EIR. The implementation program(s) and 

mitigation measures are fully enforceable by the City Council. Exhibit C is Attachment B of the 

Final SEIR and contains Summary of Applicable Implementation Programs and Mitigation 

Measures. This is simultaneously being adopted by the City Council with its Resolution Certifying 

the SEIR for the General Plan amendment. 

D. Growth Inducement 

The 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR concludes that the indirect effects on the environment would 

have a significant and unavoidable impact, and there are no feasible mitigation measures beyond 

those already embodied in the Final 2035 General Plan to reduce this impact to a less-than-

significant level without changing the purposes of the 2035 General Plan. As documented in 

Exhibit A, the City Council found that, due to the overriding considerations set forth in Exhibit A 

Section VIII, the benefits of the General Plan and CAP outweigh its growth-inducing impacts. 

These findings remain valid and the 2035 General Plan amendment and SEIR do not alter the 

previously made findings related to growth inducing. 

E. Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes 

The 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR concludes that there is no feasible mitigation without 

changing the 2035 General Plan purposes and that the impacts are significant and unavoidable. 

However, and as explained in Exhibit A, Section VIII of the Findings for the 2035 General Plan 

and CAP, the City Council found that the benefits of the General Plan and CAP outweigh the 

significant and unavoidable growth-inducing effects caused by the General Plan and CAP. These 

findings remain valid and the General Plan amendment and SEIR do not alter the previously made 

findings related to significant irreversible environmental changes” pursuant to Section 15126.2(c) 

of the CEQA Guidelines.  

F. Cumulative Impacts 

CEQA Guideline 15130(b)(1) requires an EIR to either analyze (a) a list of past, present, and 

probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, projects 

outside of the agency’s control or (b) a summary of projections contained in an adopted local, 

regional, or statewide plan, or related planning document, that describes or evaluates conditions 

contributing to the cumulative effect. These plans may include a general plan, a regional 
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transportation plan, or plans for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions. The summary of 

projections may also be contained in an adopted or certified prior environmental document for one 

of these plans, and the projections may be supplemented with additional information. 

As described in Exhibit A, the City made findings that the following resources would have 

significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts: aesthetics and visual resources; agricultural 

resources; air quality; cultural resources; hydrology and water quality specifically with respect to 

levee inundation areas; land use planning, population and housing; noise and vibration; and, water 

supply and infrastructure.  However, and as explained in Exhibit A, Section VIII, the benefits of 

the General Plan and CAP outweigh the significant and unavoidable environmental effects of these 

cumulative impacts. These findings remain valid and the General Plan amendment and SEIR do not 

alter the previously made findings related to cumulative impacts.  

The SEIR evaluated cumulative impacts in Chapter 6, Other CEQA Considerations, (pages 6-1 to 

6-17 of the Draft SEIR) and determined that for all resources the General Plan amendment would 

not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact and 

cumulative impacts would be less than significant or less than significant with mitigation 

incorporated.  

VI. PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15163, the supplement to the EIR need contain only the 

information necessary to make the previous EIR adequate for the project as revised. The General 

Plan amendment would not increase the severity of any impacts as they were disclosed in the 2035 

General Plan and CAP EIR (Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, of the Draft SEIR). Since there are 

no new impacts associated with the proposed project and since there are no impacts that would 

increase in severity with implementation of the General Plan amendment, the SEIR does not 

include any new alternatives for analysis (Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, of the Draft SEIR). 

There are no alternatives that were determined to be infeasible at the time of drafting the 2035 

General Plan and CAP EIR (Chapter 5, Alternatives, page 5-5 through 5-7 of the Draft EIR) that 

would address any potentially significant impact, and that are now feasible. This is because the 

alternatives that were determined to be infeasible (General Plan Scenario 1: High Infill; No New 

Greenfield Development and General Plan Scenario 3: Moderate Infill; New Greenfield Growth 

in the South and North) would have resulted in more new development than the proposed project. 

Therefore, the General Plan amendment would not make the alternatives analysis provided in 

Chapter 5 of the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR inadequate.  

Exhibit A identifies findings for the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR alternatives. These remain 

valid and the General Plan amendment and SEIR do not alter the previously made findings related 

to alternatives.  

VII. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

As identified in Exhibit A and Resolution 6835, the City made a statement of overriding 

considerations when approving the Final 2023 General Plan and CAP. As set forth in the preceding 

sections, the City of Woodland City Council’s approval of the General Plan amendment will not 

result in significant adverse environmental effects that cannot be avoided with the adoption of all 
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feasible mitigation measures. The City does not need a statement of overriding considerations for 

the General Plan amendment.  

VIII. CONCLUSION 

The City prepared the SEIR pursuant to CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, including CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15163, which describes the appropriate use of a SEIR to address minor 

additions and changes needed to the 2035 General Plan and CAP Final EIR to adequately address 

the General Plan amendment. The City Council has independently determined that the SEIR fully 

and adequately addresses the impacts of the General Plan amendment.  

Both the Planning Commission and City Council held public meetings and have considered all 

information contained in the record regarding the General Plan amendment. Implementation of the 

General Plan amendment would not result in new impacts nor impacts that would be substantially 

increased in severity as compared with that addressed in the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR 

(Chapter 4, Impact Analysis, of the Draft SEIR). The General Plan amendment would not result 

in substantial changes to the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR (Chapter 4, Impact Analysis, of the 

Draft SEIR). The previously made findings in Exhibit A by the City regarding adoption and 

implementation of the 2035 General Plan and CAP remain valid. 
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General Plan Amendment  AECOM 
Final SEIR B1-1 Attachment B 

B1 INTRODUCTION 

The following table provides a detailed summary of the City of Woodland’s (City’s) General Plan Mitigation 

Measures that are applicable Implementation Programs that would be required as conditions of approval for a 

utility request under the proposed project, as well as applicable Yolo Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural 

Community Conservation Plan (Yolo HCP/NCCP) Mitigation Measures, as analyzed and identified through the 

2035 General Plan and Climate Action Plan (CAP) Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and Yolo HCP/NCCP 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)/EIR. Table B1-1 identifies those mitigation measures that would be 

relevant to the amendment to Policy 2.A.1, such that the amendment to Policy 2.A.1 would be consistent with the 

2035 General Plan and CAP, as applicable, and implement required measures to minimize potential 

environmental impacts in accordance with the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR and Yolo HCP/NCCP EIS/EIR. 

Table B1-1 includes Conditions of Approval that would be required for any future utility extension requests that 

could occur under the amendment to Policy 2.A.1; the City would require applicable Conditions of Approval as 

part of the application process for future utility extensions, as part of the execution of the will-serve agreement or 

utility services agreement, and prior to issuing local applicable permits. Unless otherwise noted in the Table B1-1, 

the source documentation is the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR. 
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Table B1-1. Summary of Applicable Implementation Programs and Mitigation Measures 

Resource Topic Area 

SEIR Impact Number – Impact 
Description 

Applicable Mitigation Measures and Implementation Programs to serve as Conditions of Approval 

(Numbering corresponds to the Numbering used in the Draft SEIR)  

Biological Resources Impact 4.4-1: Loss of Special-

status Plants and Loss of Special-

status Plant Habitat 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1a – Implementation Program Biological Resources 1 

This measure requires biological inventory surveys conducted according to applicable standards and 

protocols for projects that may affect special-status species or habitats. 

a) The City will require biological inventory surveys for new developments that could affect special-status 

species or sensitive habitat in areas designated for development under the General Plan.  

b) The City will work with project applicants to identify opportunities to preserve special-status species 

occurrences and sensitive habitats through design and planning. If the HCP/NCCP is adopted and state 

and federal ITPs have been issued, the City shall implement the applicable requirements of the 

HCP/NCCP as relevant to any specific land use project. If the HCP/NCCP is not in place and/or ITPs 

have not been issued, the City shall follow the steps described below. 

c) If the City determines it is reasonable and feasible to do so, while still achieving the specific project 

development goals and objectives, the City will require preservation of occupied special-status species 

habitat and sensitive habitat types as a condition of project approval. If adverse effects cannot be 

avoided, project proponents shall be required to mitigate all adverse effects in accordance with guidance 

from the appropriate state or federal agency charged with the protection of the subject species and 

habitat, including surveys conducted according to applicable standards and protocols, where necessary, 

implementation of impact minimization measures based on accepted standards and guidelines and best 

available science, and compensatory mitigation for unavoidable loss of special-status species and 

sensitive habitats.  

d) If the project would result in take of state or federally listed species, the City will require project 

proponent/s to obtain take authorization from the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service or the California 

Department of Fish and Wildlife, as appropriate, depending on species status, and comply with all 

conditions of the take authorization. 

e) If the Yolo HCP/NCCP is not adopted or the affected species or habitat is not covered under the plan, the 

City will require project applicants to develop a mitigation and monitoring plan, in coordination with 

CDFW and/or USFWS, as appropriate depending on species status, to compensate for the loss of special-

status species and sensitive habitats. The mitigation and monitoring plan will describe in detail how loss 

of special-status species or sensitive habitats shall be avoided or offset, including details on restoration 

and creation of habitat, compensation for the temporal loss of habitat, management and monitoring to 

avoid indirect habitat degradation (e.g., management of invasive plant species, maintenance of required 

hydrology), success criteria ensuring that habitat function goals and objectives are met and target special-

status species are established, performance standards to ensure success, and remedial actions if 

performance standards are not met. The plan will include detailed information on the habitats present 

within the preservation and mitigation areas, the long-term management and monitoring of these 

habitats, legal protection for the preservation and mitigation areas (e.g., conservation easement, 

declaration of restrictions), and funding mechanism information (e.g., endowment). 
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Resource Topic Area 

SEIR Impact Number – Impact 
Description 

Applicable Mitigation Measures and Implementation Programs to serve as Conditions of Approval 

(Numbering corresponds to the Numbering used in the Draft SEIR)  

f) If available, purchase of mitigation credits at an agency-approved mitigation bank (i.e., approved by the 

agency with jurisdiction over the affected species or habitat) in Yolo County, will be acceptable for 

compensatory mitigation for special-status species that are not covered under the Yolo HCP/NCCP. 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1c General Avoidance and Minimization Measures 

• GM01: Preconstruction Survey. Before the start of repair activities, a qualified biologist will conduct a 

preconstruction survey to identify special-status plant and wildlife species and associated habitats. 

Surveys will be conducted within the project footprint and staging/equipment storage area(s). If required, 

special-status species and/or buffers will be marked in the field by a qualified biologist, using temporary 

fencing, high-visibility flagging, or other means that are equally effective. Preconstruction surveys for 

special-status plant species will incorporate blooming period surveys if utility extensions occur in areas 

other than developed or agricultural lands.  

• GM02: Construction Site Trash Maintenance. All project-related trash items, such as wrappers, cans, 

bottles, and food scraps, will be collected in closed containers that are removed from the rehabilitation 

site each day and disposed at an appropriate off-site location, to minimize attracting wildlife to work 

areas.  

• GM03: Yolo HCP/NCCP avoidance and minimization measures (AMM)3, Confine and Delineate Work 

Area. Where natural communities and covered species habitat are present, workers will confine land 

clearing to the minimum area necessary to facilitate construction activities. Workers will restrict 

movement of heavy equipment to and from the project site to established roadways to minimize natural 

community and covered species habitat disturbance. The project proponent will clearly identify 

boundaries of work areas using temporary fencing or equivalent and will identify areas designated as 

environmentally sensitive. All construction vehicles, other equipment, and personnel will avoid these 

designated areas.  

• GM04: Yolo HCP/NCCP AMM4, Cover Trenches and Holes during Construction and Maintenance. To 

prevent injury and mortality of special-status species, including: giant garter snake, northwestern pond 

turtle, and California tiger salamander, workers will cover open trenches and holes associated with 

implementation of covered activities that affect habitat for these species or design the trenches and holes 

with escape ramps that can be used during non-working hours. The construction contractor will inspect 

open trenches and holes prior to filling and contact a qualified biologist to remove or release any trapped 

wildlife found in the trenches or holes.  

• GM05: Equipment Inspection. Inspections will be conducted under all vehicles and heavy equipment for 

the presence of wildlife before the start of each workday, when equipment is staged overnight. In 

addition, a search for wildlife will be conducted in all pipes, culverts, and similar structures that have 

been stored on site for one or more nights, before they are buried, capped, or moved.  

• GM06: Yolo HCP/NCCP AMM6, Conduct Worker Training. All construction personnel will participate 

in a worker environmental training program approved/authorized by the Conservancy and administered 

by a qualified biologist. The training will provide education regarding sensitive natural communities and 

covered species and their habitats, the need to avoid adverse effects, state and federal protection, and the 
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Resource Topic Area 

SEIR Impact Number – Impact 
Description 

Applicable Mitigation Measures and Implementation Programs to serve as Conditions of Approval 

(Numbering corresponds to the Numbering used in the Draft SEIR)  

legal implications of violating the FESA and NCCPA Permits. A pre-recorded video presentation by a 

qualified biologist shown to construction personnel may fulfill the training requirement. 

• GM07: Clearing and Grubbing Best Management. Clearing of vegetation will be kept to the minimum 

necessary, especially the clearing around native oaks.  

• GM08: Yolo HCP/NCCP AMM8, Avoid and Minimize Effects of Construction Staging Areas and 

Temporary Work Areas. Project proponents should locate construction staging and other temporary work 

areas in areas that will ultimately be a part of the permanent project development footprint. If construction 

staging and other temporary work areas must be located outside of permanent project footprints, they will 

be located either in areas that do not support habitat for covered species or are easily restored to prior or 

improved ecological functions (e.g., grassland and agricultural land). Construction staging and other 

temporary work areas located outside of project footprints will be sited in areas that avoid adverse effects 

on the following. 

• Serpentine, valley oak woodland, alkali prairie, vernal pool complex, valley foothill riparian, and fresh 

emergent wetland land cover types. 

• Occupied western burrowing owl burrows. Occupied for the purpose of AMM 8 means at least one 

burrowing owl has been observed occupying the burrow within the last three years. Occupancy of a 

burrow may also be indicated by owl sign at the burrow entrance, including molted feathers, cast pellets, 

prey remains, eggshell fragments, or excrement at or near a burrow entrance or perch site.  

• Nest sites for covered bird species and all raptors, including noncovered raptors, during the breeding 

season.  

Project proponents will follow specific AMMs for sensitive natural communities and covered species in 

temporary staging and work areas (see below and Impact 4.4-2). For establishment of temporary work areas 

outside of the project footprint, project proponents will conduct surveys to determine if any of the biological 

resources listed above are present. Within one year following removal of land cover, project proponents will 

restore temporary work and staging areas to a condition equal to or greater than the covered species habitat 

function of the affected habitat. Restoration of vegetation in temporary work and staging areas will use 

clean, native seed mixes approved by the Conservancy that are free of noxious plant species seed. 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1d: Yolo HCP/NCCP AMM9, Establish Buffers around Sensitive Natural 

Communities1 

The buffers for each sensitive natural community are as follows:  

• Alkali prairie and vernal pools: The area necessary to provide the hydrologic conditions needed to support 

the wetlands within these natural communities (250 feet). Covered activities will avoid vernal pools or 

alkali seasonal wetlands by 250 feet [Alkali seasonal wetlands are seasonal wetlands within the alkali 

prairie natural community], or other distance based on site specific topography to avoid indirect 

hydrologic effects. A buffer of less than 250 feet around vernal pools or alkali seasonal wetlands will be 

subject to wildlife agency concurrence that effects will be avoided. Considerations that may warrant a 

buffer of less than 250 feet may include topography (i.e., if the surrounding microwatershed extends less 

than 250 feet from the pool or wetland), intervening hydrologic barriers such as roads or canals, or other 

factors indicating that the proposed disturbance area does not contribute to the pool’s hydrology. Other 
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Resource Topic Area 

SEIR Impact Number – Impact 
Description 

Applicable Mitigation Measures and Implementation Programs to serve as Conditions of Approval 

(Numbering corresponds to the Numbering used in the Draft SEIR)  

considerations may include temporary disturbance during the dry season where measures are 

implemented to avoid disturbance of the underlying claypan or hardpan, and the area is returned to 

preproject conditions prior to the following rainy season. 

• Valley foothill riparian: One hundred feet from canopy drip-line. If avoidance is infeasible, a lesser buffer 

or encroachment into the sensitive natural community may be allowed if approved by the Conservancy 

and the wildlife agencies, based on the criteria listed in AMM1. Transportation or utility crossings may 

encroach into this sensitive natural community provided effects are minimized and all other applicable 

AMMs are followed.  

• Lacustrine and riverine: Outside urban planning units, 100 feet from the top of banks [Defined as the area 

within which water is contained in a channel.]. Within urban planning units, 25 feet from the top of the 

banks.  

• Fresh emergent wetland: Fifty feet from the edge of the natural community.  

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1e: Yolo HCP/NCCP AMM10, Avoid and Minimize Effects on Wetlands and 

Waters1 

Project proponents will comply with stormwater management plans that regulate development as part of 

compliance with regulations under National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit 

requirements. Covered activities that result in any fill of waters or wetlands will also comply with 

requirements under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, State Water Resources Control Board (State 

Board), Fish and Game Code Section 1602, and Regional Board regulations. Other than requirements for 

buffers, minimizing project footprint, and species-specific measures for wetland-dependent covered species, 

this HCP/NCCP does not include specific best management practices for protecting wetlands and waters 

because they may conflict with measures required by the USACE, State Board, Regional Board, and 

CDFW.  

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1f: Yolo HCP/NCCP AMM11, Minimize Take and Adverse Effects on 

Palmate-Bracted Bird’s Beak1. Palmate-bracted bird’s-beak is covered by the Yolo HCP/NCCP only for 

the removal of suitable habitat and not for the removal of palmate-bracted bird’s beak plants. This AMM 

ensures compliance with this provision. To determine if palmate-bracted bird’s-beak is present and could be 

affected, the project proponent will conduct a planning-level survey for this species for any covered 

activities to be conducted within 250 feet of suitable habitat (as defined in Appendix A, Covered Species 

Accounts). The survey will be conducted during the period from May 31 to September 30 and will be 

consistent with Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations 

and Natural Communities (California Department of Fish and Game 2009).  

The project proponent will avoid occupied habitat where palmate-bracted bird’s beak has been located 

within any of the last 15 years (seed viability could be as little as three years and as much as six years, as 

described in Appendix A, Section A.1.2, Species Description and Life History). The project proponent also 

will avoid any new occurrences of this species identified during planning-level surveys. Avoidance will 

require a 250-foot setback from the occupied habitat, or greater distance depending on site-specific 

topography to avoid hydrologic effects. A shorter buffer distance may apply if is determined to avoid effects 

and is approved by the Conservancy, USFWS, and CDFW. Mortality of palmate-bracted bird’s beak 
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Resource Topic Area 

SEIR Impact Number – Impact 
Description 

Applicable Mitigation Measures and Implementation Programs to serve as Conditions of Approval 

(Numbering corresponds to the Numbering used in the Draft SEIR)  

individuals will be avoided, except as needed through management activities that provide an overall benefit 

to the species.  

Biological Resources Impact 4.4-2: Loss and 

Degradation of Habitat for Special-

status Wildlife Species and 

Potential Direct Take of 

Individuals 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2a – Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4.1a, Implementation Program 

Biological Resources 1 

Mitigation Measure 4.4.2d – Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1c, General Avoidance and 

Minimization Measures 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2e – Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1d: Yolo HCP/NCCP AMM9, 

Establish Buffers around Sensitive Natural Communities1 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2f – Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1e: Yolo HCP/NCCP AMM10, Avoid 

and Minimize Effects on Wetlands and Waters1 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2g, Yolo HCP/NCCP AMM12, Minimize Take and Adverse Effects on 

Habitat of Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle1. The project proponent will retain a qualified biologist 

who is familiar with valley elderberry longhorn beetle and evidence of its presence (i.e., exit holes in 

elderberry shrubs) to map all elderberry shrubs in and within 100 feet of the project footprint with stems that 

are greater than one inch in diameter at ground level. To avoid take of valley elderberry longhorn beetle 

fully, the project proponent will maintain a buffer of at least 100 feet from any elderberry shrubs with stems 

greater than one inch in diameter at ground level. AMM1, Establish Buffers, above, describes circumstances 

in which a lesser buffer may be applied. For elderberry shrubs that cannot be avoided with a designated 

buffer distance as described above, the qualified biologist will quantify the number of stems one inch or 

greater in diameter to be affected, and the presence or absence of exit holes. The Conservancy will use this 

information to determine the number of plants or cuttings to plant on a riparian restoration site to help offset 

the loss, consistent with Section 6.4.2.4.1, Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle. Additionally, prior to 

construction, the project proponent will transplant elderberry shrubs identified within the project footprint 

that cannot be avoided.  

Transplantation will only occur if a shrub cannot be avoided and, if indirectly affected, the indirect effects 

would otherwise result in the death of stems or the entire shrub. If the project proponent chooses, in 

coordination with a qualified biologist, not to transplant the shrub because the activity would not likely 

result in death of stems of the shrub, then the qualified biologist will monitor the shrub annually for a five-

year monitoring period. The monitoring period may be reduced with concurrence from the wildlife agencies 

if the latest research and best available information at the time indicates that a shorter monitoring period is 

warranted. If death of stems at least one inch in diameter occurs within the monitoring period, and the 

qualified biologist determines that the shrub is sufficiently healthy to transplant, the project proponent will 

transplant the shrub as described in the following paragraph, in coordination with the qualified biologist. If 

the shrub dies during the monitoring period, or the qualified biologist determines that the shrub is no longer 

healthy enough to survive transplanting, then the Conservancy will offset the shrub loss consistent with the 

preceding paragraph.  

The project proponent will transplant the shrubs into a location in the HCP/NCCP reserve system that has 

been approved by the Conservancy. Elderberry shrubs outside the project footprint but within the 100-foot 

buffer will not be transplanted.  
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Resource Topic Area 

SEIR Impact Number – Impact 
Description 

Applicable Mitigation Measures and Implementation Programs to serve as Conditions of Approval 

(Numbering corresponds to the Numbering used in the Draft SEIR)  

Transplanting will follow the following measures: 

1. Monitor: A qualified biologist will be on-site for the duration of the transplanting of the elderberry shrubs 

to ensure the effects on elderberry shrubs are minimized.  

2. Timing: The project proponent will transplant elderberry plants when the plants are dormant, 

approximately November through the first two weeks of February, after they have lost their leaves. 

Transplanting during the non-growing season will reduce shock to the plant and increase transplantation 

success.  

3. Transplantation procedure:  

a. Cut the plant back three to six feet from the ground or to 50 percent of its height (whichever is taller) 

by removing branches and stems above this height. Replant the trunk and stems measuring one inch or 

greater in diameter. Remove leaves that remain on the plants.  

b. Relocate plant to approved location in the reserve system, and replant as described in Section 

6.4.2.4.1, Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle. 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2h, Perform visual presence surveys for Crotch’s bumble bee and their nests 

during the active flight season between April and September, in accordance with the Survey Considerations 

for California Endangered Species Act (CESA) Candidate Bumble Bee Species (CDFW 2023).If an 

individual is believed to be identified, the surveyor shall take photographs showing the head, body, and back 

and send photographs to either Xerces or a qualified bumble bee biologist for species verification. If bumble 

bee nests are identified, aa minimum 50- foot buffer between construction and documented nest location 

will be established until the species can be verified either by Xerces or a qualified bumble bee biologist. 

This buffer distance may need to be increased if it is determined by the qualified biologist to not be 

sufficient to avoid impacting the species.  

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2i, Yolo HCP/NCCP AMM14, Minimize Take and Adverse Effects on Habitat 

of Northwestern Pond Turtle1 

There are no specific design requirements for western pond turtle habitat, however, project proponents must 

follow design requirements for the valley foothill riparian and lacustrine and riverine natural communities 

described in AMMs 9 and 10, which require a 100-foot (minimum) permanent buffer zone from the canopy 

drip-line (the farthest edge on the ground where water will drip from the tree canopy, based on the outer 

boundary of the tree canopy). If modeled upland habitat will be impacted, a qualified biologist must be 

present and will assess the likelihood of western pond turtle nests occurring in the disturbance area (based 

on sun exposure, soil conditions, and other species habitat requirements).  

If a qualified biologist determines that there is a moderate to high likelihood of western pond turtle nests 

within the disturbance area, the qualified biologist will monitor all initial ground disturbing activity for nests 

that may be unearthed during the disturbance, and will move out of harm’s way any turtles or hatchlings 

found.  

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2j, Yolo HCP/NCCP AMM15, Minimize Take and Adverse Effects on 

Habitat of Giant Garter Snake1 

The project proponent will avoid effects on areas where planning-level surveys indicate the presence of 

suitable habitat for giant garter snake. To avoid effects on giant garter snake aquatic habitat, the project 
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Resource Topic Area 

SEIR Impact Number – Impact 
Description 

Applicable Mitigation Measures and Implementation Programs to serve as Conditions of Approval 

(Numbering corresponds to the Numbering used in the Draft SEIR)  

proponent will conduct no in-water/in-channel activity and maintain a permanent 200-foot non-disturbance 

buffer from the outer edge of potentially occupied aquatic habitat. If the project proponent cannot avoid 

effects of construction activities, the project proponent will implement the measures below to minimize 

effects of construction projects (measures for maintenance activities are described after the following 

bulleted list).  

• Conduct preconstruction clearance surveys using USFWS-approved methods within 24 hours prior to 

construction activities within identified giant garter snake aquatic and adjacent upland habitat. If 

construction activities stop for a period of two weeks or more, conduct another preconstruction clearance 

survey within 24 hours prior to resuming construction activity.  

• Restrict all construction activity involving disturbance of giant garter snake habitat to the snake’s active 

season, May 1 through October 1. During this period, the potential for direct mortality is reduced because 

snakes are expected to move and avoid danger.  

• In areas where construction is to take place, encourage giant garter snakes to leave the site on their own 

by dewatering all irrigation ditches, canals, or other aquatic habitat (i.e., removing giant garter snake 

aquatic habitat) between April 15 and September 30. Dewatered habitat must remain dry, with no water 

puddles remaining, for at least 15 consecutive days prior to excavating or filling of the habitat. If a site 

cannot be completely dewatered, netting and salvage of giant garter snake prey items may be necessary to 

discourage use by snakes.  

• Provide environmental awareness training for construction personnel, as approved by the Conservancy. 

Training may consist of showing a video prepared by a qualified biologist, or an in-person presentation by 

a qualified biologist. In addition to the video or in-person presentation, training may be supplemented 

with the distribution of approved brochures and other materials that describe resources protected under 

the Yolo HCP/NCCP and methods for avoiding effects.  

• A qualified biologist will prepare a giant garter snake relocation plan which must be approved by the 

Conservancy prior to work in giant garter snake habitat. The qualified biologist will base the relocation 

plan on criteria provided by CDFW or USFWS, through the Conservancy. 

• If a live giant garter snake is encountered during construction activities, immediately notify the project’s 

biological monitor and USFWS and CDFW. The monitor will stop construction in the vicinity of the 

snake, monitor the snake, and allow the snake to leave on its own. The monitor will remain in the area for 

the remainder of the work day to ensure the snake is not harmed or, if it leaves the site, does not return. If 

the giant garter snake does not leave on its own, the qualified biologist will relocate the snake consistent 

with the relocation plan described above.  

• Employ the following management practices to minimize disturbances to habitat:  

• Install temporary fencing to identify and protect adjacent marshes, wetlands, and ditches from 

encroachment from construction equipment and personnel.  

• Maintain water quality and limit construction runoff into wetland areas through the use of hay bales, 

filter fences, vegetative buffer strips, or other accepted practices. No plastic, monofilament, jute, or 

similar erosion-control matting that could entangle snakes or other wildlife will be permitted.  
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Ongoing maintenance covered activities by local water and flood control agencies typically involve 

removal of vegetation, debris, and sediment from water conveyance canals as well as resloping, rocking, 

and stabilizing the canals that serve agricultural water users. Maintenance of these conveyance facilities 

can typically occur only from mid-January through April when conveyance canals and ditches are not in 

service by the agency, although some drainages are used for storm conveyance during the winter and are 

wet all year. This timing s during the giant garter snake’s inactive period. This is when snakes may be 

using underground burrows and are most vulnerable to take because they are unable to move out of 

harm’s way. Maintenance activities, therefore, will be limited to the giant garter snake’s active season 

(May 1 to October 1) when possible. All personnel involved in maintenance activities within giant garter 

snake habitat will first participate in environmental awareness training for giant garter snake, as described 

above for construction-related activities. To minimize the take of giant garter snake, the local water or 

flood control agency will limit maintenance of conveyance structures located within modeled giant garter 

snake habitat (Appendix A, Covered Species Accounts) to clearing one side along at least 80 percent of 

the linear distance of canals and ditches during each maintenance year (e.g., the left bank of a canal is 

maintained in the first year and the right bank in the second year). To avoid collapses when resloping 

canal and ditch banks composed of heavy clay soils, clearing will be limited to one side of the channel 

during each maintenance year.  

For channel maintenance activities conducted within modeled habitat for giant garter snake, the project 

proponent will place removed material in existing dredged sites along channels where prior maintenance 

dredge disposal has occurred. For portions of channels that do not have previously used spoil disposal 

sites and where surveys have been conducted to confirm that giant garter snakes are not present, removed 

materials may be placed along channels in areas that are not occupied by giant garter snake and where 

materials will not re-enter the canal because of stormwater runoff.  

Modifications to this AMM may be made with the approval of the Conservancy, USFWS, and CDFW.  

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2k, Yolo HCP/NCCP AMM16, Minimize Take and Adverse Effects on 

Habitat of Swainson’s Hawk and White-Tailed Kite 1  

The project proponent will retain a qualified biologist to conduct planning-level surveys and identify any 

nesting habitat present within 1,320 feet of the project footprint. Adjacent parcels under different land 

ownership will be surveyed only if access is granted or if the parcels are visible from authorized areas.  

If a construction project cannot avoid potential nest trees (as determined by the qualified biologist) by 1,320 

feet, the project proponent will retain a qualified biologist to conduct preconstruction surveys for active 

nests consistent, with guidelines provided by the Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory Committee (2000), 

between March 15 and August 30, within 15 days prior to the beginning of the construction activity. The 

results of the survey will be submitted to the Conservancy and CDFW. If active nests are found during 

preconstruction surveys, a 1,320-foot initial temporary nest disturbance buffer shall be established. If project 

related activities within the temporary nest disturbance buffer are determined to be necessary during the 

nesting season, then the qualified biologist will monitor the nest and will, along with the project proponent, 

consult with CDFW to determine the best course of action necessary to avoid nest abandonment or take of 

individuals. Work may be allowed only to proceed within the temporary nest disturbance buffer if 

Swainson’s hawk or white-tailed kite are not exhibiting agitated behavior, such as defensive flights at 
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intruders, getting up from a brooding position, or flying off the nest, and only with the agreement of CDFW 

and USFWS. The designated on-site biologist/monitor shall be on-site daily while construction-related 

activities are taking place within the 1,320-foot buffer and shall have the authority to stop work if raptors 

are exhibiting agitated behavior. Up to 20 Swainson’s hawk nest trees (documented nesting within the last 5 

years) may be removed during the permit term, but they must be removed when not occupied by Swainson’s 

hawks.  

For covered activities that involve pruning or removal of a potential Swainson’s hawk or white-tailed kite 

nest tree, the project proponent will conduct preconstruction surveys that are consistent with the guidelines 

provided by the Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory Committee (2000). If active nests are found during 

preconstruction surveys, no tree pruning or removal of the nest tree will occur during the period between 

March 1 and August 30 within 1,320 feet of an active nest, unless a qualified biologist determines that the 

young have fledged and the nest is no longer active.  

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2l, Yolo HCP/NCCP AMM19, Minimize Take and Adverse Effects on least 

Bell’s vireo 1  

The project proponent will retain a qualified biologist to conduct planning-level surveys and determine if 

habitat for least Bell’s vireo (as defined in Appendix A, Covered Species Accounts) is present within 500 

feet of covered activities. If habitat is present, the project proponent will redesign the project to avoid or 

minimize activities within 500 feet of least Bell’s vireo habitat. If the activity will encroach within 500 feet 

of habitat and there are no breeding season records for the species within one-quarter mile of the covered 

activity within the previous three years, the qualified biologist will conduct planning-level surveys for active 

territories, consistent with USFWS (2001) guidelines, during the breeding season (April 1 to July 15). 

Operations and maintenance activities that do not occur during the breeding season and do not affect least 

Bell’s vireo habitat are not required to conduct surveys or record searches, and no further avoidance or 

minimization is necessary for such activities.  

• If an occupied territory is discovered during planning-level surveys, or there is a record of the species 

occurring within one-quarter mile of the covered activity within the previous three years, the project 

proponent will design the project to avoid activities within 500 feet of suitable habitat, unless the 

Conservancy, USFWS, and CDFW approve a shorter distance.  

• If an activity occurs within 500 feet of suitable habitat during the breeding season, regardless of whether 

or not the species was detected during planning-level surveys or there are records for the species in the 

area, a qualified biologist will conduct preconstruction surveys, consistent with USFWS (2001) 

guidelines, during the same season when the activity will occur. If active territories are found, the project 

proponent will avoid activity within 500 feet of the habitat from April 1 to July 15. This buffer may be 

reduced with approval from the Conservancy, USFWS, and CDFW.  

• The project proponent will avoid disturbance of previous least Bell’s vireo territories (up to three years 

since known nest activity) during the breeding season, unless the disturbance is to maintain public safety. 

Least Bell’s vireo uses previous territories; disturbance during the breeding season may preclude birds 

from using existing unoccupied territories.  
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• The required buffer may be reduced in areas where barriers or topographic relief features are adequate for 

protecting the nest from excessive noise or other disturbance. Conservancy staff members will coordinate 

with the wildlife agencies and evaluate exceptions to the minimum nondisturbance buffer distance on a 

case-by-case basis. Adjacent parcels under different land ownership will be surveyed only if access is 

granted or if the parcels are visible from authorized areas.  

• If occupied territories are identified, a qualified biologist will monitor construction activities in the 

vicinity of all active territories to ensure that covered activities do not affect nest success.  

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2m, Yolo HCP/NCCP AMM21, Minimize Take and Adverse Effects on 

Habitat of Tricolored Blackbird1  

The project proponent will retain a qualified biologist to identify and quantify (in acres) tricolored blackbird 

nesting and foraging habitat (as defined in Appendix A, Covered Species Accounts) within 1,300 feet of the 

footprint of the covered activity. If a 1,300-foot buffer from nesting habitat cannot be maintained, the 

qualified biologist will check records maintained by the Conservancy (which will include CNDDB data, and 

data from the tricolored blackbird portal) to determine if tricolored blackbird nesting colonies have been 

active in or within 1,300 feet of the project footprint during the previous five years. If there are no records of 

nesting tricolored blackbirds on the site, the qualified biologist will conduct visual surveys to determine if 

an active colony is present, during the period from March 1 to July 30, consistent with protocol described by 

Kelsey (2008).  

Operations and maintenance activities or other temporary activities that do not remove nesting habitat and 

occur outside the nesting season (March 1 to July 30) do not need to conduct planning or construction 

surveys or implement any additional avoidance measures.  

If an active tricolored blackbird colony is present or has been present within the last five years within the 

planning-level survey area, the project proponent will design the project to avoid adverse effects within 

1,300 feet of the colony site(s), unless a shorter distance is approved by the Conservancy, USFWS, and 

CDFW. If a shorter distance is approved, the project proponent will still maintain a 1,300-foot buffer around 

active nesting colonies during the nesting season but may apply the approved lesser distance outside the 

nesting season. Adjacent parcels under different land ownership will be surveyed only if access is granted or 

if the parcels are visible from authorized areas.  

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2n, Yolo HCP/NCCP AMM18, Minimize Take and Adverse Effects on 

Western Burrowing Owl1 

The project proponent will retain a qualified biologist to conduct planning-level surveys and identify 

western burrowing owl habitat (as defined in Appendix A, Covered Species Accounts) within or adjacent to 

(i.e., within 500 feet of) a covered activity. If habitat for this species is present, additional surveys for the 

species by a qualified biologist are required, consistent with CDFW guidelines (Appendix L). 

If burrowing owls are identified during the planning-level survey, the project proponent will minimize 

activities that will affect occupied habitat as follows. Occupied habitat is considered fully avoided if the 

project footprint does not impinge on a nondisturbance buffer around the suitable burrow. For occupied 

burrowing owl nest burrows, this nondisturbance buffer could range from 150 to 1,500 feet (Table 4-2, 

Recommended Restricted Activity Dates and Setback Distances by Level of Disturbance for Burrowing 

Page 138



General Plan Amendment  AECOM 
Final SEIR B1-12 Attachment B 

Resource Topic Area 

SEIR Impact Number – Impact 
Description 

Applicable Mitigation Measures and Implementation Programs to serve as Conditions of Approval 

(Numbering corresponds to the Numbering used in the Draft SEIR)  

Owls), depending on the time of year and the level of disturbance, based on current guidelines (California 

Department of Fish and Game 2012). The Yolo HCP/NCCP generally defines low, medium, and high levels 

of disturbances of burrowing owls as follows. 

• Low: Typically 71-80 dB, generally characterized by the presence of passenger vehicles, small gas-

powered engines (e.g., lawn mowers, small chain saws, portable generators), and high-tension power 

lines. Includes electric hand tools (except circular saws, impact wrenches and similar). Management and 

enhancement activities would typically fall under this category. Human activity in the immediate vicinity 

of burrowing owls would also constitute a low level of disturbance, regardless of the noise levels. 

• Moderate: Typically 81-90 dB, and would include medium- and large-sized construction equipment, such 

as backhoes, front end loaders, large pumps and generators, road graders, dozers, dump trucks, drill rigs, 

and other moderate to large diesel engines. Also includes power saws, large chainsaws, pneumatic drills 

and impact wrenches, and large gasoline-powered tools. Construction activities would normally fall under 

this category. 

• High: Typically 91-100 dB, and is generally characterized by impacting devices, jackhammers, 

compression (“jake”) brakes on large trucks, and trains. This category includes both vibratory and impact 

pile drivers (smaller steel or wood piles) such as used to install piles and guard rails, and large pneumatic 

tools such as chipping machines. It may also include large diesel and gasoline engines, especially if in 

concert with other impacting devices. Felling of large trees (defined as dominant or subdominant trees in 

mature forests), truck horns, yarding tower whistles, and muffled or underground explosives are also 

included. Very few covered activities are expected to fall under this category, but some construction 

activities may result in this level of disturbance. 

The project proponent may qualify for a reduced buffer size, based on existing vegetation, human 

development, and land use, if agreed upon by CDFW and USFWS (California Department of Fish and Game 

2012). 

Table 4-2a Recommended Restricted Activity Dates and Setback Distances by Level of Disturbance for 
Burrowing Owls 

Time of Year 

Level of Disturbance (feet) from Occupied Burrows 

Low Medium High 

April 1–August 15 600 1,500 1,500 

August 16–October 15 600 600 1,500 

October 16–March 31 150 300 1,500 

Notes: Table number corresponds to the numbering provided in the HCP/NCCP.  
Source: Yolo Habitat Conservancy 2018 
a Occupancy of burrowing owl habitat during preconstruction surveys is confirmed at a site when at least one burrowing 
owl or sign (fresh whitewash, fresh pellets, feathers, or nest ornamentation 

 

If the project does not fully avoid direct and indirect effects on nesting sites (i.e., if the project cannot adhere 

to the buffers described above), the project proponent will retain a qualified biologist to conduct 

preconstruction surveys and document the presence or absence of western burrowing owls that could be 

affected by the covered activity. Prior to any ground disturbance related to covered activities, the qualified 

Page 139



General Plan Amendment  AECOM 
Final SEIR B1-13 Attachment B 

Resource Topic Area 

SEIR Impact Number – Impact 
Description 

Applicable Mitigation Measures and Implementation Programs to serve as Conditions of Approval 

(Numbering corresponds to the Numbering used in the Draft SEIR)  

biologist will conduct the preconstruction surveys within three days prior to ground disturbance in areas 

identified in the planning-level surveys as having suitable burrowing owl burrows, consistent with CDFW 

preconstruction survey guidelines (Appendix L, Take Avoidance Surveys). The qualified biologist will 

conduct the preconstruction surveys three days prior to ground disturbance. Time lapses between ground 

disturbing activities will trigger subsequent surveys prior to ground disturbance. 

If the biologist finds the site to be occupied is observed at or near a burrow entrance.) by western burrowing 

owls during the breeding season (February 1 to August 31), the project proponent will avoid all nest sites, 

based on the buffer distances described above, during the remainder of the breeding season or while the nest 

is occupied by adults or young (occupation includes individuals or family groups that forage on or near the 

site following fledging). Construction may occur inside of the disturbance buffer during the breeding season 

if the nest is not disturbed and the project proponent develops an AMM plan that is approved by the 

Conservancy, CDFW, and USFWS prior to project construction, based on the following criteria: 

• The Conservancy, CDFW, and USFWS approves the AMM plan provided by the project proponent. 

• A qualified biologist monitors the owls for at least three days prior to construction to determine baseline 

nesting and foraging behavior (i.e., behavior without construction). 

• The same qualified biologist monitors the owls during construction and finds no change in owl nesting and 

foraging behavior in response to construction activities. 

• If the qualified biologist identifies a change in owl nesting and foraging behavior as a result of 

construction activities, the qualified biologist will have the authority to stop all construction related 

activities within the non-disturbance buffers described above. The qualified biologist will report this 

information to the Conservancy, CDFW, and USFWS within 24 hours, and the Conservancy will require 

that these activities immediately cease within the non-disturbance buffer. Construction cannot resume 

within the buffer until the adults and juveniles from the occupied burrows have moved out of the project 

site, and the Conservancy, CDFW, and USFWS agree. 

• If monitoring indicates that the nest is abandoned prior to the end of nesting season and the burrow is no 

longer in use by owls, the project proponent may remove the nondisturbance buffer, only with 

concurrence from CDFW and USFWS. If the burrow cannot be avoided by construction activity, the 

biologist will excavate and collapse the burrow in accordance with CDFW’s 2012 guidelines to prevent 

reoccupation after receiving approval from the wildlife agencies. 

If evidence of western burrowing owl is detected outside the breeding season (September 1 to January 31), 

the project proponent will establish a non-disturbance buffer around occupied burrows, consistent with 

Table 4-2, as determined by a qualified biologist. Construction activities within the disturbance buffer are 

allowed if the following criteria are met to prevent owls from abandoning important overwintering sites: 

• A qualified biologist monitors the owls for at least three days prior to construction to determine baseline 

foraging behavior (i.e., behavior without construction). 

• The same qualified biologist monitors the owls during construction and finds no change in owl foraging 

behavior in response to construction activities. 

• If there is any change in owl roosting and foraging behavior as a result of construction activities, these 

activities will cease within the buffer. 
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• If the owls are gone for at least one week, the project proponent may request approval from the 

Conservancy, CDFW, and USFWS for a qualified biologist to excavate and collapse usable burrows to 

prevent owls from reoccupying the site if the burrow cannot be avoided by construction activities. The 

qualified biologist will install one-way doors for a 48-hour period prior to collapsing any potentially 

occupied burrows. After all usable burrows are excavated, the buffer will be removed and construction 

may continue. 

Monitoring must continue as described above for the nonbreeding season as long as the burrow remains 

active. 

A qualified biologist will monitor the site, consistent with the requirements described above, to ensure that 

buffers are enforced and owls are not disturbed. Passive relocation (i.e., exclusion) of owls has been used in 

the past in the Plan Area to remove and exclude owls from active burrows during the nonbreeding season 

(Trulio 1995). Exclusion and burrow closure will not be conducted during the breeding season for any 

occupied burrow. If the Conservancy determines that passive relocation is necessary, the project proponent 

will develop a burrowing owl exclusion plan in consultation with CDFW biologists. The methods will be 

designed as described in the species monitoring guidelines (California Department of Fish and Game 2012) 

and consistent with the most up-to-date checklist of passive relocation techniquesi. This may include the 

installation of one-way doors in burrow entrances by a qualified biologist during the nonbreeding season. 

These doors will be in place for 48 hours and monitored twice daily to ensure that the owls have left the 

burrow, after which time the biologist will collapse the burrow to prevent reoccupation. Burrows will be 

excavated using hand tools. During excavation, an escape route will be maintained at all times. This may 

include inserting an artificial structure, such as piping, into the burrow to prevent collapsing until the entire 

burrow can be excavated and it can be determined that no owls are trapped inside the burrow. The 

Conservancy may allow other methods of passive or active relocation, based on best available science, if 

approved by the wildlife agencies. Artificial burrows will be constructed prior to exclusion and will be 

created less than 300 feet from the existing burrows on lands that are protected as part of the reserve system 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2o, Bat Protection and Roost Avoidance 

A qualified biologist will conduct a pre-construction bat habitat assessment of all trees and structures within 

100 feet of proposed construction areas. The assessment will identify potential roosting features. If suitable 

root habitat is present, the biologist shall conduct evening and/or dawn acoustic emergency surveys within 

14 days before the start of construction to determine occupancy. If active day or maternity roosts are 

identified a no-disturbance buffer of at least 100 feet will be established around the roost until it is no longer 

in use.  

Biological Resources Impact 4.4-3: Loss and 

Degradation of Riparian Habitat or 

Other Sensitive Natural 

Communities 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-3d – Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1c, General Avoidance and 

Minimization Measures1  

Mitigation Measure 4.4-3e – Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1d: Yolo HCP/NCCP AMM9, 

Establish Buffers around Sensitive Natural Communities: The buffers for each sensitive natural 

community are as follows1  

 
i The Conservancy will maintain a checklist of passive relocation techniques. CDFW will approve the initial list, and the Conservancy will update as needed in coordination with CDFW. 
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• Alkali prairie and vernal pools: The area necessary to provide the hydrologic conditions needed to support 

the wetlands within these natural communities (250 feet). Covered activities will avoid vernal pools or 

alkali seasonal wetlands by 250 feet [Alkali seasonal wetlands are seasonal wetlands within the alkali 

prairie natural community], or other distance based on site specific topography to avoid indirect 

hydrologic effects. A buffer of less than 250 feet around vernal pools or alkali seasonal wetlands will be 

subject to wildlife agency concurrence that effects will be avoided. Considerations that may warrant a 

buffer of less than 250 feet may include topography (i.e., if the surrounding microwatershed extends less 

than 250 feet from the pool or wetland), intervening hydrologic barriers such as roads or canals, or other 

factors indicating that the proposed disturbance area does not contribute to the pool’s hydrology. Other 

considerations may include temporary disturbance during the dry season where measures are 

implemented to avoid disturbance of the underlying claypan or hardpan, and the area is returned to pre-

project conditions prior to the following rainy season. 

• Valley foothill riparian: One hundred feet from canopy drip-line. If avoidance is infeasible, a lesser buffer 

or encroachment into the sensitive natural community may be allowed if approved by the Conservancy 

and the wildlife agencies, based on the criteria listed in AMM1. Transportation or utility crossings may 

encroach into this sensitive natural community provided effects are minimized and all other applicable 

AMMs are followed. 

• Lacustrine and riverine: Outside urban planning units, 100 feet from the top of banks [Defined as the area 

within which water is contained in a channel.]. Within urban planning units, 25 feet from the top of the 

banks.  

• Fresh emergent wetland: Fifty feet from the edge of the natural community. 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-3f – Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1e: Yolo HCP/NCCP AMM10, Avoid 

and Minimize Effects on Wetlands and Waters1  

Project proponents will comply with stormwater management plans that regulate development as part of 

compliance with regulations under National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit 

requirements. Covered activities that result in any fill of waters or wetlands will also comply with 

requirements under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, State Water Resources Control Board (State 

Board), Fish and Game Code Section 1602, and Regional Board regulations. Other than requirements for 

buffers, minimizing project footprint, and species-specific measures for wetland-dependent covered species, 

this HCP/NCCP does not include specific best management practices for protecting wetlands and waters 

because they may conflict with measures required by the USACE, State Board, Regional Board, and 

CDFW. 

Biological Resources Impact 4.4-4: Loss and 

Degradation of Federally Protected 

Wetlands 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-4a – Implement Implementation Program Biological Resources 3  

If the project would result in ground disturbance on sites containing waterways or other aquatic habitats, the 

City will require project proponent/s to complete a delineation of waters of the United States according to 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ methods, and to submit the completed delineation to the U.S. Army Corps 

of Engineers for jurisdictional determination. If the project would result in fill of wetlands or other waters of 

the United States, the City will require project proponent/s to obtain a Section 404 Clean Water Act permit 

from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and water quality certification from the Regional Water Quality 
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Control Board pursuant to Section 401 of the Clean Water Act. If the project involves work in areas 

containing waters disclaimed by the USACE, project applicants shall obtain a Waste Discharge 

Requirement permit from the Regional Water Quality Control Board pursuant to the Porter Cologne Act. 

Project applicants shall be required to obtain all needed permits prior to project implementation, to abide by 

the conditions of the permits, including all mitigation requirements, and to implement all requirements of 

the permits in the timeframes required therein. 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-4b – Coordinate with Regulatory Agencies  

If a qualified biologist identifies waterways or other aquatic habitats within a utility extension alignment 

that would be disturbed, applicants will coordinate with the Central Valley RWQCB and USACE. The 

required coordination with these regulatory agencies will confirm the identified waterway(s) or other 

aquatic habitat(s) require a delineation and confirm implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-4a. 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-4c – Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1c, General Avoidance and 

Minimization Measures 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-4d – Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1d: Yolo HCP/NCCP AMM9, 

Establish Buffers around Sensitive Natural Communities 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-4e – Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1e: Yolo HCP/NCCP AMM10, Avoid 

and Minimize Effects on Wetlands and Waters 

Biological Resources Impact 4.4-7: Conflict with an 

Adopted Habitat Conservation Plan 

Natural Community Conservation 

Plan 

Mitigation Measures 4.4-7a – Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-1a 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-7b – Implement of Mitigation Measure 4.4-1b: Implement Policy 7.B.5., 

Policy 7.B.7, and Policy 7.B.11  

• Policy 7.B.5 Open Space for Conservation. Where appropriate, permanently protect as open space areas 

of natural resource value, including sensitive habitat types (e.g., alkali sink and prairie, freshwater 

wetlands, freshwater marsh, riparian forest, drainages), wetland preserves, riparian corridors, woodlands, 

special-status plant occurrences, and floodplains. Support the maintenance of open space and natural 

areas that are interconnected and of sufficient size to protect biodiversity, accommodate wildlife 

movement, and sustain ecosystems. Maintain connectivity between open space areas designated for 

habitat conservation values within the Planning Area as well as linkages to adjacent habitats outside of the 

Planning Area, such as Willow Slough, Cache Creek, and habitat preserves to the east. 

• Policy 7.B.7 Woodland Regional Park. Protect and maintain Woodland Regional Park as an important 

wildlife preserve and habitat for rare native special-status plants and allow for public access that is 

compatible with and promotes public education of the site’s habitat value. 

• Policy 7.B.11 Sensitive Site Planning. Site new development to maximize the protection of native tree 

species and sensitive special-status plant and wildlife habitats. 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-7c – Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-2a  

Cultural and Tribal 

Cultural Resources 

Impact 4.6-1: Cause a Substantial 

Adverse Change in the 

Significance of Archaeological or 

Historical Resources as defined in 

Mitigation Measure 4.6-1b: Implementation Program Cultural 1 

Projects that could have significant adverse impacts to potentially significant archaeological resources shall 

be required to assess impacts and provide feasible mitigation. The following steps, or those deemed equally 

effective by the City, will be followed: 
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CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 a. Request information from the California Native American Heritage Commission to obtain a review of 

the Sacred Lands File and a list of local Native American groups and individuals that may have specific 

knowledge of cultural resources in the area that could be affected by project implementation. Each 

Native American group and individual identified by the Native American Heritage Commission will be 

contacted to obtain any available information on cultural resources in the project area. Additional 

consultation with relevant tribal representatives may be appropriate depending on the relatively level of 

cultural sensitivity.  

b. Request updated information from the Northwest Information Center of the California Historical 

Resources Information System to determine whether the project area has been previously surveyed and 

whether archaeological resources were identified. In the event the records indicate that no previous 

survey has been conducted or existing survey data is greater than five years old, the applicant will retain 

the services of a qualified archaeologist to assess the adequacy of the existing data (if any) and assess the 

archaeological sensitivity of the project area. If the survey did not meet current professional standards or 

regulatory guidelines, or relies on outdated information, a qualified archaeologist will make a 

recommendation on whether a survey is warranted based on the sensitivity of the project area for 

archaeological resources. 

c. If a survey is warranted, it will include all necessary background research in addition to an 

archaeological pedestrian survey. Based on findings of the survey, additional technical studies may be 

required, such as geoarchaeological sensitivity analysis, or other analysis scaled according to the nature 

of the individual project. A report will document the results of the survey and provide appropriate 

management recommendations, and include recordation of identified archaeological resources on 

appropriate California Department of Parks and Recreation site record forms and cultural resources 

reports.  

d. Management recommendations may include, but are not limited to additional studies to evaluate 

identified sites or archaeological monitoring at locations determined by a qualified archaeologist to be 

sensitive for subsurface cultural resource deposits. 

e. Once approved by the City, provide the Northwest Information Center with appropriate California 

Department of Parks and Recreation site record forms and cultural resources reports for any resources 

identified. Any subsequent reports completed as a result of additional technical work will likewise be 

submitted to the Northwest Information Center. 

f. If no archeological resources are identified that may be directly or indirectly impacted by project 

activities, mitigation is complete as there would be no adverse change to documented archeological 

resources. The exception would be in the event of the discovery of a previously unknown archaeological 

site inadvertently exposed during project implementation. In such an event, a qualified archaeologist will 

be retained to assess the discovery and provide management recommendations as necessary. 

g. When a project will impact a known archaeological site, and avoidance is not a feasible option, a 

qualified archaeologist shall evaluate the eligibility of the site for listing in the California Register of 

Historic Resources. If the archaeological site is found to be a historical resource as per CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15064.5 (a)(3), the qualified archaeologist shall recommend further mitigative treatment which 

could include preservation in place or data recovery. 
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h. If a site to be tested is prehistoric, local tribal representatives should be afforded the opportunity to 

monitor the ground-disturbing activities. Appropriate mitigation may include curation of artifacts 

removed during subsurface testing. 

i. If significant archaeological resources that meet the definition of historical or unique archaeological 

resources are identified in the project area, the preferred mitigation of impacts is preservation in place. If 

impacts cannot be avoided through project design, appropriate and feasible treatment measures are 

required, which may consist of, but are not limited to actions, such as data recovery excavations. If only 

part of a site will be impacted by a project, data recovery will only be necessary for that portion of the 

site. Data recovery will not be required if the implementing agency determines prior testing and studies 

have adequately recovered the scientifically consequential information from the resources. Studies and 

reports resulting from the data recovery shall be deposited with the Northwest Information Center. 

Archaeological sites known to contain human remains shall be treated in accordance with the provisions 

of Section 7050.5 Health and Safety Code. 

Mitigation Measure 4.6-1c: Implementation Program Cultural 2  

For projects that could adversely affect a potential historic resources: 

a. Consult the City’s Historic Resources Inventory and, as necessary, seek updated information from the 

North Central Information Center or other applicable data repositories to determine whether the project 

area has been surveyed, and whether historic built environment resources were identified. 

b. If a survey of the property or the area in which the property is located has not been conducted , a 

qualified architectural historian shall conduct a study of the project area for the presence of historic built 

environment resources.  

c. If a study is required, it will evaluate the significance of built environment resources greater than 50 

years in age that may be directly or indirectly impacted by project activities. The study may include a 

field survey; background, archival and historic research; and consultation with local historical societies, 

museums or other interested parties; as necessary.  

d. If necessary, the qualified architectural historian’s study will recommend appropriate protection or 

mitigative treatment, if any, and include recordation of identified built environment resources on 

appropriate California Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) series 523 forms. Recommended 

treatment for historical resources identified in the report shall be implemented. 

e. If no significant historic built environment resources are identified in the study or prior survey of the 

project area that may be directly or indirectly impacted by project activities, there is no adverse change 

to documented historical built environment resources and no further action is required. 

f. If a significant historic built environment resource could be directly or indirectly impacted by project 

activities, avoidance shall be considered the primary mitigation option. If avoidance is not feasible, then 

the maintenance, repair, stabilization, rehabilitation, restoration, preservation, conservation, or 

reconstruction of the historical resource, conducted in a manner consistent with the Secretary of the 

Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties will reduce impacts to an acceptable level. If 

adherence to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards cannot avoid materially altering in an adverse 
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manner the physical characteristics or historic character of the surrounding environmental setting that 

contribute to a resource’s historic significance, additional mitigation may be required. 

g. If avoidance is not feasible and minimizing impacts through adherence to the Secretary of the Interior's 

Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties is not feasible, documentation is required using, as 

appropriate, Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS), Historic American Engineering Record 

(HAER), and/or Historic American Landscapes Survey (HALS) guidelines. 

Mitigation Measure 4.6-1d: Implementation Program Cultural 3  

a. During ground-disturbing activities necessary to implement proposed development and infrastructure 

projects, if any prehistoric or historic subsurface resources are discovered, all work within 100 feet of the 

resources shall be halted and a qualified archaeologistii shall be consulted within 24 hours to assess the 

significance of the find, according to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, and implement, as applicable, 

CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.5(d), (e), and (f).  

b. If any find is determined to be a historical resource according to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, 

representatives from the City and the archaeologist will meet to determine the appropriate avoidance 

measures or other appropriate mitigation. Cultural resources shall be recorded on appropriate Department 

of Parks and Recreation forms, and all significant cultural materials recovered shall be, as necessary and 

at the discretion of the qualified archaeologist and in consultation with the local Native American 

community if the discovery is prehistoric in age, subject to scientific analysis, professional curation, and 

documentation according to professional standards. If it is determined that the proposed development or 

infrastructure project could damage a historical resource or a unique archaeological resource (as defined 

pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines), mitigation shall be implemented in accordance with Section 21083.2 

of the California Public Resources Code and CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4, with a preference for 

preservation in place. Work may proceed on other parts of the project site while mitigation for historical 

resources or unique archaeological resources is being carried out. Preservation in place may be 

accomplished by planning construction to avoid the resource; incorporating the resource within open 

space; capping and covering the resource; or deeding the site into a permanent conservation easement.  

c. If avoidance is not feasible, the qualified archaeologist shall develop and oversee the execution of a 

treatment plan. The treatment plan shall include, but shall not be limited to, data recovery procedures 

based on location and type of archaeological resources discovered and a preparation and submittal of 

report of findings to the Northwest Information Center of the California Historical Resources 

Information System. Data recovery shall be designed to recover the significant information the 

archaeological resource is expected to contain, based on the scientific/historical research questions that 

are applicable to the resource, what data classes the resource is expected to possess, and how the 

 
ii The California Office of Historic preservation utilizes the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archeology and Historic Preservation as found in Code of Federal 

Regulations, 36 CFR Part 61. The minimum professional qualifications in archeology are a graduate degree in archeology, anthropology, or closely related field plus: 1. At least one year of 

full-time professional experience or equivalent specialized training in archeological research, administration or management; 2. At least four months of supervised field and analytic 

experience in general North American archeology; and 3. Demonstrated ability to carry research to completion. In addition to these minimum qualifications, a professional in prehistoric 

archeology shall have at least one year of full-time professional experience at a supervisory level in the study of archeological resources of the prehistoric period. A professional in historic 

archeology shall have at least one year of full-time professional experience at a supervisory level in the study of archeological resources of the historic period. 
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Resource Topic Area 

SEIR Impact Number – Impact 
Description 

Applicable Mitigation Measures and Implementation Programs to serve as Conditions of Approval 

(Numbering corresponds to the Numbering used in the Draft SEIR)  

expected data classes would address the applicable resource questions. Data recovery, in general, should 

be limited to the portions of the historical property that could be adversely affected by project 

proponents’ actions. Destructive data recovery methods shall not be applied to portions of the 

archaeological resources if nondestructive methods are practical. 

Impact 4.6-2: Disturb human 

remains, including those interred 

outside of formal cemeteries 

Mitigation Measure 4.6-2: Implementation Program Cultural 4  

a. Consistent with Health and Safety Code, Section 7050 through 7052 and Health and Safety Code Section 

8010 through 8030, in the event of the accidental discovery or recognition of any human remains in any 

location other than a dedicated cemetery during construction, the City and contractor/s shall take the 

following steps: 

(1) No further excavation or disturbance of the project site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to 

overlie adjacent human remains will occur until: 

(A) the coroner of Yolo County has been contacted to determine that no investigation of the cause of 

death is required, and 

(B) if the coroner determines the remains to be Native American: 

1. the coroner shall contact the Native American Heritage Commission within 24 hours; 

2. the Native American Heritage Commission shall identify the person or persons it believes to 

be the most likely descendant from the deceased Native American; and 

3. the most likely descendant may make recommendations to the landowner or the person 

responsible for the excavation work, for means of treating or disposing of, with appropriate 

dignity, the human remains and any associated grave goods, as provided in Section 5097.98 

of the Public Resources Code; or 

(2) Where the following conditions occur, the landowner or his or her authorized representative shall 

rebury the Native American remains and associated grave goods with appropriate dignity on the 

property in a location not subject to further subsurface disturbance: 

(A) the Native American Heritage Commission is unable to identify a most likely descendant or the 

most likely descendant fails to make a recommendation within 24 hours after being notified by 

the commission; 

(B) the most likely descendant identified fails to make a recommendation; or 

(C) the landowner or his or her authorized representative rejects the recommendation of the most 

likely descendant, and mediation by the Native American Heritage Commission fails to provide 

measures acceptable to the landowner. 

Geology, Soils, and 

Paleontological 

Resources 

Impact 4.7-4: Loss or Damage to 

Paleontological Resources During 

Earth-Moving Activities 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4: 2035 General Plan Implementation Program Paleontological Resources 1  

• Prior to the start of earthmoving activities that would disturb 1 acre of land or more within the Riverbank 

or Modesto Formations, the project applicant shall inform all construction personnel involved with 

earthmoving activities regarding the possibility of encountering fossils, the appearance and types of 

fossils likely to be seen during construction, and proper notification procedures should fossils be 

encountered.  

Page 147



General Plan Amendment  AECOM 
Final SEIR B1-21 Attachment B 
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SEIR Impact Number – Impact 
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Applicable Mitigation Measures and Implementation Programs to serve as Conditions of Approval 

(Numbering corresponds to the Numbering used in the Draft SEIR)  

• If paleontological resources are discovered during earthmoving activities, the construction crew shall 

immediately cease work in the vicinity of the find and notify the City of Woodland Community 

Development Department.  

• The project applicant shall retain a qualified paleontologist to evaluate the resource and prepare a 

recovery plan. The recovery plan may include, but is not limited to, a field survey, construction 

monitoring, sampling and data recovery procedures, museum curation for any specimen recovered, and a 

report of findings. Recommendations in the recovery plan that are determined by the City to be 

necessary and feasible shall be implemented before construction activities can resume at the site where 

the paleontological resources were discovered. 

Noise Impact 4.11-1: Temporary 

Construction Noise 

Mitigation Measure 4.11-1: Implementation Program Noise 1  

a. Demolition, construction, site preparation, and related activities that would generate noise perceptible at 

the property line of the subject property are limited to the hours between 7:00 A.M. and 6:00 P.M. on 

Monday through Saturday and between 9:00 A.M. and 6:00 P.M. on Sunday and federal holidays. The 

building inspector may issue an exception to this limitation on hours in cases of urgent necessity where 

the public health and safety will not be substantially impaired. 

b. Idling times for noise-generating equipment used in demolition, construction, site preparation, and related 

activities shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or reducing the maximum 

idling time to 5 minutes.  

c. Demolition, construction, site preparation, and related activities that do not involve pile driving proposed 

within 445 feet from the edge of properties with existing, occupied noise-sensitive uses shall incorporate 

all feasible strategies to reduce noise exposure for noise-sensitive uses, including: 

▪ Provide written notice to all known occupied noise-sensitive uses within 400 feet of the edge of the 

project site boundary at least 2 weeks prior to the start of each construction phase of the construction 

schedule;  

▪ Ensure that construction equipment is properly maintained and equipped with noise control 

components, such as mufflers, in accordance with manufacturers’ specifications; 

▪ Re-route construction equipment away from adjacent noise-sensitive uses;  

▪ Locate noisy construction equipment away from surrounding noise-sensitive uses;  

▪ Use sound aprons or temporary noise enclosures around noise-generating equipment;  

▪ Position storage of waste materials, earth, and other supplies in a manner that will function as a noise 

barrier for surrounding noise-sensitive uses;  

▪ Use the quietest practical type of equipment; 

▪ Use electric powered equipment instead of diesel or gasoline engine powered equipment; 

▪ Use shrouding or shielding and intake and exhaust silencers/mufflers; and 

▪ Other effective and feasible strategies to reduce construction noise exposure for surrounding noise-

sensitive uses. 

d. For construction of buildings that require the installation of piles, an alternative to installation of piles by 

hammering shall be used. This could include the use of augured holes for cast-in-place piles, installation 

through vibration or hydraulic insertion, or another low-noise technique. 
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Table notes: 
1. This mitigation measure has requirements described in part or in full in the Yolo HCP/NCCP EIS/EIR Appendix C, Avoidance and Minimization Measures. This appendix is included in the 

Public Draft SEIR as Appendix F. 
AMM = Avoidance and Minimization Measures 
CDFW = California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
City = City of Woodland 
FESA = Federal Endangered Species Act 
GM = General Measures 
HCP = Habitat Conservation Plan 
ITP = Incidental Take Permit 
NCCP = Natural Community Conservation Planning 
NCCPA = Natural Community Conservation Planning Act 
USFWS = U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

The City of Woodland (City) prepared a Public Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (Draft SEIR) in 

compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et 

seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations Section 15000 et seq.) evaluating a potential 

General Plan amendment to General Plan Policy 2.A.1 (proposed project). The City circulated the Draft SEIR for 

the required 45-day public comment period between December 19, 2025 and February 2, 2026. The Draft and 

Final SEIR supplement the previously certified City 2035 General Plan and Climate Action Plan Environmental 

Impact Report (2035 General Plan and CAP EIR; State Clearinghouse #2013032015). As provided in CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15163, the Draft SEIR provides additional information necessary to address the proposed 

project. The proposed project would allow the City to provide utilities (i.e., potable water, wastewater or recycled 

water) up to one mile beyond the Urban Limit Line (ULL) to existing commercial facilities in operation on or 

prior to November 3, 2026. The City’s current boundaries are circumscribed by a permanent ULL established by a 

vote of the people in 2006. The approved initiative placed restrictions on the provision of utility services outside 

the ULL. The ULL boundary and provisions of utility services outside the ULL may only be modified by another 

vote by the people. Amendment to Policy 2.A.1 would be subject to voter approval of an amendment to the ULL. 

The Draft SEIR was prepared to provide additional information needed to address the proposed project, in 

addition to that which was provided in the City’s 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR. The City received applications 

to extend utilities beyond the current ULL, and it is anticipated at this time that two existing commercial facilities 

located within unincorporated Yolo County, would make use of the utility extension, if the ballot measure passes. 

These two existing commercial facilities are Bayer U.S. Crop Science, LLC (Bayer) (located at 37437 CA-16, 

Woodland, CA 95695) and Clark Pacific (located at 40600 County Road 18C, Woodland, CA 95776). The Draft 

SEIR and this Final SEIR provide all information necessary to make the previous EIR adequate for the proposed 

project.  

1.1 THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

The Draft SEIR and this Final SEIR were prepared in compliance with the CEQA of 1970 (Public Resources 

Code Section 21000 et seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15000 

et seq.). The lead agency is the public agency with primary responsibility over the proposed project. In accordance 

with CEQA Guidelines Section 15051(b)(1), “the lead agency will normally be the agency with general 

governmental powers, such as a city or county, rather than an agency with a single or limited purpose.” The City 

of Woodland, as the lead agency, directed the preparation of the Draft SEIR and Final SEIR to evaluate the 

environmental impacts of implementation of the proposed project.  

1.2 PROJECT OVERVIEW 

The City has proposed an amendment to Policy 2.A.1 in the General Plan (“the proposed project” or General Plan 

amendment). As described in Chapter 3 As described in Chapter 3, “Project Description” and Chapter 6, “Other 

CEQA Considerations”, of the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR, the City’s ultimate boundaries are circumscribed 

by a permanent ULL established by a vote of the people in 2006. The approved initiative placed restrictions on 

the provision of services outside of the ULL. The ULL boundary and provisions of services outside the ULL may 

only be modified by another vote by the people. The City received applications to extend utilities past the ULL, 

the extension of which would require a ballot measure amending existing General Plan Policy 2.A.1. The 

amendment would permit the extension of sewer, water, and recycled water utility facilities to serve existing 
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commercial facilities up to one mile beyond the existing ULL, and in operation on or prior to November 3, 2026. 

The proposed general plan amendment would add the following text to existing Policy 2.A.1:  

A permanent Urban Limit Line (ULL) is established around Woodland to permanently 

circumscribe urban development and comply with provisions for agricultural lands. Public services 

and facilities shall not extend beyond the permanent Urban Limit Line, with the exception of sewer, 

water, and recycled water facilities to serve existing commercial facilities located on parcels with 

a boundary that falls wholly or partially within one mile of the ULL and in operation on or prior to 

November 3, 2026… 

It is anticipated at this time that two existing commercial facilities would make use of the utility extension if the 

ballot measure passes. These two existing commercial facilities are Bayer U.S. Crop Science, LLC (located at 

37437 CA-16, Woodland, CA 95695; Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN)]: 025-470-038-000) and Clark Pacific 

(located at 40600 County Road 18C, Woodland, CA 95776; APN: 027-250-028-000) Figure 1.2-1). The ballot 

measure would not require either Bayer or Clark Pacific to extend utility facilities and services.  

Bayer and Clark Pacific are seeking extension of the City’s water and wastewater services beyond the ULL for 

several reasons. In the case of Bayer, the existing source of potable and processing water is groundwater, which is 

high in nitrates, boron, as well as other constituents of concern (e.g., hexavalent chromium). The groundwater is 

pumped via existing wells and requires treatment to meet the Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) 

drinking water guidelines as well as extensive buffering to minimize damage to laboratory equipment and other 

mechanical systems. Bayer’s septic system and retention pond are also at capacity. Clark Pacific is experiencing 

similar issues with both the quality of well water and septic system capacity. Clark Pacific is also interested in 

recycled water for processing needs. Extending the City’s water and wastewater services would allow a reduction 

of the use of groundwater because potable water would be supplied by the City; an improvement in groundwater 

quality because the septic systems of both commercial facilities would no longer be used; more efficient use of 

onsite space by eliminating the physical space required by wells and purification systems; and, an increase in the 

revenue of the City through the payment of water and wastewater rates by Bayer and Clark Pacific. In addition, 

the extension of utilities and the use of City water and wastewater services by Bayer and Clark Pacific is 

consistent with state and regional activities related to safe drinking water and groundwater management. The 

extension of utilities is consistent with the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and Central Valley 

Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (Central Valley RWQCB) support of consolidation of systems in support 

of reliable water supplies and an increase in water quality in California. The extension of utilities is also 

consistent with the Yolo Sustainable Groundwater Agency activities in reducing groundwater demands within the 

groundwater basin.  
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Figure 1.2-1 Proposed Project Vicinity Map 
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1.3 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

As noted in Section 3 of the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR, “Project Description,” the project objectives 

include the City’s Vision Statement and Guiding Principles for the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR. The vision 

statement is an aspirational description of what the community would like to be in the future, in this case, looking 

forward to 2035, and represents a compilation of input from the community through the public process. Guiding 

principles are shared values that will be used to develop policies that would, once implemented, achieve the 

vision. These are included below. The General Plan amendment evaluated in this SEIR is consistent with the 

following applicable Project Objectives that were included in the City’s 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR: Quality 

and Character, Economic Development, Agricultural Heritage, Environmental Stewardship, and Health and 

Recreation (see Table 3-1). This is because the proposed project would continue to support the economic diversity 

of the City of Woodland and the agricultural heritage of the surrounding area because existing commercial 

facilities support agriculture; use of groundwater would decrease, and the groundwater quality would increase; 

and the overall quality of drinking water at existing commercial facilities would improve.  

1.3.1 GENERAL PLAN VISION STATEMENT 

The 2035 General Plan Vision Statement is: 

In 2035, Woodland is a highly desirable community to live, learn, work and recreate. It has 

maintained its small-town feel while maturing into an attractive, vibrant, and sustainable city that 

celebrates its architectural heritage and cultural diversity. Woodland is a healthy community with 

livable neighborhoods, a thriving downtown, well maintained infrastructure, excellent schools and 

recreational amenities connected by a seamless network of trails and paths.  

The city is the region’s center of agricultural technology and food production and is recognized 

globally as a leader in sustainable agriculture. The community is prosperous and fiscally sound, 

offering abundant employment opportunities to its diverse and creative workforce.  

Woodland has become a destination for visitors seeking to experience its unique agricultural, 

historical, recreational, cultural and entertainment amenities.  

1.3.2 GENERAL PLAN’S GUIDING PRINCIPLES 

The General Plan’s Guiding Principles highlight the most critical shared values that were used in developing the 

policies and implementation measures in the 2035 General Plan. The applicable guiding principles to the 

proposed project are described below in Table 1.3-1. 
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Table 1.3-1 Summary 

Guiding Principles Proposed Project Applicability 

Quality and Character: Retain and enhance Woodland’s 

quality of life, its distinctive identity and small-town 

characteristics 

Existing commercial facilities receiving City utilities would 

continue to support the economic diversity of the City of 

Woodland. 

Economic Development: Foster economic growth and 

diversification with a range of employment opportunities 

for all residents 

Existing commercial facilities receiving City utilities would 

continue to support the economic diversity of the City of 

Woodland. 

Agricultural Heritage: Preserve and protect prime 

agricultural lands and their uses within and surrounding 

the community 

Existing commercial facilities that could be served by the 

general plan amendment (e.g., Bayer) include those that support 

the agricultural heritage surrounding the community.  

Environmental Stewardship: Foster a sustainable 

community for the next generation and protect and 

improve the quality of the natural environment 

Use of City utilities would reduce the volume of groundwater 

pumped, resulting in better conditions for the groundwater 

basin and would reduce the use of septic tanks, overall reducing 

the amount of nutrients entering the groundwater basin.  

Health and Recreation: Provide all residents with 

opportunities to live an active, healthy, and green lifestyle 

Drinking water quality of existing commercial facilities would 

be improved through the use of City water supply.  

Table Note 
City = City of Woodland 

The guiding principles that are not applicable to the proposed project include those listed below. The principles 

are not applicable because the proposed project does not include changes in land use or zoning; the development 

of houses, or the public services, education services or safety services that support housing development; and, 

would not be located in historic downtown.  

► Orderly Development: Promote new growth while achieving an orderly pattern of community development,

consistent with economic, social, fiscal and environmental needs.

► Mobility Options: Coordinate land use and transportation planning to provide a range of attractive and viable

transportation options, such as bicycle, pedestrian, and transit.

► Housing Choice: Provide a variety of housing types to meet the needs for all generations and income levels.

► Historic Downtown: Strengthen the historic downtown district as the City’s center of shopping, dining,

entertainment and employment.

► Public Services: Provide realistic, supportable and appropriate levels of public service that are sustainable

and fiscally sound.

► Safety: Ensure that Woodland remains a safe place to live, protected from natural and manmade hazards.

► Quality Education: Foster quality educational and enrichment opportunities.

1.3.3 SCOPE AND FOCUS OF THE PUBLIC DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL EIR 

Pursuant to Section 15143 of the CEQA Guidelines, a lead agency may limit an EIR’s discussion of 

environmental impacts to specific issue areas where significant impacts on the environment may occur. This 

principle has been used to organize the information presented in the Draft SEIR.  
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The City used a variety of information to determine which issue areas may require relatively more or less 

information in supplement to the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR in order to address the proposed project. This 

information included review of proposed project characteristics, the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR, and 

comments received from members of the public and from agencies.  

A notice of preparation (NOP) on the SEIR was prepared that requested comments from affected agencies and the 

public regarding the scope and content of the SEIR. The City circulated a NOP for this SEIR starting on August 

12, 2025 and ending on September 12, 2025. In addition, the City invited additional comments on the scope of the 

SEIR at a public meeting held on August 19, 2025. Appendix A of the Draft SEIR includes each comment 

received on the NOP, along with comments received at the scoping meeting. NOP comments have been 

considered and those relevant to the environmental analysis have been addressed in this SEIR, as appropriate.  

As a result of the review of existing information and the scoping process, it was determined that the following 

resource areas would have dedicated sections in the Draft SEIR where supplementary information will be 

provided: 

► Agricultural Resources

► Air Quality

► Biological Resources

► Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources

► Geology, Soils, and Paleontological Resources

► Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy

► Hazards and Hazardous Materials

► Hydrology and Water Quality

► Land Use Planning and Population and Housing

► Noise and Vibration

► Utilities

► Other CEQA Required Sections, including Growth Inducing Effects

1.4 INTENDED USE OF THE FINAL SEIR 

The Final SEIR allows the public and the City decision makers an opportunity to review revisions to the Draft 

SEIR and the Responses to Comments. The Final SEIR serves as the environmental document to inform the City 

Council’s consideration of the proposed project.  

As required by Section 15090(a)(1)-(3) of the CEQA Guidelines, a lead agency, in certifying a Final EIR, must 

make the following three determinations: 

1. The Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA.

2. The Final EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the lead agency, and the decision-making

body reviewed and considered the information in the Final EIR prior to approving the project; and

3. The Final EIR reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis.
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As required by Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines, no public agency shall approve or carry out a project for 

which an EIR has been certified that identifies one or more significant environmental effects of the project unless 

the public agency makes one or more written findings (Findings of Fact) for each of those significant effects, 

accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale for each finding supported by substantial evidence in the 

record.  

The possible findings are: 

1. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the project which avoid or substantially

lessen the significant environmental effect, as identified in the Final EIR.

2. Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not

the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and should

be adopted by such other agency.

3. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment

opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives

identified in the Final EIR.

An SEIR is used to provide additional information needed to a proposed project that has a certified environmental 

impact report. The Draft SEIR provides additional information needed to address the proposed changes to the 

previously certified 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR. Section 15163 of the CEQA Guidelines states that a lead 

agency may choose to prepare a supplement to an EIR rather than a subsequent EIR if: 

(1) any of the conditions described above for Section 15162 would require the preparation of an subsequent

EIR, and

(2) only minor additions or changes would be necessary to make the previous EIR adequately apply to the

project in the changed situation.

Section 15163 of the CEQA Guidelines also identifies that a supplemental EIR need contain only the information 

necessary to make the previous EIR adequate for the project as revised. A supplemental EIR may also be 

circulated for public and agency review by itself without recirculating the previous draft or final EIR. 

The Draft SEIR and this Final SEIR supplement the previously certified 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR (State 

Clearinghouse: 2020019010). The 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR continues to have utility in addressing direct, 

reasonably foreseeable indirect, and cumulative impacts associated with implementing the General Plan. 

Implementing measures imposed as a part of the General Plan and CAP EIR continue to apply to implementation 

of the General Plan. 

In addition to the City, the following is a list of agencies that may utilize the Draft and Final SEIR for the 

proposed project.  

► Yolo Local Agency Formation Commission (Responsible Agency: service boundary change approval under

Government Code 56133);

► Yolo County (issuance of grading permits);
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► State Water Resources Control Board (approval of petition of water right change to change the urban

boundary for water use limited to Bayer and Clark Pacific); and

► Yolo Habitat Conservancy (implementation of Yolo Habitat Conservation Plan & Natural Community

Conservation Plan).

1.5 FINAL SEIR DOCUMENT FORMAT 

The Final SEIR is organized into four chapters, described below. 

► Chapter 1, “Introduction,” explains the purpose and intended use of this SEIR, provides a brief summary of

the project that is being evaluated, identifies the scope and focus of this SEIR, outlines the organization of the

document, and provides information on public review process.

► Chapter 2, “Response to Comments,” describes the comment period, public meeting, and the City’s

responses to comments.

► Chapter 3, “Errata,” demonstrates in underline and strikeout revisions made to the text in the Draft SEIR.

► Chapter 4, “List of Preparers of Final SEIR,” lists individuals who were involved in preparing the Final

SEIR.
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2 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

In discharging its duties under Section 15021 of CEQA Guidelines, the City of Woodland (City, as lead agency) 

has prepared a SEIR, consistent with Section 15163 of the CEQA Guidelines (Title 14 of the California Code of 

Regulations, hereinafter the “CEQA Guidelines”), for the City of Woodland General Plan Amendment to Policy 

2.A.1 (proposed project). This environmental document supplements the City’s 2035 General Plan and Climate

Action Plan Final Environmental Impact Report (2035 General Plan and CAP EIR; State Clearinghouse 

#2013032015 and adopted and certified on May 16th, 2017). 

The City issued a notice of availability (NOA) of a Draft SEIR for the proposed project on Friday, December 19, 

2025. The proposed project was discussed at the regularly scheduled Planning Commission Meeting on January 

15, 2026. The NOA was distributed to the State Clearinghouse, to the Yolo County Clerk’s office, and to multiple 

stakeholders and Responsible Agencies. The State CEQA Guidelines provide a 45-day public review period for a 

Draft SEIR following posting of an NOA, during which time responsible and trustee agencies and the public may 

submit comments on the scope, content, and adequacy of environmental analysis (Section 15087).  

The City received comments in response to the NOA and Draft SEIR in the form of letters submitted via 

letter/email. The purpose of this report is to document the comments received and identify topics or issues of 

concern raised by responsible agencies, trustee agencies, and the public during the 45-day public review period 

(Friday, December 19, 2025, through Monday, February 2, 2026). The City will consider all comments received 

during the Draft SEIR public review period and address those pertaining to physical environmental issues in this 

Final SEIR. 

2.1 PUBLIC MEETING 

The City held one public comment meeting to inform interested parties about the proposed project and receive 

public comments on the Public Draft SEIR. This meeting was held at 6:30 pm on January 15, 2026 in the City 

Council chambers as an informational agenda item at a regularly scheduled Planning Commission meeting. No 

public comments were made at the public meeting. The Planning Commissioners discussed the proposed project 

and asked questions of the City staff. The meeting concluded with no action taken by the Planning Commission. 

2.2 WRITTEN COMMENTS 

This section provides a synopsis of the written comments received during the 45-day public comment period. A 

total of two comment letters were received within the 45-days. Table 2.2-1 provides a list of persons who 

submitted written comment letters on the Public Draft EIR. 

Table 2.2-1 List of Comment Letters 

Letter No. Commenter Affiliation Date 

1 Christine M. Crawford, AICP Yolo Local Agency Formation Commission January 30, 2026 

2 Miranda Driver Yolo County Farm Bureau February 2, 2026 

Table 2.2-2 provides the comments copied from each letter received and the City’s responses to the comments. 

Copies of the comment letters are included in Attachment A. 
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Table 2.2-2 Written Comments and Responses 

Letter No. Comment Response 

1 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft 

Supplemental Impact Report (SEIR) for the City of Woodland 

General Plan Amendment (GPA) to Policy 2.A.1. 

This comment provides introductory information to the comment letter. The comment is not about the 

adequacy of the Draft SEIR environmental analysis.  

1 

As the SEIR notes, the Yolo Local Agency Formation Commission 

(LAFCo) will be a Responsible Agency for this SEIR. If the project 

is approved by the City Council and voters, LAFCo will use this 

SEIR to consider any approvals required for extended City services 

outside its jurisdictional boundary. 

LAFCo will review any future applications to extend services 

outside the City for impacts to agricultural land loss and ensure 

compliance with our policies. The SEIR notes that the project is 

required to comply with the City’s General Plan policies and 

mitigation measures, which Yolo LAFCo reviewed previously to 

ensure our agency policies are in alignment. 

The City acknowledges that any extension of City services beyond existing jurisdictional boundaries will 

require review and potential approval by Yolo LAFCo as described in the Draft SEIR in Chapter 2, Section 

2.2, Intended Use of this EIR and Chapter 4, Section 4.9, Land Use. The City will continue coordination 

with LAFCo during any future service extension review processes. 

1 
Thank you again for consulting with Yolo LAFCo. If you have any 

questions, please feel free to contact me. 

This comment provides closing information to the comment letter and does provide a comment on the 

adequacy of the Draft SEIR environmental analysis.  

2 

Farm Bureau is a non-governmental, non-profit, voluntary 

membership, advocacy group whose purpose is to protect and 

promote agricultural interests throughout Yolo County and to find 

solutions to the problems facing agricultural businesses and the 

rural community. Farm Bureau strives to protect and improve the 

ability of farmers and ranchers engaged in production agriculture to 

provide a safe, reliable supply of food and fiber through responsible 

stewardship of the county’s resources. 

This comment provides introductory information to the comment letter describing the organization. The 

comment is not about the adequacy of the Draft SEIR environmental analysis.  

2 

Farm Bureau appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on 

the City of Woodland’s public draft Supplemental Environmental 

Impact Report (“SEIR”) for a proposed General Plan Amendment 

(the “Project”). The Project would amend the City’s General Plan to 

allow the City to provide utilities up to one mile beyond the City’s 

existing Urban Limit Line (“ULL”) to existing commercial facilities 

in operation on or prior to November 3, 2026. The two existing 

facilities which are discussed in the SEIR are a Bayer facility to the 

west of town on Highway 16, and a Clark Pacific facility on County 

Road 18C to the north of town. The SEIR concludes that, with 

respect to extension of utilities to these two facilities, no new 

significant environmental impacts are foreseen, and no increase in 

the severity of any of the significant and unavoidable impacts 

disclosed in the City’s 2035 General Plan EIR is foreseen. 

This comment provides a summary of the project description contained in Chapter 3, Project Description, 

of the Draft SEIR and summarizes the conclusions contained in the Draft SEIR.  

Farm Bureau believes that the SEIR is insufficient as an 

informational CEQA document, insofar as it discloses and 

acknowledges in a number of places a proposed “expansion project” 

by Clark-Pacific which is adjacent to the Clark-Pacific facility 

discussed in the SEIR, but largely dismisses it as “separate and 

independent” from the proposed Project and therefore not the 

The Draft SEIR provides sufficient information to the public and decision makers regarding the proposed 

project and the potential environmental impacts of the proposed project. The comment letter’s referenced 

County’s Clark Pacific “expansion project” is the Clark Pacific Facility Expansion Project (Expansion 

Project; SCH #2025031376), which is a separate project proposed within the jurisdiction of Yolo County 

and is subject to its own separate CEQA review process with Yolo County as the CEQA lead agency 

(Section 6.1.1, Cumulative Context, pages 6-2 and 6-3 of the Draft SEIR). The Expansion Project has 
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subject of significant conjunctive analysis. This “expansion project” 

is apparently pending its own CEQA review before the County of 

Yolo, and would involve expansion of the existing Clark-Pacific 

facility and subdivision of that site into as many as seven parcels. 

The SEIR does acknowledge that the “expansion project” has the 

potential to result in cumulative impacts (page 6-3), but then goes 

on to dismiss those cumulative impacts. In the section on growth 

inducing impacts (page 6-20), the SEIR states that the proposed 

Project would not enable the future “expansion project” for a 

somewhat confusing list of 3 reasons. 

We think the two projects – the proposed Project disposed of in the 

SEIR, and the “expansion project” immediately adjacent – bear a 

fuller and more integrated discussion. It appears that extension of 

the City’s utilities will allow Clark-Pacific to abandon its 

groundwater wells and leach fields at its existing facility, but the 

“expansion project” may involve new wells and leach fields on 

those parcels. Environmental effects associated with those two 

projects – by the same applicant - should be discussed together, 

particularly since the “expansion project” appears to already be the 

subject of a CEQA Initial Study and associated process. It is 

possible that the proposed Project will in fact enable the “expansion 

project”, particularly with respect to water resources and utilities, 

and we think that a proper CEQA document should explore this – 

since both projects are known and are pending environmental 

review. 

Farm Bureau appreciates your consideration of the foregoing. 

separate and independent utility from the proposed project. Each project is capable of being implemented 

without reliance on the other project. Each project has its own objectives, and each project can achieve its 

own objectives whether or not the other project is approved. The Expansion Project is not needed for the 

proposed project to be implemented, nor would the proposed project need to be approved for the Expansion 

Project to be implemented.  

The decommissioning of the existing Clark-Pacific groundwater wells and septic systems evaluated as part 

of the City’s proposed project is unrelated to the Expansion Project because the two projects have separate 

and independent utility. As disclosed in the Draft SEIR, the City’s proposed project (amendment to the 

City’s General Plan Policy 2.A.1) would only allow for extended water, sewer, and recycled water lines to 

the existing Clark Pacific facility, regardless of approval and implementation of the Expansion Project 

(Section 3.3.2, Extension and Use of Utilities, and Section 6.2, Growth-Inducing Impacts, of the Draft 

SEIR). The Draft SEIR fully evaluates the City’s proposed project, including the decommissioning of the 

Clark-Pacific groundwater wells and septic system. As described in Section 3.1.1, Background, and Impact 

4.10-2 of the Draft SEIR, Clark-Pacific has experienced decreasing water quality and increased frequency 

of water supply disruptions, in part due to the age of the existing groundwater wells. In addition, the septic 

system has experienced a significant decrease in performance and is operating beyond its capacity due to 

fluctuating staff levels and the age of the system (Impact 4.10-2 of the Draft SEIR). The Draft SEIR 

evaluates the decommissioning of two of the existing Clark-Pacific groundwater wells and the existing 

septic system on environmental resources (Section 3.3.2, Extension and Use of Utilities, and Sections 4.1 

through 4.11, of the Draft SEIR). For example, the air quality analysis evaluated potential activities 

associated with decommissioning the groundwater wells and septic system and the potential to emit air 

pollutant emissions during the decommissioning (Section 4.2.2, Environmental Impacts, Impact 4.3-1, 

Tables 4.2-2 of the Draft SEIR). Overall, impacts related to short-term construction related emissions would 

not be significant and unavoidable as reported in the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR (Impact 4.3-1 of the 

Draft SEIR). Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not result in new impacts related to 

short-term construction-related emissions of criteria air pollutants and precursors nor such impacts that 

would be substantially increased in severity as compared with that addressed in the 2035 General Plan and 

CAP EIR (Impact 4.3-1 of the Draft SEIR). As disclosed in Yolo County’s IS/NOP and the Draft EIR for 

the Expansion Project, the Expansion Project proposes to rely on new groundwater wells and new septic 

systems (Yolo County 2025; Yolo County 2026; Section 6.1.1, Cumulative Context, of the Draft SEIR). As 

the lead agency for the Expansion Project, the County has evaluated the environmental effects of the 

Expansion Project on water resources and utilities, including groundwater, in the Draft EIR released in 

March 2026.  

The Draft SEIR appropriately and adequately considers growth-inducing and cumulative impacts of the 

proposed project and evaluates the potential for regional urban service expansion, water supply changes, 

and utilities-related effects. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15130, the Draft SEIR identifies the 

Expansion Project as a cumulative project in Chapter 6, Section 6.1, Cumulative Impacts, and considers the 

Expansion Project as a reasonably foreseeable future project in the evaluation of the proposed project’s 

contribution to cumulative effects (Section 6.1.1, Cumulative Context, of the Draft SEIR). The Draft SEIR 

does not dismiss the potential cumulative impacts attributable to the proposed project as suggested by the 

commenter, but instead appropriately considers whether two or more individual effects which, when 

considered together, could be considerable or could compound or increase other environmental impacts. 

The cumulative analysis evaluates cumulative impacts that may originate from one project or from separate 

projects or may originate when impacts from separate projects combine to make a compound impact that is 
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more severe than the impacts would have been had the projects occurred in isolation. Based on the 

cumulative analysis, there would be no cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative 

impact, and cumulative impacts would either not occur or be less than significant for most of the resources 

evaluated (Sections 6.1.3, Agricultural Resources through Section 6.1.13, Utilities, of the Draft SEIR). For 

example, for groundwater resources the proposed project would reduce the use of groundwater by 

abandoning existing groundwater wells and using City water supply, thus improving overall groundwater 

water quality, reducing reliance on the existing groundwater supply and supporting groundwater 

sustainability, and not resulting in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a groundwater impact 

(Section 6.1.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft SEIR). The following resources were identified 

as requiring mitigation measures in the cumulative analysis: biological resources, cultural resources, 

paleontological resources (Section 6.1.5, Biological Resources; Section 6.1.6, Cultural Resources; and 

Section 6.1.7, Geology, Soils, and Paleontological Resources, of the Draft SEIR). The Draft SEIR used 

publicly available information at the time of publication of the Draft SEIR regarding the Expansion Project 

to evaluate cumulative impacts in all environmental resources evaluated in the SEIR (see Section 6.1.3 

through 6.1.13). CEQA does not require the SEIR to analyze a separate, independently initiated project 

simply because the projects concern the same applicant. Rather, CEQA requires cumulative impact analysis 

based on what, if any, potential cumulative impacts two or more projects (regardless of the identity of the 

applicant) may have.  

As discussed in Section 6.2, Growth-Inducing Impacts, of the Draft SEIR the Expansion Project would not 

be contingent upon the City’s approval of the extension of utilities under the proposed project. Any future 

expansion of Clark Pacific facility that may occur should the County approve the Expansion Project would 

not facilitate or combine with the utility extension in the City’s proposed project. As discussed in Section 

3.2, Extension and Use of Utilities, of the Draft SEIR, the extension of utilities under the proposed project 

would address expected current and future water and non-potable recycled water demand, and wastewater 

generation at the existing facility. The proposed project utility lines would be sized to accommodate Clark 

Pacific’s existing needs per their application (Section 3.3.2, Extension and Use of Utilities, of the Draft 

SEIR). The Draft SEIR concludes that the proposed project would not facilitate or commit the City to 

serving the separate and independent County project and there would be no new impacts or impacts that 

would be substantially increased in severity as compared with those direct or indirect growth inducing 

effects addressed in the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR (Section 6.2, Growth Inducing Impacts, of the 

Draft SEIR).  

Therefore, the Draft SEIR adequately analyzes the environmental effects of the proposed project, and no 

revisions to the Draft SEIR are required.  

Table Notes: CAP = Climate Action Plan EIR = Environmental Impact Report Project = proposed General Plan Amendment 
CEQA = California Environmental Quality Act GPA = General Plan Amendment SEIR = Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 
City = City of Woodland LAFCo = Yolo Local Agency Formation Commission ULL = Urban Limit Line 
County = County of Yolo NOP = Notice of Preparation 

References: 
Yolo County. 2025. Notice of Preparation and Initial Study Checklist for Clark Pacific Facility Expansion Project (ZF2023-0005). Available at: 
yolocounty.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/84082/638787590994670000. Accessed on: October 15, 2025 

Yolo County. 2026. Draft Environmental Impact Report Clark Pacific Facility Expansion Project. SCH#2025031376 Prepared by: Raney Planning & Management, Inc. March. Available at: 
yolocounty.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/87245/639081479234670000. Accessed on: March 10, 2026. 
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3 ERRATA 

Chapter 3 presents revisions to the Draft SEIR. These revisions are editorial in nature and do not constitute 

substantial modifications to the Draft SEIR. The revisions are identified by the page number and section that they 

occur in the Draft SEIR and are identified in underline and strikeout.  

3.1 DRAFT SEIR PAGE 1-4: SECTION 1.4.2 SIGNIFICANT AND 
UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS 

The City’s 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR identified the following areas where, after implementation of feasible 

mitigation measures, implementation of the General Plan may nonetheless result in impacts that cannot be fully 

mitigated to a less-than-significant level. 

The City’s 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR identified the following resource areas where, even with feasible 

mitigation measures, implementation of the General Plan may nonetheless result in impacts that cannot be fully 

mitigated to a less-than-significant level (pages 6-51 to 6-52): 

► Aesthetics and Visual Resources: Impact 4.1-3 and 4.1-4

► Agriculture and Forestry Resources: Impact 4.2-1 and 4.2-3

► Air Quality: Impact 4.3-1, 4.3-2, and 4.3-3

► Cultural Resources: Impact 4.6-1 and 4.6-2

► Hydrology, Flooding and Water Quality: Impact 4.9-7

► Land Use Planning, Population and Housing: Impact 4.10-2 and 4.10-3

► Noise and Vibration: Impact 4.11-1, 4.11-2, and 4.11-3

Therefore, as concluded in the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR, the impacts identified above would be significant 

and unavoidable (pages 6-51 to 6-52). These conclusions would not change as a result of the proposed project as 

documented in Chapter 4 of this SEIR and the proposed project would not result in new significant and 

unavoidable impacts on these resources. Implementation of the proposed project would not result in new impacts 

nor impacts that would be substantially increased in severity as compared with that addressed in the 2035 General 

Plan and CAP EIR.  

3.2 DRAFT SEIR PAGE 4.2-1: SECTION 4.2.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

REGULATORY SETTING 

The regulatory setting in the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR was presented on pages 4.3-14 to 4.3-18. The 

regulatory setting is updated in the material that follows. The information provided below does not lead to a new 

impact or increase in severity of any impact in relation to the proposed project. 

UPDATES TO THE REGULATORY SETTING 

The General Plan Planning Area and proposed project are in the Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District 

(YSAQMD). Since certification of the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR, the air quality plans for the region have 

been updated. The most current update for the YSAQMD Air Quality Attainment Plan to address the regional 

nonattainment status for the California Ambient Air Quality Standards was adopted in May 2019 (YSAQMD 
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2019). Additionally, YSAQMD worked with the other local air districts within the Sacramento Region1 to 

develop the Sacramento Regional 2008 National Ambient Air Quality Standards 8-Hour Ozone Attainment and 

Reasonable Further Progress Plan (SMAQMD OEHHA 2017) and the Sacramento Regional 2015 Ozone 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards Attainment and Reasonable Further Progress Plan (SMAQMD OEHHA 

2023). These regional plans describe and demonstrate how the Sacramento Federal Nonattainment Area is 

meeting requirements under the federal Clean Air Act in demonstrating reasonable further progress and 

attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for ozone. These regional plans primarily target long-

term operational sources, particularly stationary and industrial sources, as well as mobile source emissions, but 

also include strategies to reduce construction-related emissions. The respective air districts develop Rules and 

Regulations to implement the air quality plans and achieve the federal and State ambient air quality standards. 

The updates to the regional air quality plans and air district Rules and Regulations have not substantively changed 

in any way that affects the regulatory setting or findings of the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR.  

3.3 DRAFT SEIR PAGE 4.3-3: UPDATES TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL 
SETTING 

Although biological resource conditions have evolved since certification of the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR, 

none of those changes would lead to a new impact or increase in severity of any impact in relation to the proposed 

project. Information contained in this section is based on a biological reconnaissance field survey, updated 

database searches, review of the General Plan and CAP EIR and a review of the Yolo HCP/NCCP and Yolo 

HCP/NCCP EIS/EIR. Information from both the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR and the Yolo HCP/NCCP is 

used to characterize the environmental setting because the proposed project is an amendment to the existing City 

of Woodland General Plan that would allow activities within County lands under the jurisdiction of the 

HCP/NCCP. A biological reconnaissance field survey was conducted on July 30, 2025, by AECOM field 

biologist of the proposed Clark Pacific and Bayer utility extension alignments, which included a 500-foot survey 

buffer. Appendix E, Biological Reconnaissance Survey Results, of this SEIR documents the survey. The habitat 

types documented in the field were generally mapped to General Plan habitat types. A desktop review was also 

conducted of the Yolo HCP/NCCP land cover types and modeled habitat for the Clark Pacific and Bayer utility 

extension alignments. A desktop review was also performed of the Yolo HCP/NCCP to identify common habitat 

types described in the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR that could be within one mile of the existing ULL and the 

land cover types described in the Yolo HCP/NCCP mapped within one mile of the existing ULL. Finally, a 

desktop review was performed to identify Yolo HCP/NCCP modeled habitat for covered species within one mile 

of the existing ULL. Species analysis was based on updated database searches of California Natural Diversity 

Database (CDFW CNDDB 2025), California Native Plant Society (CNPS 2025), USFWS Information for 

Planning and Consultation (USFWS IPAC 2025), and Yolo HCP/NCCP modeled habitat.  

1 El Dorado County Air Quality Management District, Feather River Air Quality Management District, and the Sacramento Metropolitan 

Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD).  
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3.4 DRAFT SEIR PAGE 8-1: SECTON 8.3 CHAPTER 3. PROJECT 
DESCRIPTION 

3.5 DRAFT SEIR PAGE 8-1 TO 8-7: SECTION NUMBER 8.4 THROUGH 
SECTION NUMBER 8.14: Increase Section Numbers by One Number to 
Reflect the Addition of Section 8.3 Heading.

3.6 DRAFT SEIR PAGE 8-2: SECTION 8.56 SECTION 4.3. BIOLOGICAL 
RESOURCES 

Bumble Bee Watch. No Date. Available at: https://www.bumblebeewatch.org/ Accessed on October 6, 2025. 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). 2025. CNDDB: California Natural Diversity 

Database; Nine-Quad Search of the Davis, Eldorado Bend, Grays Bend, Knights Landing, Madison, 

Merritt, Winters, Woodland, and Zamora. 7.5-minute Quadrangles. Project species list can be 

generated online at: https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Maps-and-Data. Accessed on 

September 9, 2025. 

California Native Plant Society (CNPS). 2025. Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants; Two-Quad 

Search of the Woodland and Grays Bend 7.5-minute Quadrangles. Project species can be generated 

online at: https://rareplants.cnps.org. Accessed on July 21, 2025.  

State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). 2021. State Policy for Water Quality Control: State 

Wetland Definition and Procedures for Discharges of Dredge or Fill Materials into Waters of the 

State. Adopted April 2, 2019 and Revised April 6, 2021. 

Yolo Habitat Conservancy. 2025. Geomapper. Available at: Yolo Habitat Conservancy Geomapper Accessed: 

October 2025. 

Yolo Habitat Conservancy. n.d. Overview of the Yolo Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Community 

Conservation Plan. Available at: 

https://www.yolohabitatconservancy.org/_files/ugd/8f41bd_25d71974d7db4063afb21e687a44699f.pdf 

Accessed on: September 28, 2025.  

Yolo Habitat Conservancy. 2018. Yolo Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Community Conservation Plan: 

Chapter 2. Available at: 8f41bd_ab0c1c4cb0684d06b361bd45fd93b9dd.pdf Accessed on: October 18, 

2025. 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2025a. IPaC: Information for Planning and Consulting. Project species list 

can be generated online at: https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/. Accessed on: October 6, 2025. 
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3.7 DRAFT SEIR PAGES 8-4 AND 8-5: SECTION 8.1011 SECTION 4.8. 
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

City's Post Construction Standard Plan (2015) ???City of Woodland. 2015. Post Construction Standard Plan. 

Available at: https://www.cityofwoodland.gov/DocumentCenter/View/1006/Post-Construction-

Standard-Plan-PDF?bidId=. 

———. City of Woodland Community Development Department. 2025. Lower Cache Creek Feasibility Study 

(LCCFS). Available: https://www.cityofwoodland.gov/1196/Lower-Cache-Creek-Feasibility-Study-

LCCF. Accessed September 10, 2025. 
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4 LIST OF PREPARERS OF THE FINAL SEIR 
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Mike Winningham ............................................................. Bayer U.S. Crop Science, LLC, Capital Project Manager 
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A1 NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

A1.1 FOR THE CITY OF WOODLAND GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT TO 
POLICY 2.A.1 

Notice is hereby given that the City of Woodland (hereinafter “City”), as lead agency, under the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) has completed a Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) 

for the City of Woodland General Plan Amendment: Policy 2.A.1 (the “proposed project”). A description of the 

project is provided below. The City invites comments on the adequacy and completeness of the environmental 

analysis described in the Draft SEIR from Friday, December 19, 2025, through Monday, February 2, 2026. 

A1.1.1 PROJECT LOCATION:

The project area encompasses the portion of the adjoining Yolo County unincorporated area that falls within a 

distance of one mile of the City’s voter-adopted Urban Limit Line (ULL), and existing commercial facilities that 

are located within one mile from the voter-adopted Urban Limit Line (see Figure 1). 

A1.1.2 PROJECT OVERVIEW & DESCRIPTION:

In discharging its duties under Section 15021 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City has prepared a SEIR, consistent 

with Section 15163 of the CEQA Guidelines (Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, hereinafter the 

“CEQA Guidelines”), for the City of Woodland General Plan Amendment to Policy 2.A.1 (the “proposed 

project”). This environmental document supplements the City’s 2035 General Plan and Climate Action Plan Final 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (2035 General Plan and Climate Action Plan [CAP] EIR; State 

Clearinghouse #2013032015, adopted and certified on May 16th, 2017). 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15163 states that a lead agency may choose to prepare a supplement to an EIR rather 

than a subsequent EIR if proposed changes meet the conditions described in CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 and 

if only minor additions and changes would be necessary to make the previous EIR adequate. The SEIR has been 

prepared to provide additional information needed to address the proposed project, in addition to that which was 

provided in the City’s 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR.  

The proposed project would allow the City to provide utilities (i.e., potable water, wastewater, or recycled water) 

up to one mile beyond the existing ULL to existing commercial facilities in operation on or prior to November 3, 

2026. The City’s current boundaries are circumscribed by a permanent ULL established by a vote of the people in 

2006. The approved initiative placed restrictions on the provision of utility services outside the ULL. The ULL 

boundary and provisions of utility services outside the ULL may only be modified by another vote by the people. 

Amendment to Policy 2.A.1 would be subject to voter approval of an amendment to the ULL. The City is 

considering including a measure on the November 2026 ballot that would amend the ULL to allow the expansion 

of existing City utilities to existing commercial facilities located on parcels with a boundary that falls wholly or 

partially within one mile of the ULL and in operation on or prior to November 3, 2026.  
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The City received applications to extend utilities beyond the current ULL, and it is anticipated at this time that 

two existing commercial facilities located within unincorporated Yolo County would make use of the utility 

extension, if the ballot measure passes. These two existing commercial facilities are Bayer U.S. Crop Science, 

LLC (located at 37437 CA-16, Woodland, CA 95695) and Clark Pacific (located at 40600 County Road 18C, 

Woodland, CA 95776) (see Figures 1, 2 and 3). The ballot measure would not require either Bayer or Clark 

Pacific to extend utility facilities and services. 

A1.1.3 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEWING FINDINGS:

The Draft SEIR describes environmental effects associated with the proposed project, including the physical 

environmental impacts of extending City utilities to Bayer and Clark Pacific. The analysis in the Draft SEIR 

shows the proposed project would have no new significant environmental impacts and not increase in the severity 

of any of the significant and unavoidable impacts disclosed in the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR.  

No hazardous materials sites included on a list compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 (the 

“Cortese List”) are present. The proposed project is not located on a Superfund or other National Priorities List 

site and therefore would not result in a significant hazard to the public or the environment through exposure to 

such sites. 

A1.1.4 DOCUMENT AVAILABILITY & COMMENT PERIOD: 

The Draft SEIR may be viewed on or after Friday, December 19, 2025, on the City’s website 

https://www.cityofwoodland.gov/1687/Urban-Limit-Line-Amendment.  

The public comment period begins on Friday, December 19, 2025 and ends at 4:00 PM on Monday, February 2, 

2026.  Please limit comments to environmental issues only. 

All letters should be directed to: Erika Bumgardner, AICP, Deputy Community Development Director, 

Community Development Department; 300 First Street, Woodland, CA 95695.  

Comments may also be submitted electronically by 4:00pm on Monday, February 2, 2026, to 

erika.bumgardner@cityofwoodland.gov. 

Public Meeting: The proposed project will be discussed at the regularly scheduled Planning Commission Meeting 

on January 15, 2026.  

A1-2 
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Figure 1: Proposed Project Vicinity Map 
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Figure 2: Proposed Project Clark Pacific Utility Extension Alignments 

A1-4 
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Figure 3: Proposed Project Bayer U.S. Crop Science, LLC Utility Extension Alignments 
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Letter No. 1 Yolo Local Agency Formation Commission 
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Letter No. 2 Yolo County Farm Bureau 
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B1 INTRODUCTION 

The following table provides a detailed summary of the City of Woodland’s (City’s) General Plan Mitigation 

Measures that are applicable Implementation Programs that would be required as conditions of approval for a 

utility request under the proposed project, as well as applicable Yolo Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural 

Community Conservation Plan (Yolo HCP/NCCP) Mitigation Measures, as analyzed and identified through the 

2035 General Plan and Climate Action Plan (CAP) Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and Yolo HCP/NCCP 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)/EIR. Table B1-1 identifies those mitigation measures that would be 

relevant to the amendment to Policy 2.A.1, such that the amendment to Policy 2.A.1 would be consistent with the 

2035 General Plan and CAP, as applicable, and implement required measures to minimize potential 

environmental impacts in accordance with the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR and Yolo HCP/NCCP EIS/EIR. 

Table B1-1 includes Conditions of Approval that would be required for any future utility extension requests that 

could occur under the amendment to Policy 2.A.1; the City would require applicable Conditions of Approval as 

part of the application process for future utility extensions, as part of the execution of the will-serve agreement or 

utility services agreement, and prior to issuing local applicable permits. Unless otherwise noted in the Table B1-1, 

the source documentation is the 2035 General Plan and CAP EIR. 
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Table B1-1. Summary of Applicable Implementation Programs and Mitigation Measures 

Resource Topic Area 

SEIR Impact Number – Impact 
Description 

Applicable Mitigation Measures and Implementation Programs to serve as Conditions of Approval 

(Numbering corresponds to the Numbering used in the Draft SEIR)  

Biological Resources Impact 4.4-1: Loss of Special-

status Plants and Loss of Special-

status Plant Habitat 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1a – Implementation Program Biological Resources 1 

This measure requires biological inventory surveys conducted according to applicable standards and 

protocols for projects that may affect special-status species or habitats. 

a) The City will require biological inventory surveys for new developments that could affect special-status

species or sensitive habitat in areas designated for development under the General Plan.

b) The City will work with project applicants to identify opportunities to preserve special-status species

occurrences and sensitive habitats through design and planning. If the HCP/NCCP is adopted and state

and federal ITPs have been issued, the City shall implement the applicable requirements of the

HCP/NCCP as relevant to any specific land use project. If the HCP/NCCP is not in place and/or ITPs

have not been issued, the City shall follow the steps described below.

c) If the City determines it is reasonable and feasible to do so, while still achieving the specific project

development goals and objectives, the City will require preservation of occupied special-status species

habitat and sensitive habitat types as a condition of project approval. If adverse effects cannot be

avoided, project proponents shall be required to mitigate all adverse effects in accordance with guidance

from the appropriate state or federal agency charged with the protection of the subject species and

habitat, including surveys conducted according to applicable standards and protocols, where necessary,

implementation of impact minimization measures based on accepted standards and guidelines and best

available science, and compensatory mitigation for unavoidable loss of special-status species and

sensitive habitats.

d) If the project would result in take of state or federally listed species, the City will require project

proponent/s to obtain take authorization from the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service or the California

Department of Fish and Wildlife, as appropriate, depending on species status, and comply with all

conditions of the take authorization.

e) If the Yolo HCP/NCCP is not adopted or the affected species or habitat is not covered under the plan, the

City will require project applicants to develop a mitigation and monitoring plan, in coordination with

CDFW and/or USFWS, as appropriate depending on species status, to compensate for the loss of special-

status species and sensitive habitats. The mitigation and monitoring plan will describe in detail how loss

of special-status species or sensitive habitats shall be avoided or offset, including details on restoration

and creation of habitat, compensation for the temporal loss of habitat, management and monitoring to

avoid indirect habitat degradation (e.g., management of invasive plant species, maintenance of required

hydrology), success criteria ensuring that habitat function goals and objectives are met and target special-

status species are established, performance standards to ensure success, and remedial actions if

performance standards are not met. The plan will include detailed information on the habitats present

within the preservation and mitigation areas, the long-term management and monitoring of these

habitats, legal protection for the preservation and mitigation areas (e.g., conservation easement,

declaration of restrictions), and funding mechanism information (e.g., endowment).
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Resource Topic Area 

SEIR Impact Number – Impact 
Description 

Applicable Mitigation Measures and Implementation Programs to serve as Conditions of Approval 

(Numbering corresponds to the Numbering used in the Draft SEIR)  

f) If available, purchase of mitigation credits at an agency-approved mitigation bank (i.e., approved by the

agency with jurisdiction over the affected species or habitat) in Yolo County, will be acceptable for

compensatory mitigation for special-status species that are not covered under the Yolo HCP/NCCP.

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1c General Avoidance and Minimization Measures 

• GM01: Preconstruction Survey. Before the start of repair activities, a qualified biologist will conduct a

preconstruction survey to identify special-status plant and wildlife species and associated habitats.

Surveys will be conducted within the project footprint and staging/equipment storage area(s). If required,

special-status species and/or buffers will be marked in the field by a qualified biologist, using temporary

fencing, high-visibility flagging, or other means that are equally effective. Preconstruction surveys for

special-status plant species will incorporate blooming period surveys if utility extensions occur in areas

other than developed or agricultural lands.

• GM02: Construction Site Trash Maintenance. All project-related trash items, such as wrappers, cans,

bottles, and food scraps, will be collected in closed containers that are removed from the rehabilitation

site each day and disposed at an appropriate off-site location, to minimize attracting wildlife to work

areas.

• GM03: Yolo HCP/NCCP avoidance and minimization measures (AMM)3, Confine and Delineate Work

Area. Where natural communities and covered species habitat are present, workers will confine land

clearing to the minimum area necessary to facilitate construction activities. Workers will restrict

movement of heavy equipment to and from the project site to established roadways to minimize natural

community and covered species habitat disturbance. The project proponent will clearly identify

boundaries of work areas using temporary fencing or equivalent and will identify areas designated as

environmentally sensitive. All construction vehicles, other equipment, and personnel will avoid these

designated areas.

• GM04: Yolo HCP/NCCP AMM4, Cover Trenches and Holes during Construction and Maintenance. To

prevent injury and mortality of special-status species, including: giant garter snake, northwestern pond

turtle, and California tiger salamander, workers will cover open trenches and holes associated with

implementation of covered activities that affect habitat for these species or design the trenches and holes

with escape ramps that can be used during non-working hours. The construction contractor will inspect

open trenches and holes prior to filling and contact a qualified biologist to remove or release any trapped

wildlife found in the trenches or holes.

• GM05: Equipment Inspection. Inspections will be conducted under all vehicles and heavy equipment for

the presence of wildlife before the start of each workday, when equipment is staged overnight. In

addition, a search for wildlife will be conducted in all pipes, culverts, and similar structures that have

been stored on site for one or more nights, before they are buried, capped, or moved.

• GM06: Yolo HCP/NCCP AMM6, Conduct Worker Training. All construction personnel will participate

in a worker environmental training program approved/authorized by the Conservancy and administered

by a qualified biologist. The training will provide education regarding sensitive natural communities and

covered species and their habitats, the need to avoid adverse effects, state and federal protection, and the
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Resource Topic Area 

SEIR Impact Number – Impact 
Description 

Applicable Mitigation Measures and Implementation Programs to serve as Conditions of Approval 

(Numbering corresponds to the Numbering used in the Draft SEIR)  

legal implications of violating the FESA and NCCPA Permits. A pre-recorded video presentation by a 

qualified biologist shown to construction personnel may fulfill the training requirement. 

• GM07: Clearing and Grubbing Best Management. Clearing of vegetation will be kept to the minimum

necessary, especially the clearing around native oaks.

• GM08: Yolo HCP/NCCP AMM8, Avoid and Minimize Effects of Construction Staging Areas and

Temporary Work Areas. Project proponents should locate construction staging and other temporary work

areas in areas that will ultimately be a part of the permanent project development footprint. If construction

staging and other temporary work areas must be located outside of permanent project footprints, they will

be located either in areas that do not support habitat for covered species or are easily restored to prior or

improved ecological functions (e.g., grassland and agricultural land). Construction staging and other

temporary work areas located outside of project footprints will be sited in areas that avoid adverse effects

on the following.

• Serpentine, valley oak woodland, alkali prairie, vernal pool complex, valley foothill riparian, and fresh

emergent wetland land cover types.

• Occupied western burrowing owl burrows. Occupied for the purpose of AMM 8 means at least one

burrowing owl has been observed occupying the burrow within the last three years. Occupancy of a

burrow may also be indicated by owl sign at the burrow entrance, including molted feathers, cast pellets,

prey remains, eggshell fragments, or excrement at or near a burrow entrance or perch site.

• Nest sites for covered bird species and all raptors, including noncovered raptors, during the breeding

season.

Project proponents will follow specific AMMs for sensitive natural communities and covered species in 

temporary staging and work areas (see below and Impact 4.4-2). For establishment of temporary work areas 

outside of the project footprint, project proponents will conduct surveys to determine if any of the biological 

resources listed above are present. Within one year following removal of land cover, project proponents will 

restore temporary work and staging areas to a condition equal to or greater than the covered species habitat 

function of the affected habitat. Restoration of vegetation in temporary work and staging areas will use 

clean, native seed mixes approved by the Conservancy that are free of noxious plant species seed. 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1d: Yolo HCP/NCCP AMM9, Establish Buffers around Sensitive Natural 

Communities1 

The buffers for each sensitive natural community are as follows:  

• Alkali prairie and vernal pools: The area necessary to provide the hydrologic conditions needed to support

the wetlands within these natural communities (250 feet). Covered activities will avoid vernal pools or

alkali seasonal wetlands by 250 feet [Alkali seasonal wetlands are seasonal wetlands within the alkali

prairie natural community], or other distance based on site specific topography to avoid indirect

hydrologic effects. A buffer of less than 250 feet around vernal pools or alkali seasonal wetlands will be

subject to wildlife agency concurrence that effects will be avoided. Considerations that may warrant a

buffer of less than 250 feet may include topography (i.e., if the surrounding microwatershed extends less

than 250 feet from the pool or wetland), intervening hydrologic barriers such as roads or canals, or other

Page 193



AECOM General Plan Amendment 
Final SEIR B1-5 Attachment B 

Resource Topic Area 

SEIR Impact Number – Impact 
Description 

Applicable Mitigation Measures and Implementation Programs to serve as Conditions of Approval 

(Numbering corresponds to the Numbering used in the Draft SEIR)  

factors indicating that the proposed disturbance area does not contribute to the pool’s hydrology. Other 

considerations may include temporary disturbance during the dry season where measures are 

implemented to avoid disturbance of the underlying claypan or hardpan, and the area is returned to 

preproject conditions prior to the following rainy season. 

• Valley foothill riparian: One hundred feet from canopy drip-line. If avoidance is infeasible, a lesser buffer

or encroachment into the sensitive natural community may be allowed if approved by the Conservancy

and the wildlife agencies, based on the criteria listed in AMM1. Transportation or utility crossings may

encroach into this sensitive natural community provided effects are minimized and all other applicable

AMMs are followed.

• Lacustrine and riverine: Outside urban planning units, 100 feet from the top of banks [Defined as the area

within which water is contained in a channel.]. Within urban planning units, 25 feet from the top of the

banks.

• Fresh emergent wetland: Fifty feet from the edge of the natural community.

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1e: Yolo HCP/NCCP AMM10, Avoid and Minimize Effects on Wetlands and 

Waters1 

Project proponents will comply with stormwater management plans that regulate development as part of 

compliance with regulations under National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit 

requirements. Covered activities that result in any fill of waters or wetlands will also comply with 

requirements under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, State Water Resources Control Board (State 

Board), Fish and Game Code Section 1602, and Regional Board regulations. Other than requirements for 

buffers, minimizing project footprint, and species-specific measures for wetland-dependent covered species, 

this HCP/NCCP does not include specific best management practices for protecting wetlands and waters 

because they may conflict with measures required by the USACE, State Board, Regional Board, and 

CDFW.  

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1f: Yolo HCP/NCCP AMM11, Minimize Take and Adverse Effects on 

Palmate-Bracted Bird’s Beak1. Palmate-bracted bird’s-beak is covered by the Yolo HCP/NCCP only for 

the removal of suitable habitat and not for the removal of palmate-bracted bird’s beak plants. This AMM 

ensures compliance with this provision. To determine if palmate-bracted bird’s-beak is present and could be 

affected, the project proponent will conduct a planning-level survey for this species for any covered 

activities to be conducted within 250 feet of suitable habitat (as defined in Appendix A, Covered Species 

Accounts). The survey will be conducted during the period from May 31 to September 30 and will be 

consistent with Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations 

and Natural Communities (California Department of Fish and Game 2009).  

The project proponent will avoid occupied habitat where palmate-bracted bird’s beak has been located 

within any of the last 15 years (seed viability could be as little as three years and as much as six years, as 

described in Appendix A, Section A.1.2, Species Description and Life History). The project proponent also 

will avoid any new occurrences of this species identified during planning-level surveys. Avoidance will 

require a 250-foot setback from the occupied habitat, or greater distance depending on site-specific 
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Resource Topic Area 

SEIR Impact Number – Impact 
Description 

Applicable Mitigation Measures and Implementation Programs to serve as Conditions of Approval 

(Numbering corresponds to the Numbering used in the Draft SEIR)  

topography to avoid hydrologic effects. A shorter buffer distance may apply if is determined to avoid effects 

and is approved by the Conservancy, USFWS, and CDFW. Mortality of palmate-bracted bird’s beak 

individuals will be avoided, except as needed through management activities that provide an overall benefit 

to the species.  

Biological Resources Impact 4.4-2: Loss and 

Degradation of Habitat for Special-

status Wildlife Species and 

Potential Direct Take of 

Individuals 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2a – Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4.1a, Implementation Program 

Biological Resources 1 

Mitigation Measure 4.4.2d – Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1c, General Avoidance and 

Minimization Measures 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2e – Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1d: Yolo HCP/NCCP AMM9, 

Establish Buffers around Sensitive Natural Communities1 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2f – Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1e: Yolo HCP/NCCP AMM10, Avoid 

and Minimize Effects on Wetlands and Waters1 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2g, Yolo HCP/NCCP AMM12, Minimize Take and Adverse Effects on 

Habitat of Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle1. The project proponent will retain a qualified biologist 

who is familiar with valley elderberry longhorn beetle and evidence of its presence (i.e., exit holes in 

elderberry shrubs) to map all elderberry shrubs in and within 100 feet of the project footprint with stems that 

are greater than one inch in diameter at ground level. To avoid take of valley elderberry longhorn beetle 

fully, the project proponent will maintain a buffer of at least 100 feet from any elderberry shrubs with stems 

greater than one inch in diameter at ground level. AMM1, Establish Buffers, above, describes circumstances 

in which a lesser buffer may be applied. For elderberry shrubs that cannot be avoided with a designated 

buffer distance as described above, the qualified biologist will quantify the number of stems one inch or 

greater in diameter to be affected, and the presence or absence of exit holes. The Conservancy will use this 

information to determine the number of plants or cuttings to plant on a riparian restoration site to help offset 

the loss, consistent with Section 6.4.2.4.1, Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle. Additionally, prior to 

construction, the project proponent will transplant elderberry shrubs identified within the project footprint 

that cannot be avoided.  

Transplantation will only occur if a shrub cannot be avoided and, if indirectly affected, the indirect effects 

would otherwise result in the death of stems or the entire shrub. If the project proponent chooses, in 

coordination with a qualified biologist, not to transplant the shrub because the activity would not likely 

result in death of stems of the shrub, then the qualified biologist will monitor the shrub annually for a five-

year monitoring period. The monitoring period may be reduced with concurrence from the wildlife agencies 

if the latest research and best available information at the time indicates that a shorter monitoring period is 

warranted. If death of stems at least one inch in diameter occurs within the monitoring period, and the 

qualified biologist determines that the shrub is sufficiently healthy to transplant, the project proponent will 

transplant the shrub as described in the following paragraph, in coordination with the qualified biologist. If 

the shrub dies during the monitoring period, or the qualified biologist determines that the shrub is no longer 

healthy enough to survive transplanting, then the Conservancy will offset the shrub loss consistent with the 

preceding paragraph.  
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Resource Topic Area 

SEIR Impact Number – Impact 
Description 

Applicable Mitigation Measures and Implementation Programs to serve as Conditions of Approval 

(Numbering corresponds to the Numbering used in the Draft SEIR)  

The project proponent will transplant the shrubs into a location in the HCP/NCCP reserve system that has 

been approved by the Conservancy. Elderberry shrubs outside the project footprint but within the 100-foot 

buffer will not be transplanted.  

Transplanting will follow the following measures: 

1. Monitor: A qualified biologist will be on-site for the duration of the transplanting of the elderberry shrubs

to ensure the effects on elderberry shrubs are minimized.

2. Timing: The project proponent will transplant elderberry plants when the plants are dormant,

approximately November through the first two weeks of February, after they have lost their leaves.

Transplanting during the non-growing season will reduce shock to the plant and increase transplantation

success.

3. Transplantation procedure:

a. Cut the plant back three to six feet from the ground or to 50 percent of its height (whichever is taller)

by removing branches and stems above this height. Replant the trunk and stems measuring one inch or

greater in diameter. Remove leaves that remain on the plants.

b. Relocate plant to approved location in the reserve system, and replant as described in Section

6.4.2.4.1, Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle.

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2h, Perform visual presence surveys for Crotch’s bumble bee and their nests 

during the active flight season between April and September, in accordance with the Survey Considerations 

for California Endangered Species Act (CESA) Candidate Bumble Bee Species (CDFW 2023).If an 

individual is believed to be identified, the surveyor shall take photographs showing the head, body, and back 

and send photographs to either Xerces or a qualified bumble bee biologist for species verification. If bumble 

bee nests are identified, aa minimum 50- foot buffer between construction and documented nest location 

will be established until the species can be verified either by Xerces or a qualified bumble bee biologist. 

This buffer distance may need to be increased if it is determined by the qualified biologist to not be 

sufficient to avoid impacting the species.  

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2i, Yolo HCP/NCCP AMM14, Minimize Take and Adverse Effects on Habitat 

of Northwestern Pond Turtle1 

There are no specific design requirements for western pond turtle habitat, however, project proponents must 

follow design requirements for the valley foothill riparian and lacustrine and riverine natural communities 

described in AMMs 9 and 10, which require a 100-foot (minimum) permanent buffer zone from the canopy 

drip-line (the farthest edge on the ground where water will drip from the tree canopy, based on the outer 

boundary of the tree canopy). If modeled upland habitat will be impacted, a qualified biologist must be 

present and will assess the likelihood of western pond turtle nests occurring in the disturbance area (based 

on sun exposure, soil conditions, and other species habitat requirements).  

If a qualified biologist determines that there is a moderate to high likelihood of western pond turtle nests 

within the disturbance area, the qualified biologist will monitor all initial ground disturbing activity for nests 

that may be unearthed during the disturbance, and will move out of harm’s way any turtles or hatchlings 

found.  
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SEIR Impact Number – Impact 
Description 

Applicable Mitigation Measures and Implementation Programs to serve as Conditions of Approval 
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Mitigation Measure 4.4-2j, Yolo HCP/NCCP AMM15, Minimize Take and Adverse Effects on 

Habitat of Giant Garter Snake1 

The project proponent will avoid effects on areas where planning-level surveys indicate the presence of 

suitable habitat for giant garter snake. To avoid effects on giant garter snake aquatic habitat, the project 

proponent will conduct no in-water/in-channel activity and maintain a permanent 200-foot non-disturbance 

buffer from the outer edge of potentially occupied aquatic habitat. If the project proponent cannot avoid 

effects of construction activities, the project proponent will implement the measures below to minimize 

effects of construction projects (measures for maintenance activities are described after the following 

bulleted list).  

• Conduct preconstruction clearance surveys using USFWS-approved methods within 24 hours prior to

construction activities within identified giant garter snake aquatic and adjacent upland habitat. If

construction activities stop for a period of two weeks or more, conduct another preconstruction clearance

survey within 24 hours prior to resuming construction activity.

• Restrict all construction activity involving disturbance of giant garter snake habitat to the snake’s active

season, May 1 through October 1. During this period, the potential for direct mortality is reduced because

snakes are expected to move and avoid danger.

• In areas where construction is to take place, encourage giant garter snakes to leave the site on their own

by dewatering all irrigation ditches, canals, or other aquatic habitat (i.e., removing giant garter snake

aquatic habitat) between April 15 and September 30. Dewatered habitat must remain dry, with no water

puddles remaining, for at least 15 consecutive days prior to excavating or filling of the habitat. If a site

cannot be completely dewatered, netting and salvage of giant garter snake prey items may be necessary to

discourage use by snakes.

• Provide environmental awareness training for construction personnel, as approved by the Conservancy.

Training may consist of showing a video prepared by a qualified biologist, or an in-person presentation by

a qualified biologist. In addition to the video or in-person presentation, training may be supplemented

with the distribution of approved brochures and other materials that describe resources protected under

the Yolo HCP/NCCP and methods for avoiding effects.

• A qualified biologist will prepare a giant garter snake relocation plan which must be approved by the

Conservancy prior to work in giant garter snake habitat. The qualified biologist will base the relocation

plan on criteria provided by CDFW or USFWS, through the Conservancy.

• If a live giant garter snake is encountered during construction activities, immediately notify the project’s

biological monitor and USFWS and CDFW. The monitor will stop construction in the vicinity of the

snake, monitor the snake, and allow the snake to leave on its own. The monitor will remain in the area for

the remainder of the work day to ensure the snake is not harmed or, if it leaves the site, does not return. If

the giant garter snake does not leave on its own, the qualified biologist will relocate the snake consistent

with the relocation plan described above.

• Employ the following management practices to minimize disturbances to habitat:
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• Install temporary fencing to identify and protect adjacent marshes, wetlands, and ditches from

encroachment from construction equipment and personnel.

• Maintain water quality and limit construction runoff into wetland areas through the use of hay bales,

filter fences, vegetative buffer strips, or other accepted practices. No plastic, monofilament, jute, or

similar erosion-control matting that could entangle snakes or other wildlife will be permitted.

Ongoing maintenance covered activities by local water and flood control agencies typically involve 

removal of vegetation, debris, and sediment from water conveyance canals as well as resloping, rocking, 

and stabilizing the canals that serve agricultural water users. Maintenance of these conveyance facilities 

can typically occur only from mid-January through April when conveyance canals and ditches are not in 

service by the agency, although some drainages are used for storm conveyance during the winter and are 

wet all year. This timing s during the giant garter snake’s inactive period. This is when snakes may be 

using underground burrows and are most vulnerable to take because they are unable to move out of 

harm’s way. Maintenance activities, therefore, will be limited to the giant garter snake’s active season 

(May 1 to October 1) when possible. All personnel involved in maintenance activities within giant garter 

snake habitat will first participate in environmental awareness training for giant garter snake, as described 

above for construction-related activities. To minimize the take of giant garter snake, the local water or 

flood control agency will limit maintenance of conveyance structures located within modeled giant garter 

snake habitat (Appendix A, Covered Species Accounts) to clearing one side along at least 80 percent of 

the linear distance of canals and ditches during each maintenance year (e.g., the left bank of a canal is 

maintained in the first year and the right bank in the second year). To avoid collapses when resloping 

canal and ditch banks composed of heavy clay soils, clearing will be limited to one side of the channel 

during each maintenance year.  

For channel maintenance activities conducted within modeled habitat for giant garter snake, the project 

proponent will place removed material in existing dredged sites along channels where prior maintenance 

dredge disposal has occurred. For portions of channels that do not have previously used spoil disposal 

sites and where surveys have been conducted to confirm that giant garter snakes are not present, removed 

materials may be placed along channels in areas that are not occupied by giant garter snake and where 

materials will not re-enter the canal because of stormwater runoff.  

Modifications to this AMM may be made with the approval of the Conservancy, USFWS, and CDFW.  

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2k, Yolo HCP/NCCP AMM16, Minimize Take and Adverse Effects on 

Habitat of Swainson’s Hawk and White-Tailed Kite 1  

The project proponent will retain a qualified biologist to conduct planning-level surveys and identify any 

nesting habitat present within 1,320 feet of the project footprint. Adjacent parcels under different land 

ownership will be surveyed only if access is granted or if the parcels are visible from authorized areas.  

If a construction project cannot avoid potential nest trees (as determined by the qualified biologist) by 1,320 

feet, the project proponent will retain a qualified biologist to conduct preconstruction surveys for active 

nests consistent, with guidelines provided by the Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory Committee (2000), 

between March 15 and August 30, within 15 days prior to the beginning of the construction activity. The 

results of the survey will be submitted to the Conservancy and CDFW. If active nests are found during 
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preconstruction surveys, a 1,320-foot initial temporary nest disturbance buffer shall be established. If project 

related activities within the temporary nest disturbance buffer are determined to be necessary during the 

nesting season, then the qualified biologist will monitor the nest and will, along with the project proponent, 

consult with CDFW to determine the best course of action necessary to avoid nest abandonment or take of 

individuals. Work may be allowed only to proceed within the temporary nest disturbance buffer if 

Swainson’s hawk or white-tailed kite are not exhibiting agitated behavior, such as defensive flights at 

intruders, getting up from a brooding position, or flying off the nest, and only with the agreement of CDFW 

and USFWS. The designated on-site biologist/monitor shall be on-site daily while construction-related 

activities are taking place within the 1,320-foot buffer and shall have the authority to stop work if raptors 

are exhibiting agitated behavior. Up to 20 Swainson’s hawk nest trees (documented nesting within the last 5 

years) may be removed during the permit term, but they must be removed when not occupied by Swainson’s 

hawks.  

For covered activities that involve pruning or removal of a potential Swainson’s hawk or white-tailed kite 

nest tree, the project proponent will conduct preconstruction surveys that are consistent with the guidelines 

provided by the Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory Committee (2000). If active nests are found during 

preconstruction surveys, no tree pruning or removal of the nest tree will occur during the period between 

March 1 and August 30 within 1,320 feet of an active nest, unless a qualified biologist determines that the 

young have fledged and the nest is no longer active.  

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2l, Yolo HCP/NCCP AMM19, Minimize Take and Adverse Effects on least 

Bell’s vireo 1  

The project proponent will retain a qualified biologist to conduct planning-level surveys and determine if 

habitat for least Bell’s vireo (as defined in Appendix A, Covered Species Accounts) is present within 500 

feet of covered activities. If habitat is present, the project proponent will redesign the project to avoid or 

minimize activities within 500 feet of least Bell’s vireo habitat. If the activity will encroach within 500 feet 

of habitat and there are no breeding season records for the species within one-quarter mile of the covered 

activity within the previous three years, the qualified biologist will conduct planning-level surveys for active 

territories, consistent with USFWS (2001) guidelines, during the breeding season (April 1 to July 15). 

Operations and maintenance activities that do not occur during the breeding season and do not affect least 

Bell’s vireo habitat are not required to conduct surveys or record searches, and no further avoidance or 

minimization is necessary for such activities.  

• If an occupied territory is discovered during planning-level surveys, or there is a record of the species

occurring within one-quarter mile of the covered activity within the previous three years, the project

proponent will design the project to avoid activities within 500 feet of suitable habitat, unless the

Conservancy, USFWS, and CDFW approve a shorter distance.

• If an activity occurs within 500 feet of suitable habitat during the breeding season, regardless of whether

or not the species was detected during planning-level surveys or there are records for the species in the

area, a qualified biologist will conduct preconstruction surveys, consistent with USFWS (2001)

guidelines, during the same season when the activity will occur. If active territories are found, the project
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proponent will avoid activity within 500 feet of the habitat from April 1 to July 15. This buffer may be 

reduced with approval from the Conservancy, USFWS, and CDFW.  

• The project proponent will avoid disturbance of previous least Bell’s vireo territories (up to three years

since known nest activity) during the breeding season, unless the disturbance is to maintain public safety.

Least Bell’s vireo uses previous territories; disturbance during the breeding season may preclude birds

from using existing unoccupied territories.

• The required buffer may be reduced in areas where barriers or topographic relief features are adequate for

protecting the nest from excessive noise or other disturbance. Conservancy staff members will coordinate

with the wildlife agencies and evaluate exceptions to the minimum nondisturbance buffer distance on a

case-by-case basis. Adjacent parcels under different land ownership will be surveyed only if access is

granted or if the parcels are visible from authorized areas.

• If occupied territories are identified, a qualified biologist will monitor construction activities in the

vicinity of all active territories to ensure that covered activities do not affect nest success.

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2m, Yolo HCP/NCCP AMM21, Minimize Take and Adverse Effects on 

Habitat of Tricolored Blackbird1  

The project proponent will retain a qualified biologist to identify and quantify (in acres) tricolored blackbird 

nesting and foraging habitat (as defined in Appendix A, Covered Species Accounts) within 1,300 feet of the 

footprint of the covered activity. If a 1,300-foot buffer from nesting habitat cannot be maintained, the 

qualified biologist will check records maintained by the Conservancy (which will include CNDDB data, and 

data from the tricolored blackbird portal) to determine if tricolored blackbird nesting colonies have been 

active in or within 1,300 feet of the project footprint during the previous five years. If there are no records of 

nesting tricolored blackbirds on the site, the qualified biologist will conduct visual surveys to determine if 

an active colony is present, during the period from March 1 to July 30, consistent with protocol described by 

Kelsey (2008).  

Operations and maintenance activities or other temporary activities that do not remove nesting habitat and 

occur outside the nesting season (March 1 to July 30) do not need to conduct planning or construction 

surveys or implement any additional avoidance measures.  

If an active tricolored blackbird colony is present or has been present within the last five years within the 

planning-level survey area, the project proponent will design the project to avoid adverse effects within 

1,300 feet of the colony site(s), unless a shorter distance is approved by the Conservancy, USFWS, and 

CDFW. If a shorter distance is approved, the project proponent will still maintain a 1,300-foot buffer around 

active nesting colonies during the nesting season but may apply the approved lesser distance outside the 

nesting season. Adjacent parcels under different land ownership will be surveyed only if access is granted or 

if the parcels are visible from authorized areas.  

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2n, Yolo HCP/NCCP AMM18, Minimize Take and Adverse Effects on 

Western Burrowing Owl1 

The project proponent will retain a qualified biologist to conduct planning-level surveys and identify 

western burrowing owl habitat (as defined in Appendix A, Covered Species Accounts) within or adjacent to 
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(i.e., within 500 feet of) a covered activity. If habitat for this species is present, additional surveys for the 

species by a qualified biologist are required, consistent with CDFW guidelines (Appendix L). 

If burrowing owls are identified during the planning-level survey, the project proponent will minimize 

activities that will affect occupied habitat as follows. Occupied habitat is considered fully avoided if the 

project footprint does not impinge on a nondisturbance buffer around the suitable burrow. For occupied 

burrowing owl nest burrows, this nondisturbance buffer could range from 150 to 1,500 feet (Table 4-2, 

Recommended Restricted Activity Dates and Setback Distances by Level of Disturbance for Burrowing 

Owls), depending on the time of year and the level of disturbance, based on current guidelines (California 

Department of Fish and Game 2012). The Yolo HCP/NCCP generally defines low, medium, and high levels 

of disturbances of burrowing owls as follows. 

• Low: Typically 71-80 dB, generally characterized by the presence of passenger vehicles, small gas-

powered engines (e.g., lawn mowers, small chain saws, portable generators), and high-tension power

lines. Includes electric hand tools (except circular saws, impact wrenches and similar). Management and

enhancement activities would typically fall under this category. Human activity in the immediate vicinity

of burrowing owls would also constitute a low level of disturbance, regardless of the noise levels.

• Moderate: Typically 81-90 dB, and would include medium- and large-sized construction equipment, such

as backhoes, front end loaders, large pumps and generators, road graders, dozers, dump trucks, drill rigs,

and other moderate to large diesel engines. Also includes power saws, large chainsaws, pneumatic drills

and impact wrenches, and large gasoline-powered tools. Construction activities would normally fall under

this category.

• High: Typically 91-100 dB, and is generally characterized by impacting devices, jackhammers,

compression (“jake”) brakes on large trucks, and trains. This category includes both vibratory and impact

pile drivers (smaller steel or wood piles) such as used to install piles and guard rails, and large pneumatic

tools such as chipping machines. It may also include large diesel and gasoline engines, especially if in

concert with other impacting devices. Felling of large trees (defined as dominant or subdominant trees in

mature forests), truck horns, yarding tower whistles, and muffled or underground explosives are also

included. Very few covered activities are expected to fall under this category, but some construction

activities may result in this level of disturbance.

The project proponent may qualify for a reduced buffer size, based on existing vegetation, human 

development, and land use, if agreed upon by CDFW and USFWS (California Department of Fish and Game 

2012). 

Table 4-2a Recommended Restricted Activity Dates and Setback Distances by Level of Disturbance for 
Burrowing Owls 

Time of Year 

Level of Disturbance (feet) from Occupied Burrows 

Low Medium High 

April 1–August 15 600 1,500 1,500 

August 16–October 15 600 600 1,500 

October 16–March 31 150 300 1,500 
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Notes: Table number corresponds to the numbering provided in the HCP/NCCP. 
Source: Yolo Habitat Conservancy 2018 
a Occupancy of burrowing owl habitat during preconstruction surveys is confirmed at a site when at least one burrowing 
owl or sign (fresh whitewash, fresh pellets, feathers, or nest ornamentation 

If the project does not fully avoid direct and indirect effects on nesting sites (i.e., if the project cannot adhere 

to the buffers described above), the project proponent will retain a qualified biologist to conduct 

preconstruction surveys and document the presence or absence of western burrowing owls that could be 

affected by the covered activity. Prior to any ground disturbance related to covered activities, the qualified 

biologist will conduct the preconstruction surveys within three days prior to ground disturbance in areas 

identified in the planning-level surveys as having suitable burrowing owl burrows, consistent with CDFW 

preconstruction survey guidelines (Appendix L, Take Avoidance Surveys). The qualified biologist will 

conduct the preconstruction surveys three days prior to ground disturbance. Time lapses between ground 

disturbing activities will trigger subsequent surveys prior to ground disturbance. 

If the biologist finds the site to be occupied is observed at or near a burrow entrance.) by western burrowing 

owls during the breeding season (February 1 to August 31), the project proponent will avoid all nest sites, 

based on the buffer distances described above, during the remainder of the breeding season or while the nest 

is occupied by adults or young (occupation includes individuals or family groups that forage on or near the 

site following fledging). Construction may occur inside of the disturbance buffer during the breeding season 

if the nest is not disturbed and the project proponent develops an AMM plan that is approved by the 

Conservancy, CDFW, and USFWS prior to project construction, based on the following criteria: 

• The Conservancy, CDFW, and USFWS approves the AMM plan provided by the project proponent.

• A qualified biologist monitors the owls for at least three days prior to construction to determine baseline

nesting and foraging behavior (i.e., behavior without construction).

• The same qualified biologist monitors the owls during construction and finds no change in owl nesting and

foraging behavior in response to construction activities.

• If the qualified biologist identifies a change in owl nesting and foraging behavior as a result of

construction activities, the qualified biologist will have the authority to stop all construction related

activities within the non-disturbance buffers described above. The qualified biologist will report this

information to the Conservancy, CDFW, and USFWS within 24 hours, and the Conservancy will require

that these activities immediately cease within the non-disturbance buffer. Construction cannot resume

within the buffer until the adults and juveniles from the occupied burrows have moved out of the project

site, and the Conservancy, CDFW, and USFWS agree.

• If monitoring indicates that the nest is abandoned prior to the end of nesting season and the burrow is no

longer in use by owls, the project proponent may remove the nondisturbance buffer, only with

concurrence from CDFW and USFWS. If the burrow cannot be avoided by construction activity, the

biologist will excavate and collapse the burrow in accordance with CDFW’s 2012 guidelines to prevent

reoccupation after receiving approval from the wildlife agencies.

If evidence of western burrowing owl is detected outside the breeding season (September 1 to January 31), 

the project proponent will establish a non-disturbance buffer around occupied burrows, consistent with 

Page 202



AECOM General Plan Amendment 
Final SEIR B1-14 Attachment B 

Resource Topic Area 

SEIR Impact Number – Impact 
Description 

Applicable Mitigation Measures and Implementation Programs to serve as Conditions of Approval 

(Numbering corresponds to the Numbering used in the Draft SEIR)  

Table 4-2, as determined by a qualified biologist. Construction activities within the disturbance buffer are 

allowed if the following criteria are met to prevent owls from abandoning important overwintering sites: 

• A qualified biologist monitors the owls for at least three days prior to construction to determine baseline

foraging behavior (i.e., behavior without construction).

• The same qualified biologist monitors the owls during construction and finds no change in owl foraging

behavior in response to construction activities.

• If there is any change in owl roosting and foraging behavior as a result of construction activities, these

activities will cease within the buffer.

• If the owls are gone for at least one week, the project proponent may request approval from the

Conservancy, CDFW, and USFWS for a qualified biologist to excavate and collapse usable burrows to

prevent owls from reoccupying the site if the burrow cannot be avoided by construction activities. The

qualified biologist will install one-way doors for a 48-hour period prior to collapsing any potentially

occupied burrows. After all usable burrows are excavated, the buffer will be removed and construction

may continue.

Monitoring must continue as described above for the nonbreeding season as long as the burrow remains 

active. 

A qualified biologist will monitor the site, consistent with the requirements described above, to ensure that 

buffers are enforced and owls are not disturbed. Passive relocation (i.e., exclusion) of owls has been used in 

the past in the Plan Area to remove and exclude owls from active burrows during the nonbreeding season 

(Trulio 1995). Exclusion and burrow closure will not be conducted during the breeding season for any 

occupied burrow. If the Conservancy determines that passive relocation is necessary, the project proponent 

will develop a burrowing owl exclusion plan in consultation with CDFW biologists. The methods will be 

designed as described in the species monitoring guidelines (California Department of Fish and Game 2012) 

and consistent with the most up-to-date checklist of passive relocation techniquesi. This may include the 

installation of one-way doors in burrow entrances by a qualified biologist during the nonbreeding season. 

These doors will be in place for 48 hours and monitored twice daily to ensure that the owls have left the 

burrow, after which time the biologist will collapse the burrow to prevent reoccupation. Burrows will be 

excavated using hand tools. During excavation, an escape route will be maintained at all times. This may 

include inserting an artificial structure, such as piping, into the burrow to prevent collapsing until the entire 

burrow can be excavated and it can be determined that no owls are trapped inside the burrow. The 

Conservancy may allow other methods of passive or active relocation, based on best available science, if 

approved by the wildlife agencies. Artificial burrows will be constructed prior to exclusion and will be 

created less than 300 feet from the existing burrows on lands that are protected as part of the reserve system 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2o, Bat Protection and Roost Avoidance 

A qualified biologist will conduct a pre-construction bat habitat assessment of all trees and structures within 

100 feet of proposed construction areas. The assessment will identify potential roosting features. If suitable 

i The Conservancy will maintain a checklist of passive relocation techniques. CDFW will approve the initial list, and the Conservancy will update as needed in coordination with CDFW. 
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root habitat is present, the biologist shall conduct evening and/or dawn acoustic emergency surveys within 

14 days before the start of construction to determine occupancy. If active day or maternity roosts are 

identified a no-disturbance buffer of at least 100 feet will be established around the roost until it is no longer 

in use.  

Biological Resources Impact 4.4-3: Loss and 

Degradation of Riparian Habitat or 

Other Sensitive Natural 

Communities 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-3d – Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1c, General Avoidance and 

Minimization Measures1  

Mitigation Measure 4.4-3e – Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1d: Yolo HCP/NCCP AMM9, 

Establish Buffers around Sensitive Natural Communities: The buffers for each sensitive natural 

community are as follows1  

• Alkali prairie and vernal pools: The area necessary to provide the hydrologic conditions needed to support

the wetlands within these natural communities (250 feet). Covered activities will avoid vernal pools or

alkali seasonal wetlands by 250 feet [Alkali seasonal wetlands are seasonal wetlands within the alkali

prairie natural community], or other distance based on site specific topography to avoid indirect

hydrologic effects. A buffer of less than 250 feet around vernal pools or alkali seasonal wetlands will be

subject to wildlife agency concurrence that effects will be avoided. Considerations that may warrant a

buffer of less than 250 feet may include topography (i.e., if the surrounding microwatershed extends less

than 250 feet from the pool or wetland), intervening hydrologic barriers such as roads or canals, or other

factors indicating that the proposed disturbance area does not contribute to the pool’s hydrology. Other

considerations may include temporary disturbance during the dry season where measures are

implemented to avoid disturbance of the underlying claypan or hardpan, and the area is returned to pre-

project conditions prior to the following rainy season.

• Valley foothill riparian: One hundred feet from canopy drip-line. If avoidance is infeasible, a lesser buffer

or encroachment into the sensitive natural community may be allowed if approved by the Conservancy

and the wildlife agencies, based on the criteria listed in AMM1. Transportation or utility crossings may

encroach into this sensitive natural community provided effects are minimized and all other applicable

AMMs are followed.

• Lacustrine and riverine: Outside urban planning units, 100 feet from the top of banks [Defined as the area

within which water is contained in a channel.]. Within urban planning units, 25 feet from the top of the

banks.

• Fresh emergent wetland: Fifty feet from the edge of the natural community.

Mitigation Measure 4.4-3f – Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1e: Yolo HCP/NCCP AMM10, Avoid 

and Minimize Effects on Wetlands and Waters1

Project proponents will comply with stormwater management plans that regulate development as part of 

compliance with regulations under National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit 

requirements. Covered activities that result in any fill of waters or wetlands will also comply with 

requirements under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, State Water Resources Control Board (State 

Board), Fish and Game Code Section 1602, and Regional Board regulations. Other than requirements for 

buffers, minimizing project footprint, and species-specific measures for wetland-dependent covered species, 
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this HCP/NCCP does not include specific best management practices for protecting wetlands and waters 

because they may conflict with measures required by the USACE, State Board, Regional Board, and 

CDFW. 

Biological Resources Impact 4.4-4: Loss and 

Degradation of Federally Protected 

Wetlands 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-4a – Implement Implementation Program Biological Resources 3  

If the project would result in ground disturbance on sites containing waterways or other aquatic habitats, the 

City will require project proponent/s to complete a delineation of waters of the United States according to 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ methods, and to submit the completed delineation to the U.S. Army Corps 

of Engineers for jurisdictional determination. If the project would result in fill of wetlands or other waters of 

the United States, the City will require project proponent/s to obtain a Section 404 Clean Water Act permit 

from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and water quality certification from the Regional Water Quality 

Control Board pursuant to Section 401 of the Clean Water Act. If the project involves work in areas 

containing waters disclaimed by the USACE, project applicants shall obtain a Waste Discharge 

Requirement permit from the Regional Water Quality Control Board pursuant to the Porter Cologne Act. 

Project applicants shall be required to obtain all needed permits prior to project implementation, to abide by 

the conditions of the permits, including all mitigation requirements, and to implement all requirements of 

the permits in the timeframes required therein. 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-4b – Coordinate with Regulatory Agencies  

If a qualified biologist identifies waterways or other aquatic habitats within a utility extension alignment 

that would be disturbed, applicants will coordinate with the Central Valley RWQCB and USACE. The 

required coordination with these regulatory agencies will confirm the identified waterway(s) or other 

aquatic habitat(s) require a delineation and confirm implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-4a. 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-4c – Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1c, General Avoidance and 

Minimization Measures 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-4d – Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1d: Yolo HCP/NCCP AMM9, 

Establish Buffers around Sensitive Natural Communities 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-4e – Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1e: Yolo HCP/NCCP AMM10, Avoid 

and Minimize Effects on Wetlands and Waters 

Biological Resources Impact 4.4-7: Conflict with an 

Adopted Habitat Conservation Plan 

Natural Community Conservation 

Plan 

Mitigation Measures 4.4-7a – Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-1a 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-7b – Implement of Mitigation Measure 4.4-1b: Implement Policy 7.B.5., 

Policy 7.B.7, and Policy 7.B.11  

• Policy 7.B.5 Open Space for Conservation. Where appropriate, permanently protect as open space areas

of natural resource value, including sensitive habitat types (e.g., alkali sink and prairie, freshwater

wetlands, freshwater marsh, riparian forest, drainages), wetland preserves, riparian corridors, woodlands,

special-status plant occurrences, and floodplains. Support the maintenance of open space and natural

areas that are interconnected and of sufficient size to protect biodiversity, accommodate wildlife

movement, and sustain ecosystems. Maintain connectivity between open space areas designated for
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habitat conservation values within the Planning Area as well as linkages to adjacent habitats outside of the 

Planning Area, such as Willow Slough, Cache Creek, and habitat preserves to the east. 

• Policy 7.B.7 Woodland Regional Park. Protect and maintain Woodland Regional Park as an important

wildlife preserve and habitat for rare native special-status plants and allow for public access that is

compatible with and promotes public education of the site’s habitat value.

• Policy 7.B.11 Sensitive Site Planning. Site new development to maximize the protection of native tree

species and sensitive special-status plant and wildlife habitats.

Mitigation Measure 4.4-7c – Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-2a 

Cultural and Tribal 

Cultural Resources 

Impact 4.6-1: Cause a Substantial 

Adverse Change in the 

Significance of Archaeological or 

Historical Resources as defined in 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 

Mitigation Measure 4.6-1b: Implementation Program Cultural 1 

Projects that could have significant adverse impacts to potentially significant archaeological resources shall 

be required to assess impacts and provide feasible mitigation. The following steps, or those deemed equally 

effective by the City, will be followed: 

a. Request information from the California Native American Heritage Commission to obtain a review of

the Sacred Lands File and a list of local Native American groups and individuals that may have specific

knowledge of cultural resources in the area that could be affected by project implementation. Each

Native American group and individual identified by the Native American Heritage Commission will be

contacted to obtain any available information on cultural resources in the project area. Additional

consultation with relevant tribal representatives may be appropriate depending on the relatively level of

cultural sensitivity.

b. Request updated information from the Northwest Information Center of the California Historical

Resources Information System to determine whether the project area has been previously surveyed and

whether archaeological resources were identified. In the event the records indicate that no previous

survey has been conducted or existing survey data is greater than five years old, the applicant will retain

the services of a qualified archaeologist to assess the adequacy of the existing data (if any) and assess the

archaeological sensitivity of the project area. If the survey did not meet current professional standards or

regulatory guidelines, or relies on outdated information, a qualified archaeologist will make a

recommendation on whether a survey is warranted based on the sensitivity of the project

c. area for archaeological resources.

d. If a survey is warranted, it will include all necessary background research in addition to an

archaeological pedestrian survey. Based on findings of the survey, additional technical studies may be

required, such as geoarchaeological sensitivity analysis, or other analysis scaled according to the nature

of the individual project. A report will document the results of the survey and provide appropriate

management recommendations, and include recordation of identified archaeological resources on

appropriate California Department of Parks and Recreation site record forms and cultural resources

reports.

e. Management recommendations may include, but are not limited to additional studies to evaluate

identified sites or archaeological monitoring at locations determined by a qualified archaeologist to be

sensitive for subsurface cultural resource deposits.
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f. Once approved by the City, provide the Northwest Information Center with appropriate California

Department of Parks and Recreation site record forms and cultural resources reports for any resources

identified. Any subsequent reports completed as a result of additional technical work will likewise be

submitted to the Northwest Information Center.

g. If no archeological resources are identified that may be directly or indirectly impacted by project

activities, mitigation is complete as there would be no adverse change to documented archeological

resources. The exception would be in the event of the discovery of a previously unknown archaeological

site inadvertently exposed during project implementation. In such an event, a qualified archaeologist will

be retained to assess the discovery and provide management recommendations as necessary.

h. When a project will impact a known archaeological site, and avoidance is not a feasible option, a

qualified archaeologist shall evaluate the eligibility of the site for listing in the California Register of

Historic Resources. If the archaeological site is found to be a historical resource as per CEQA Guidelines

Section 15064.5 (a)(3), the qualified archaeologist shall recommend further mitigative treatment which

could include preservation in place or data recovery.

i. If a site to be tested is prehistoric, local tribal representatives should be afforded the opportunity to

monitor the ground-disturbing activities. Appropriate mitigation may include curation of artifacts

removed during subsurface testing.

j. If significant archaeological resources that meet the definition of historical or unique archaeological

resources are identified in the project area, the preferred mitigation of impacts is preservation in place. If

impacts cannot be avoided through project design, appropriate and feasible treatment measures are

required, which may consist of, but are not limited to actions, such as data recovery excavations. If only

part of a site will be impacted by a project, data recovery will only be necessary for that portion of the

site. Data recovery will not be required if the implementing agency determines prior testing and studies

have adequately recovered the scientifically consequential information from the resources. Studies and

reports resulting from the data recovery shall be deposited with the Northwest Information Center.

Archaeological sites known to contain human remains shall be treated in accordance with the provisions

of Section 7050.5 Health and Safety Code.

Mitigation Measure 4.6-1c: Implementation Program Cultural 2  

For projects that could adversely affect a potential historic resources: 

a. Consult the City’s Historic Resources Inventory and, as necessary, seek updated information from the

North Central Information Center or other applicable data repositories to determine whether the project

area has been surveyed, and whether historic built environment resources were identified.

b. If a survey of the property or the area in which the property is located has not been conducted , a

qualified architectural historian shall conduct a study of the project area for the presence of historic built

environment resources.

c. If a study is required, it will evaluate the significance of built environment resources greater than 50

years in age that may be directly or indirectly impacted by project activities. The study may include a
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field survey; background, archival and historic research; and consultation with local historical societies, 

museums or other interested parties; as necessary.  

d. If necessary, the qualified architectural historian’s study will recommend appropriate protection or

mitigative treatment, if any, and include recordation of identified built environment resources on

appropriate California Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) series 523 forms. Recommended

treatment for historical resources identified in the report shall be implemented.

e. If no significant historic built environment resources are identified in the study or prior survey of the

project area that may be directly or indirectly impacted by project activities, there is no adverse change

to documented historical built environment resources and no further action is required.

f. If a significant historic built environment resource could be directly or indirectly impacted by project

activities, avoidance shall be considered the primary mitigation option. If avoidance is not feasible, then

the maintenance, repair, stabilization, rehabilitation, restoration, preservation, conservation, or

reconstruction of the historical resource, conducted in a manner consistent with the Secretary of the

Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties will reduce impacts to an acceptable level. If

adherence to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards cannot avoid materially altering in an adverse

manner the physical characteristics or historic character of the surrounding environmental setting that

contribute to a resource’s historic significance, additional mitigation may be required.

g. If avoidance is not feasible and minimizing impacts through adherence to the Secretary of the Interior's

Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties is not feasible, documentation is required using, as

appropriate, Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS), Historic American Engineering Record

(HAER), and/or Historic American Landscapes Survey (HALS) guidelines.

Mitigation Measure 4.6-1d: Implementation Program Cultural 3 

a. During ground-disturbing activities necessary to implement proposed development and infrastructure

projects, if any prehistoric or historic subsurface resources are discovered, all work within 100 feet of the

resources shall be halted and a qualified archaeologistii shall be consulted within 24 hours to assess the

significance of the find, according to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, and implement, as applicable,

CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.5(d), (e), and (f).

b. If any find is determined to be a historical resource according to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5,

representatives from the City and the archaeologist will meet to determine the appropriate avoidance

measures or other appropriate mitigation. Cultural resources shall be recorded on appropriate Department

of Parks and Recreation forms, and all significant cultural materials recovered shall be, as necessary and

at the discretion of the qualified archaeologist and in consultation with the local Native American

ii The California Office of Historic preservation utilizes the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archeology and Historic Preservation as found in Code of Federal 

Regulations, 36 CFR Part 61. The minimum professional qualifications in archeology are a graduate degree in archeology, anthropology, or closely related field plus: 1. At least one year of 

full-time professional experience or equivalent specialized training in archeological research, administration or management; 2. At least four months of supervised field and analytic 

experience in general North American archeology; and 3. Demonstrated ability to carry research to completion. In addition to these minimum qualifications, a professional in prehistoric 

archeology shall have at least one year of full-time professional experience at a supervisory level in the study of archeological resources of the prehistoric period. A professional in historic 

archeology shall have at least one year of full-time professional experience at a supervisory level in the study of archeological resources of the historic period. 
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community if the discovery is prehistoric in age, subject to scientific analysis, professional curation, and 

documentation according to professional standards. If it is determined that the proposed development or 

infrastructure project could damage a historical resource or a unique archaeological resource (as defined 

pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines), mitigation shall be implemented in accordance with Section 21083.2 

of the California Public Resources Code and CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4, with a preference for 

preservation in place. Work may proceed on other parts of the project site while mitigation for historical 

resources or unique archaeological resources is being carried out. Preservation in place may be 

accomplished by planning construction to avoid the resource; incorporating the resource within open 

space; capping and covering the resource; or deeding the site into a permanent conservation easement.  

c. If avoidance is not feasible, the qualified archaeologist shall develop and oversee the execution of a

treatment plan. The treatment plan shall include, but shall not be limited to, data recovery procedures

based on location and type of archaeological resources discovered and a preparation and submittal of

report of findings to the Northwest Information Center of the California Historical Resources

Information System. Data recovery shall be designed to recover the significant information the

archaeological resource is expected to contain, based on the scientific/historical research questions that

are applicable to the resource, what data classes the resource is expected to possess, and how the

expected data classes would address the applicable resource questions. Data recovery, in general, should

be limited to the portions of the historical property that could be adversely affected by project

proponents’ actions. Destructive data recovery methods shall not be applied to portions of the

archaeological resources if nondestructive methods are practical.

Impact 4.6-2: Disturb human 

remains, including those interred 

outside of formal cemeteries 

Mitigation Measure 4.6-2: Implementation Program Cultural 4 

a. Consistent with Health and Safety Code, Section 7050 through 7052 and Health and Safety Code Section

8010 through 8030, in the event of the accidental discovery or recognition of any human remains in any

location other than a dedicated cemetery during construction, the City and contractor/s shall take the

following steps:

(1) No further excavation or disturbance of the project site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to

overlie adjacent human remains will occur until:

(A) the coroner of Yolo County has been contacted to determine that no investigation of the cause of

death is required, and

(B) if the coroner determines the remains to be Native American:

1. the coroner shall contact the Native American Heritage Commission within 24 hours;

2. the Native American Heritage Commission shall identify the person or persons it believes to

be the most likely descendant from the deceased Native American; and

3. the most likely descendant may make recommendations to the landowner or the person

responsible for the excavation work, for means of treating or disposing of, with appropriate

dignity, the human remains and any associated grave goods, as provided in Section 5097.98

of the Public Resources Code; or
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(2) Where the following conditions occur, the landowner or his or her authorized representative shall

rebury the Native American remains and associated grave goods with appropriate dignity on the

property in a location not subject to further subsurface disturbance:

(A) the Native American Heritage Commission is unable to identify a most likely descendant or the

most likely descendant fails to make a recommendation within 24 hours after being notified by

the commission;

(B) the most likely descendant identified fails to make a recommendation; or

(C) the landowner or his or her authorized representative rejects the recommendation of the most

likely descendant, and mediation by the Native American Heritage Commission fails to provide

measures acceptable to the landowner.

Geology, Soils, and 

Paleontological 

Resources 

Impact 4.7-4: Loss or Damage to 

Paleontological Resources During 

Earth-Moving Activities 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4: 2035 General Plan Implementation Program Paleontological Resources 1 

• Prior to the start of earthmoving activities that would disturb 1 acre of land or more within the Riverbank

or Modesto Formations, the project applicant shall inform all construction personnel involved with

earthmoving activities regarding the possibility of encountering fossils, the appearance and types of

fossils likely to be seen during construction, and proper notification procedures should fossils be

encountered.

• If paleontological resources are discovered during earthmoving activities, the construction crew shall

immediately cease work in the vicinity of the find and notify the City of Woodland Community

Development Department.

• The project applicant shall retain a qualified paleontologist to evaluate the resource and prepare a

recovery plan. The recovery plan may include, but is not limited to, a field survey, construction

monitoring, sampling and data recovery procedures, museum curation for any specimen recovered, and a

report of findings. Recommendations in the recovery plan that are determined by the City to be

necessary and feasible shall be implemented before construction activities can resume at the site where

the paleontological resources were discovered.

Noise Impact 4.11-1: Temporary 

Construction Noise 
Mitigation Measure 4.11-1: Implementation Program Noise 1 

a. Demolition, construction, site preparation, and related activities that would generate noise perceptible at

the property line of the subject property are limited to the hours between 7:00 A.M. and 6:00 P.M. on

Monday through Saturday and between 9:00 A.M. and 6:00 P.M. on Sunday and federal holidays. The

building inspector may issue an exception to this limitation on hours in cases of urgent necessity where

the public health and safety will not be substantially impaired.

b. Idling times for noise-generating equipment used in demolition, construction, site preparation, and related

activities shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or reducing the maximum

idling time to 5 minutes.

c. Demolition, construction, site preparation, and related activities that do not involve pile driving proposed

within 445 feet from the edge of properties with existing, occupied noise-sensitive uses shall incorporate

all feasible strategies to reduce noise exposure for noise-sensitive uses, including:
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▪ Provide written notice to all known occupied noise-sensitive uses within 400 feet of the edge of the

project site boundary at least 2 weeks prior to the start of each construction phase of the construction

schedule;

▪ Ensure that construction equipment is properly maintained and equipped with noise control

components, such as mufflers, in accordance with manufacturers’ specifications;

▪ Re-route construction equipment away from adjacent noise-sensitive uses;

▪ Locate noisy construction equipment away from surrounding noise-sensitive uses;

▪ Use sound aprons or temporary noise enclosures around noise-generating equipment;

▪ Position storage of waste materials, earth, and other supplies in a manner that will function as a noise

barrier for surrounding noise-sensitive uses;

▪ Use the quietest practical type of equipment;

▪ Use electric powered equipment instead of diesel or gasoline engine powered equipment;

▪ Use shrouding or shielding and intake and exhaust silencers/mufflers; and

▪ Other effective and feasible strategies to reduce construction noise exposure for surrounding noise-

sensitive uses.

d. For construction of buildings that require the installation of piles, an alternative to installation of piles by

hammering shall be used. This could include the use of augured holes for cast-in-place piles, installation

through vibration or hydraulic insertion, or another low-noise technique.

Table notes: 
1. This mitigation measure has requirements described in part or in full in the Yolo HCP/NCCP EIS/EIR Appendix C, Avoidance and Minimization Measures. This appendix is included in the

Public Draft SEIR as Appendix F.
AMM = Avoidance and Minimization Measures 
CDFW = California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
City = City of Woodland 
FESA = Federal Endangered Species Act 
GM = General Measures 
HCP = Habitat Conservation Plan 
ITP = Incidental Take Permit 
NCCP = Natural Community Conservation Planning 
NCCPA = Natural Community Conservation Planning Act 
USFWS = U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 

Page 211



 

AECOM  General Plan Amendment 
Executive Summary 1-2  Draft SEIR 

 

Figure 1.2-1 Proposed Project Vicinity Map 
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Figure 3.1-3 Proposed Project Bayer Utility Extension Alignments 
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Figure 3.1-2 Proposed Project Clark Pacific Utility Extension Alignments 
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TO: THE MEMBERS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
AGENDA: Planning Commission  
DATE: May 7, 2026 
ITEM #: I.3 

 SUBJECT: Annual Housing Progress Report 
  
  
Recommendation for Action: Staff recommends that the Planning Commission receive the 2025 
Housing Element Annual Progress Report update, ask questions of staff, and provide feedback 
regarding housing production trends, Housing Element implementation priorities, and future reporting 
topics. No formal Planning Commission action is required. 
 
Staff Contact: 
Erika Bumgardner, Deputy Community Development Director, (530) 661-5886, 
erika.bumgardner@cityofwoodland.gov 
  
Background: 

California Government Code section 65400 requires each city and county to prepare an Annual 
Progress Report (APR) on the status and progress of Housing Element implementation. The Housing 
Element APR reports progress toward the jurisdiction’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA), 
housing development applications and approvals, permits issued by affordability level, and 
implementation of Housing Element programs. The report covering the prior calendar year is due to 
the State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) and the Governor’s Office of 
Land Use and Climate Innovation (LCI) by April 1 each year. 

The Planning Commission’s review provides a forum to discuss housing production trends, 
implementation progress, and potential policy or process improvements that could support continued 
housing development across all income levels. This update is informational and is intended to 
support broader Planning Commission and City Council awareness of housing trends and 
implementation priorities. 

Discussion: 

The purpose of this staff report is to provide the Planning Commission with an annual housing update 
based on the City’s 2025 Housing Element Annual Progress Report submitted to HCD and LCI.  

The City’s sixth-cycle Regional Housing Needs Allocation for the 2021–2029 planning period is 3,087 
units. Through the 2025 reporting year, the City has issued permits for 979 units, leaving 2,108 units 
remaining across all income categories. The total annual permitting slowed from 398 units in 2022 to 
247 units in 2023, 145 units in 2024, and 101 units in 2025. While some of this change reflects the 
normal timing of larger projects and broader market conditions, the trend provides a useful 
opportunity for the City to review pipeline projects, funding tools, and implementation priorities. 

Housing production has slowed in part because the Spring Lake neighborhood is nearing buildout, 
with one low-density subdivision remaining and three high-density multifamily sites still available. At 
the same time, the Woodland Research and Technology Park Specific Plan area is preparing to 
initiate development. That area is entitled for more than 1,600 residential units. However, initial 

Page 226



residential construction is likely another year out from breaking ground. This transition between major 
growth areas contributes to the current production cycle and timing gap. 

Even with slower near-term permit activity, the City maintains a meaningful entitled housing pipeline. 
Eleven multifamily infill development projects, including both income-restricted and market-rate 
projects, are fully entitled and able to move forward when market conditions allow or when funding 
becomes available, including potential state and/or federal funding support. Planning staff have also 
met with numerous interested residential builders regarding other opportunity housing sites 
throughout the city to help identify a clear and efficient path for approval. 

The 2025 reporting year included 101 units toward RHNA progress, consisting of 12 very low-income 
units (Freeman Garden Court, aka Opportunity Village), 21 moderate-income units (Accessory 
Dwelling Units), and 68 above moderate-income units (primarily single family homes in Spring Lake, 
some infill). No low-income units were reported as permitted in 2025. As with prior years, the City’s 
remaining need is concentrated in the lower- and moderate-income categories, particularly very low-
income and low-income housing. 

RHNA Progress Through 2025 

The APR summary shows the following RHNA progress through the 2025 reporting year: 

Income Category RHNA Allocation Permitted to Date Remaining RHNA Percent Achieved 

Very Low (including 
Extremely Low) 

663 125 538 18.9% 

Low 399 78 321 19.5% 

Moderate 601 186 415 30.9% 

Above Moderate 1,424 590 834 41.4% 

Total 3,087 979 2,108 31.7% 

 

Annual permit activity by reporting year is summarized below: 

Reporting Year Total Units Permitted 

2021 88 

2022 398 
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2023 247 

2024 145 

2025 101 

 

The 2025 total of 101 units is lower than the prior three reporting years. Staff recommends continuing 
to monitor this trend in connection with entitlement activity, building permit applications, financing 
conditions, infrastructure timing, and the conversion of entitled projects into building permits. 

A key factor in the slower pace is that the Spring Lake neighborhood, which has generated a 
substantial share of recent residential production, is approaching buildout. Remaining opportunities in 
Spring Lake include one low-density subdivision and three high-density multifamily sites. The next 
major residential growth area, the Woodland Research and Technology Park Specific Plan, is entitled 
for more than 1,600 residential units and is preparing to move into development; however, residential 
construction in that area is not expected to break ground for approximately another year. 

2025 Housing Activity and Key Themes  

Several themes emerged from the 2025 reporting year and from the City’s recent housing work: 

• Housing production continued, but at a slower pace than recent peak years. Larger multifamily 
and affordable housing projects can create year-to-year swings depending on entitlement, 
financing, tax credit, and construction timing. 

• The slowdown also reflects a transition between major housing growth areas: Spring Lake is 
nearing buildout, and the Woodland Research and Technology Park Specific Plan is entitled 
for 1,600+ residential units but is not yet at the residential construction stage. 

• The City remains ahead of some early-cycle production benchmarks overall, with 979 units 
permitted to date; however, additional emphasis is needed on very low-, low-, and moderate-
income production to meet remaining RHNA obligations. 

• The City’s recent affordable housing work has focused on leveraging local housing funds to 
improve competitiveness for outside funding, including state, federal, philanthropic, and tax 
credit resources. 

• The Yolano Donnelly and Tupelo Family Apartments efforts remain important implementation 
opportunities because they combine affordable housing production, neighborhood 
revitalization, transit access, health services, and infrastructure improvements. 

• Ongoing review of trends over time can help the City respond to slower production periods by 
reassessing internal processes, funding priorities, infrastructure readiness, and opportunity-
site support. 

 

Affordable Housing and Funding Update 
The City has continued to use housing funds strategically to support affordable housing production 
and to leverage additional funding, including: 
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• Affordable Housing In-Lieu Fee Fund current balance: $4,141,808 ($3.2 million of which is 
currently encumbered, see below) 

• Affordable Housing In-Lieu Fee Fund revenues received during the reporting period (Jan - Dec 
2025): $273,917 

• Affordable Housing In-Lieu Fee Fund commitments or encumbrances: $3,200,000 (Tupelo and 
Vista del Robles) 

• Permanent Local Housing Allocation:  Throughout 2025, over $385,000 in Permanent Local 
Housing Allocation (PLHA) funds were distributed to support ongoing emergency shelter 
operations at the Yolo Wayfarer Center, as part of a multi-year contract of up to 
$513,576.  The City disbursed a total of $900,000 in City funding to support Freeman Garden 
Courts, including PLHA funds, to advance construction of new affordable housing.  

• Community Development Block Grant: In 2025, a $473,643 CDBG agreement was awarded 
and finalized. The City’s 2025-2029 CDBG 5-Year Consolidated Plan, submitted to the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), entitles the City of Woodland to an 
estimated $2.4 million of additional CDBG funding over the course of the next 5 years. 

• Continuum of Care (CoC): In 2025, the City secured a $377,137 HUD Continuum of Care 
(CoC) grant to fund supportive services associated with the East Beamer Way Permanent 
Supportive Housing units. 

 
Yolano Donnelly / Tupelo Family Apartments 

The Yolano Donnelly neighborhood revitalization effort and the Tupelo Family Apartments project 
continue to represent major housing implementation efforts. Tupelo is anticipated to provide 73 units, 
including 72 income-restricted affordable units and one manager’s unit, and is intended to serve 
families earning up to 80 percent of area median income. The project is also tied to broader efforts to 
improve mobility, resident services, health access, and neighborhood infrastructure in the 
Armfield/Lemen/Yolano Donnelly area. 

To date, Yolo County Housing (YCH) has secured and leveraged over $30 Million in public and 
private funding commitments to support the Tupelo and Yolano Donnelly revitalization efforts, 
including a $1.5 million commitment from the City’s Housing Trust Fund.  

Housing Element Implementation 

The Housing Element includes programs intended to facilitate a range of housing types, support 
affordable housing production, remove constraints, promote fair housing, and coordinate 
infrastructure and public services with planned growth. Key implementation topics for continued 
Planning Commission awareness include: 

• Maintaining an adequate sites inventory and monitoring project activity on housing opportunity 
sites. 

• Supporting infill and redevelopment projects, including underutilized commercial or residential 
sites where housing can be added near services and transit. 

• Continuing to evaluate objective development standards, processing timelines, and entitlement 
procedures to ensure the City remains responsive to housing production needs. 

• Using local housing funds to leverage outside resources and close financing gaps for 
affordable housing projects. 

• Coordinating housing implementation with climate, mobility, infrastructure, and economic 
development goals. 
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• Tracking production trends by income category so that staff and policymakers can respond 
proactively to slower periods and remaining RHNA gaps. 

 
Attachment 2 to this report, Program Implementation Status, provides an in-depth summary of 
Housing Element implementation status, including key objectives and quantified outcomes for each 
stated goal and policy.    
 
Entitled Multifamily Infill Pipeline 

In addition to the RHNA units already permitted, the City has 11 fully entitled multifamily infill 
development projects that may advance when market conditions allow or when project financing and 
outside funding sources, including state and/or federal funding support, become available. These 
projects provide an important near-term pipeline while larger growth areas transition toward 
construction. 

The entitled multifamily infill pipeline includes the following projects.  Additional project information, 
including project renderings/elevations can be found on the City's Planning Division web pages: 
https://www.cityofwoodland.gov/1021/Development-Projects and 
https://gis.cityofwoodland.gov/portal/apps/storymaps/stories/e35e776113b140858d5f192a0b63b27c. 

• Tupelo Family Apartments – 1224-1230 Lemen Avenue 
On May 5, 2025, the Planning Division approved a new 73-unit affordable housing 
development on the undeveloped eastern portion of 1224–1230 Lemen Avenue, within the 
Corridor Mixed Use-Armfield zone. The project is anticipated to be the first phase of a larger 
Yolo County Housing Authority proposal to reconfigure and revitalize the Yolano Donnelly 
neighborhood. The development includes two three-story multifamily buildings with community 
space, offices, and shared laundry rooms. 

• California Multifamily – 508 California Street 
On June 17, 2025, the Planning Division approved a five-unit multifamily project in the 
Residential Medium zone. The project includes a two-story single-family home, a two-story 
duplex, and two one-story accessory dwelling units. 

• Zittio’s Mixed-Use – 25 East Street 
On April 10, 2024, the Planning Division approved a mixed-use development at 25 East Street 
that includes approximately 4,230 square feet of ground-floor commercial space, twelve 
second-story one-bedroom residential units, and a 3,578-square-foot office/shop space at the 
east end of the lot. 

• Armfield Apartments – 1223 Armfield Avenue 
On March 22, 2024, the Planning Division approved a multifamily residential development on a 
0.53-acre site. The project includes 21 units and two accessory dwelling units, for a total of 23 
housing units, with a mix of studios, one-bedroom units, and two-bedroom units. 

• Matmor Townhomes – 595 Matmor Road 
On February 16, 2024, the Planning Division approved four two-story townhomes at 595 
Matmor Road, within the Multifamily Residential Zone District. The project includes retention of 
existing mature landscaping, ground-floor two-car garage parking for each unit, and both 
private and common open space for residents. 
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• Community Lane Townhomes – 530 Community Lane 
On February 15, 2024, the Planning Division approved a 10-unit, three-story townhome project 
at 530 Community Lane, within the Multifamily Residential Zone District. The project includes 
walk-up units, each with three bedrooms, two bathrooms, and a small rear patio. The project 
also includes two approximately 1,196-square-foot accessory dwelling units, mature tree 
preservation, and water-wise landscaping. The review included staff-level architectural design 
review and a staff-level zoning administrator permit for the two large accessory dwelling units. 

• Beamer Apartments – 1021 Beamer Street 
On February 8, 2024, the Planning Division approved a 40-unit, three-story multifamily 
residential development at 1021 Beamer Street, within the Corridor Mixed Use-East Street 
Zone District. 

• Cottonwood Apartments – Southeast Corner of Cottonwood Street and Beamer Street 
On September 28, 2023, the Planning Division approved a 36-unit, three-story multifamily 
residential development at the southeast corner of Cottonwood Street and Beamer Street, 
within the High-Density Residential Zone District. 

• Cross Court Commons Townhomes – Corner of Elizabeth Way and California Street 
On January 18, 2023, the Planning Commission approved a Conditional Use Permit/Planned 
Development, site plan/design review, and associated lot merger for a 32-unit multifamily 
housing development with three accessory dwelling units at the corner of Elizabeth Way and 
California Street. The project includes 12 duplex buildings oriented toward California Street, 
with three accessory dwelling units located behind the duplexes. 

• East Street Apartments – East Street between Alice Street and Depot Street 
On January 24, 2022, the Planning Division approved an 83-unit multifamily residential 
development consisting of three separate four-story apartment buildings with dedicated 
elevators and laundry facilities on adjacent parcels to be merged into a 1.67-acre project site. 

• Vista del Robles Phase Two – 310 W. Main Street 
On December 4, 2020, the Planning Division approved a 168-unit, three-story multifamily 
residential development at 310 W. Main Street, within the Corridor Mixed Use-West Main 
Street Zone District. Phase One, consisting of 72 units on the western end of the project site, 
was completed in Spring 2024. The remaining phase continues to represent a significant 
entitled multifamily housing opportunity. 
 
Planning staff have also met with numerous interested residential builders regarding other 
opportunity housing sites throughout the city. These early consultations help identify site 
constraints, applicable development standards, entitlement requirements, infrastructure 
considerations, and a clear and efficient path for approval. 

 

Conclusion: 

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission receive the 2025 Housing Element Annual 
Progress Report update, ask questions of staff, and provide feedback regarding housing production 
trends, Housing Element implementation priorities, and future reporting topics. No formal Planning 
Commission action is required.  
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Attachments: 
1. APR Housing Report Unit Summary 
2. Housing Element Implementation 2025 Summary Report 
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ANNUAL HOUSING ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT – HOUSING ELEMENT IMPLEMENTATION – MAY 2021 – DEC 2025 

Regional Housing Needs Allocation Progress 

Permitted Units Issued by Affordability 

    1 
Projection 

Period 2 3 4 

Income Level 

RHNA 
Allocation 
by Income 

Level 

Projection 
Period - 

06/30/2021-
05/14/2021 

2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 

Total 
Units to 
Date (all 
years) 

Total 
Remaining 
RHNA by 
Income 
Level 

                              

Acutely Low 

Deed Restricted                                 
-    

 -  
                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-                         

-    
                           
-    Non-Deed 

Restricted 
 -  

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

Extremely 
Low 

Deed Restricted                                 
-    

 -  
                     
-    

                    
70  

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-                        

70  
                           
-    Non-Deed 

Restricted 
 -  

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

Very Low 

Deed Restricted                              
663  

 -  
                     
-    

                    
40  

                     
-    

                     
-    

                    
12  

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-                     

125  
                        

538  Non-Deed 
Restricted 

 -  
                      

3  
                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

Low 

Deed Restricted                              
399  

 -  
                      

2  
                    

23  
                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-                        

78  
                        

321  Non-Deed 
Restricted 

 -  
                      

6  
                    

13  
                    

11  
                    

23  
                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

Moderate 

Deed Restricted                              
601  

 -  
                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-                     

186  
                        

415  Non-Deed 
Restricted 

 -  
                    

24  
                    

71  
                    

70  
                     
-    

                    
21  

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

Above 
Moderate   

                          
1,424  

 -  
                    

53  
                 

181  
                 

166  
                 

122  
                    

68  
                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                 
590  

                        
834  

Total RHNA 
                          

3,087               

Total Units 
                        
-    

                    
88  

                 
398  

                 
247  

                 
145  

                 
101  

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                     
-    

                 
979  

                     
2,108  

*For years prior to 2025, Acutely Low-Income units are reported within the Extremely Low-Income category 
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Name of Program Objective Program Implementation Details 
Quantified 
Outcomes: 

Category 

Quantified 
Outcomes: 

Count 
Supporting Documents 

GOAL A: DEVELOPMENT OF HOUSING This is a heading for the 
implementation programs detailed 
below. 

The City of Woodland is actively advancing its Housing Element 
goals through a comprehensive suite of programs that promote 
housing production at all income levels, expand access to 
homeownership, and foster livable, inclusive neighborhoods. 
Please see individual program updates below. 

Other 0 City of Woodland Housing Element (adopted March 
21, 2023): 
https://www.cityofwoodland.gov/265/Housing-
Element 

A.1. Adequate Sites Monitoring 
As part of the Code update, ensure 
adequate zoning is maintained across all 
sites identified in the site inventory to 
accommodate the City’s RHNA at all 
income levels. Consistent with State law, 
require that any request to lower the 
minimum density of a site that is counted 
towards meeting the City’s RHNA shall 
include findings that justify the request, 
and must demonstrate the reduction is 
consistent with the Housing Element and 
the remaining sites identified in the 
Housing Element will be adequate to 
accommodate the remaining share of the 
City’s RHNA, or demonstrate the City has 
identified alternative sites.  

Maintain adequate 
capacity to 
accommodate 1,062 
lower-, 601 moderate-, 
and 1,424 above 
moderate-income units 
citywide 

Woodland has maintained full zoning capacity to accommodate 
its entire 6th Cycle Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) of 
3,087 units across all income levels — a key benchmark of 
Housing Element compliance. The City's certified 6th Cycle 
Housing Element, adopted by the City Council on March 21, 2023 
and found in substantial compliance by HCD on April 28, 2023, 
establishes the land use framework for this commitment. 
 
A major milestone was reached in September 2023, when the 
City Council adopted the Woodland Research and Technology 
Park (WRTP) Specific Plan, adding significant residential capacity 
to the city's housing inventory. The plan area — comprising 
approximately 350 acres — was formally annexed into 
Woodland's city limits on April 29, 2024, adding 165.7 acres of 
residentially zoned land and the capacity for 1,600+ housing 
units, including a minimum of 160 lower-income units. This 
expansion ensures the City can continue to meet and exceed its 
RHNA obligations through the 2029 planning period. 
 
OBJECTIVE ACHIEVED: Zoning capacity for 3,087+ housing units 
maintained citywide. 

Units 3087 6th Cycle Housing Element (HCD Certified, April 28, 
2023): 
https://www.cityofwoodland.gov/265/Housing-
Element 
WRTP Specific Plan Adoption (Resolution No. 8149): 
https://woodlandca.portal.civicclerk.com/event/18
70/files/attachment/10228 
Yolo LAFCo Annexation Minutes (April 29, 2024): 
https://www.yololafco.org/files/6f1c482b0/03.28.24
+Minutes.pdf 
Project Information: 
https://www.cityofwoodland.gov/583/Woodland-
Research-Technology-Park 
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A.2. Comprehensive Zoning Code Update 
to Facilitate Housing and Remove 
Constraints 
Utilize SB2, LEAP, and REAP funding to 
ensure a complete update to the City’s 
Zoning Code to streamline and facilitate 
housing production and variety. l Consider 
minimum development densities or other 
criteria on identified housing sites to 
ensure unit estimates are met. l Provide 
expanded residential development 
opportunities, including allowing 
residential uses in the Community 
Commercial Zone and increasing the 
allowed density in some low-density areas 
to low-medium and medium density, (as 
originally allowed in the prior zoning code 
and 2035 General Plan). l Update the 
Zoning Code standards and review 
procedures to facilitate infill development, 
provide objective standards, and 
streamline new housing development. l 
Consider amendments to allow 
duplex/triplex/and other unit types in 
moderate and high resource areas to 
affirmatively further fair housing. (If 
amendments are not feasible, develop 
alternative strategy to increase access to 
housing in high opportunity areas.) l 
Amend the Code consistent with Health 
and Safety Code Section 17021.5 and 
17021.6 to further facilitate housing for 
farmworkers.  l Incorporate sustainability, 
water conservation, and climate 
adaptability standards.  l Incorporate 
Universal Design requirements. l Prepare a 
new code that is user friendly and easy for 
all users to understand and navigate, 
without staff assistance.  

150 new residential 
units as a result of all 
code updates. Includes 
at least 5 new missing 
middle units. Code 
changes will provide 
updates citywide with 
an emphasis on 
increasing the amount 
and intensity of 
potential residential 
development in all 
zones and 
neighborhoods 

In June 2024, the Woodland City Council adopted a 
comprehensive, ground-up rewrite of the City's Zoning Code — 
one of the most significant planning milestones in Woodland's 
recent history. Funded in part through State SB 2, LEAP, and REAP 
planning grants, the updated Zoning Code directly implements 
the goals of the Housing Element and removes barriers to 
housing production of all types and densities. 
 
Key achievements of the new Zoning Code include: 
• Expanded residential opportunities in the Community 
Commercial Zone, allowing housing development on 
commercially designated lands near jobs and services. 
• Upzoning of lower-density areas from 1–8 du/ac to low-medium 
(5–15 du/ac) and medium density (8.1–19.9 du/ac), increasing 
housing potential in established neighborhoods. 
• By-right duplex approval in low-density residential zones, 
enabling more "missing middle" housing in neighborhoods that 
were previously restricted to single-family homes. 
• Updated infill standards with greater flexibility on setbacks and 
lot coverage, making it easier to develop underutilized parcels. 
• Incorporation of universal design requirements, water 
conservation standards, and climate resiliency measures. 
• Establishment of minimum density standards in the downtown 
(DX) zones of 15 du/ac to ensure meaningful density near transit 
and services. 
• A streamlined, objective-standards-based review process that 
reduces approval uncertainty and encourages more housing 
applications. 
 
The impact was immediate: in 2025, the 73-unit Tupelo 
Affordable Housing project was approved as a by-right 
application — made possible by the new code's objective 
standards framework. 
 
OBJECTIVE ACHIEVED: 73 affordable units approved in 2025 
under the updated code's streamlined process. 

Units 73 Comprehensive Zoning Code (adopted June 2024): 
https://ecode360.com/43948922#43948922 
Zoning Map Changes: 
https://www.cityofwoodland.gov/DocumentCenter/
View/11064/ZONING-MAP-DETAIL-
INFORMATION?bidId= 
Tupelo Affordable Housing Project: 
https://www.cityofwoodland.gov/1021/Developme
nt-Projects 
Objective Design Standards: 
https://ecode360.com/45459352#45459352 
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A.3. Research and Technology Park 
Specific Plan Annexation 
Annex the Research and Technology Park 
Specific Plan Area. If the annexation 
cannot be completed within three years, 
the City will identify and rezone additional 
sites to address the shortfall of sites to 
accommodate the City’s RHNA. The 
rezoning program will comply with by-right 
and density requirements, pursuant to 
Government Code section 65583.2, 
subdivisions (h) and (i).   

Capacity to 
accommodate 837 
units at various income 
levels during the 
planning period, 
including at least 160 
lower-income units 

The Woodland Research and Technology Park (WRTP) Specific 
Plan represents the largest single addition to Woodland's housing 
capacity in decades. The City Council adopted the plan on 
September 5, 2023, and the 350-acre plan area was officially 
annexed into the City on April 29, 2024 — bringing 165.7 acres of 
new residentially zoned land into the city's inventory. 
 
The WRTP Specific Plan is designed to accommodate a diverse 
mix of housing types: 
• High-density residential (30+ du/ac): Minimum of 279 units, 
predominantly rental, serving lower-income households. 
• Medium-density residential: Approximately 600 units for 
moderate-income, primarily for-sale housing. 
• Low-density residential: Approximately 500 units for above-
moderate income homeownership. 
 
The plan includes a project-specific Affordable Housing 
Obligation, modeled after the citywide Affordable Housing 
Ordinance, guaranteeing a minimum of 160 restricted-income 
units upon full buildout — secured through recorded 
development agreements with the City. 
 
This plan area is expected to serve as Woodland's primary growth 
area for the next 10–15 years, providing the residential capacity 
necessary to fulfill the City's RHNA commitments and create a 
complete, walkable mixed-use community on Woodland's 
expanding east side. 
 
OBJECTIVE ACHIEVED: Capacity for 1,600+ housing units 
secured, including 160+ lower-income units. 

Units 1600 WRTP Specific Plan Adoption (Resolution No. 8149): 
https://woodlandca.portal.civicclerk.com/event/18
70/files/attachment/10228 
Project Information Page: 
https://www.cityofwoodland.gov/583/Woodland-
Research-Technology-Park 
Yolo LAFCo Meeting Minutes (April 2024): 
https://www.yololafco.org/files/6f1c482b0/03.28.24
+Minutes.pdf 
Specific Plan Documents: 
https://www.cityofwoodland.gov/585/Documents 
Affordable Housing Plan (Development Agreement 
Exhibit H): 
https://woodlandca.portal.civicclerk.com/event/18
82/files/attachment/10251 
Land Use Framework (Chapter 2): 
https://www.cityofwoodland.gov/DocumentCenter/
View/10433/Ch-2-Land-Use-Framework-FINAL 
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A.4. Redevelopment of Non-Vacant Sites 
Compile and maintain a list of non-vacant 
sites that are candidates for 
redevelopment and assess opportunities 
and constraints to redevelopment. Notify 
owners that their property may be eligible 
for redevelopment and the City will assist 
in developing, including technical 
assistance.   

Assist three (3) 
property owners with 
redevelopment of 
non-vacant sites 

Woodland is committed to maximizing the housing potential of 
underutilized and non-vacant sites throughout the city, helping to 
create a more efficient and sustainable urban form. City staff 
have actively engaged property owners and prospective 
developers to explore redevelopment opportunities that add 
housing units while revitalizing aging or underperforming 
properties. 
 
Notable redevelopment projects assisted by the City include: 
• East Street Apartments (1021 East Street): Redevelopment of a 
dilapidated motel into an 83-unit apartment community using 
State Density Bonus Law. Fully entitled and under development. 
• 610–614 3rd Street: Redevelopment of an aging 5-unit 
multifamily property into 11 units. 
• 80-unit multifamily project replacing an underutilized 2-unit 
residential site. 
 
The City has also provided planning consultation and pre-
application review for additional sites including the East 
Gibson/East Street mall area, 1103 Gum Avenue, 457 Lincoln 
Avenue, 449 West Street, 801 Main Street, and 19435 East Street. 
 
In partnership with the Yolo County Housing Authority, the City 
completed the Armfield/Lemen Avenue Neighborhood 
Framework Plan in 2023 — funded by a $237,750 SACOG REAP 
grant. This plan evaluated redevelopment opportunities for 132 
existing public housing units at Yolano Village and Donnelly 
Circle. In September 2024, the Housing Authority received a HUD 
Choice Neighborhoods Planning Grant to begin a two-year 
planning process to replace these aging units with approximately 
400 new mixed-income homes. The City is an active partner in 
this transformative effort. 
 
OBJECTIVE: 10+ property owners/developers assisted with non-
vacant site redevelopment. 

Other 10 Development Projects Page: 
https://www.cityofwoodland.gov/1021/Developme
nt-Projects 
Armfield/Lemen Framework Plan: 
https://www.cityofwoodland.gov/1363/ArmfieldLe
men-Avenue-Neighborhood-Framew 
Yolano/Donnelly Redevelopment: 
https://www.engagetheteam.com/YolanoDonnelly 
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A.5. Maintain and Strengthen the 
Affordable Housing Ordinance 
Regularly review the Affordable Housing 
Ordinance to identify opportunities to 
better support affordable housing 
production goals and affirmatively further 
fair housing while ensuring any changes do 
not pose constraints to housing 
production.   

300 lower-income 
housing units citywide 

Woodland's Affordable Housing Ordinance is a cornerstone of 
the City's strategy to ensure that new housing development 
contributes to the production of homes affordable to lower-
income households. The ordinance was updated in December 
2024 to give the City greater flexibility in how developers satisfy 
their inclusionary housing obligation, including an option to 
develop affordable units off-site — expanding the geographic 
distribution of affordable housing across the community. 
 
Since the start of the 6th Cycle (May 2021), the City has collected 
over $3.5 million in affordable housing in-lieu fees, which are 
deployed through the City's Housing Trust Fund to support 
affordable housing projects citywide. Recent investments 
include: 
• Vista del Robles Phase I (72 units): Completed in April 2024, this 
garden-style affordable community was funded with in-lieu fees, 
$500,000 in City loan funds, and federal Low-Income Housing Tax 
Credits. 
• Freeman Garden Court (334 Freeman Street): In 2024, the City 
allocated $900,000 in Housing Trust Fund dollars to support 12 
very-low income rental units, with construction beginning in 
2025. 
• East Beamer Way Permanent Supportive Housing (62 units): 
Construction began in 2025 for this project serving homeless and 
special-needs individuals. 
• Tupelo Affordable Housing (73 units): Approved in 2025 with 
$1.5 million in City Housing Trust Fund support, in partnership 
with the Yolo County Housing Authority. 
 
Approximately 19 additional inclusionary units are committed 
across approved multifamily projects including East Street 
Apartments, Beamer Apartments, Cottonwood Apartments, and 
Armfield Apartments. 
 
The WRTP Specific Plan also includes its own affordable housing 
obligation guaranteeing a minimum of 160 restricted-income 
units, and at build out is expected to generate approximately $5 
million in fee revenue to support affordable housing development 
and leverage additional public and private funding sources. 
 
OBJECTIVE: 146+ units constructed or under construction with 
support from the City's Housing Trust Fund. 

Units 146 Updated Affordable Housing Ordinance (Ordinance 
1728, December 2024): 
https://woodlandca.portal.civicclerk.com/event/20
68/files/attachment/12520 
Vista del Robles (72 units, completed 2024): 
https://www.cityofwoodland.gov/CivicAlerts.aspx?
AID=849 
WRTP Affordable Housing Plan: 
https://woodlandca.portal.civicclerk.com/event/18
82/files/attachment/10251 
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A.6. Farmworker Housing Support 
Support developer efforts to obtain 
financial and technical assistance from 
federal and state sources to develop 
housing meeting the needs of local 
farmworkers. Potential funding and 
resources include HCD’s Office of migrant 
Services, the Joe Serna, Jr. Farmworker 
Housing Grant Program, the California Tax 
Credit-Allocation Committee’s 
Farmworker Housing Assistance Program, 
and the USDA Rural Development 
Program.  

50 units of farmworker 
housing. Depending on 
available sites 
farmworker housing 
may be provided 
citywide. 

The City recognizes the important role of Woodland's agricultural 
workforce in the region's economy and is committed to 
facilitating the development of safe, affordable housing for 
farmworker families. Staff has engaged in preliminary discussions 
with a developer proposing low-income farmworker housing units 
in the city, with the goal of pursuing funding through State and 
federal programs including the Joe Serna Jr. Farmworker Housing 
Grant Program, the USDA Rural Development Program, and 
California Tax Credit Allocation Committee farmworker housing 
programs. 
 
OBJECTIVE: Preliminary discussions underway; no units 
constructed to date. The City will continue to actively promote 
and support qualifying farmworker housing proposals. 

Units 0 None at this time. For information on available 
funding programs, see: HCD Joe Serna Farmworker 
Housing Grant — https://www.hcd.ca.gov/grants-
and-funding/programs-active/joe-serna-jr-
farmworker-housing-grant-program 

A.7. Density Bonus Ordinance 
Amend the City’s Density Bonus ordinance 
to comply with the latest changes to State 
law. Continue to regularly promote the use 
of the City’s Density Bonus Incentive 
Program as contained in Section 
17.104.070 of the Zoning Ordinance to 
qualified or potential applicants. Bonus 
incentives are available to developers for 
including lower income units in their 
projects throughout the city. The City will 
proactively contact housing developers to 
advertise the Density Bonus Program. The 
City will provide a one-page fact sheet that 
summarizes the Program and options of 
density bonuses for distribution to 
developers at the City’s permit counter.  

30 lower income units 
throughout the city. 

The City's Density Bonus Ordinance is a powerful tool that 
enables developers to construct more affordable housing by 
offering additional units, reduced parking requirements, and 
other regulatory concessions in exchange for including income-
restricted units in their projects. In February 2025, the City 
updated its Density Bonus Ordinance to reflect the latest State 
Density Bonus Law — ensuring Woodland's incentive framework 
is fully aligned with current State requirements and provides the 
maximum flexibility to developers pursuing affordable housing. 
 
A concise, one-page Density Bonus fact sheet is available at the 
Community Development Department's public counter and on 
the City's website, making the program accessible to all property 
owners and developers. 
 
Recent projects that have utilized Density Bonus Law: 
• Tupelo Affordable Housing (73 units, approved May 2025): 
Requested and received a 22.5% parking reduction under State 
Density Bonus Law. 
• East Street Apartments (83 units, approved 2022): Used Density 
Bonus Law to achieve additional units and reduced parking 
requirements. 
• Beamer Apartments (40 units, approved 2024): Utilized Density 
Bonus to reduce on-site parking and setback requirements. 
 
OBJECTIVE ACHIEVED: 73+ lower-income units approved with 
direct support from Density Bonus Law provisions. 

Units 73 Updated Density Bonus Ordinance (February 2025): 
  Staff Report: 
https://woodlandca.portal.civicclerk.com/event/22
52/files/report/5348 
  Ordinance: 
https://woodlandca.portal.civicclerk.com/event/22
64/files/attachment/13038 
Density Bonus Fact Sheet: 
https://www.cityofwoodland.gov/1488/Housing-
Development-Resources 
Development Projects: 
https://www.cityofwoodland.gov/1021/Developme
nt-Projects 
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A.8. Provide Assistance and Incentives to 
Facilitate Affordable Housing  
The City shall continue to actively assist 
affordable housing developers with the 
construction, preservation, or 
conservation of extremely low, very-low, 
low-income, and moderate-income units. 
Priority shall be given to projects that 
include extremely lowincome units. 
Assistance may include the following: A) 
Continue to offer incentives to developers 
of affordable housing, such as streamlined 
development review, fee deferral to 
certificate of occupancy, option to pay in 
lieu fees for inclusionary units, use of 
housing trust funds to off-set and/or defer 
all or a portion of City development fees; 
waiver or modification of City 
development standards for projects 
qualifying for density bonus. Incentives 
will be provided on an ongoing basis as 
eligible projects are submitted for 
consideration and will be provided to 
eligible projects citywide with a goal of 
providing a variety of affordable housing 
throughout the community. B) Provide 
assistance to developers of affordable 
housing which may include preapplication 
design consultation, streamlined review, 
and support for funding efforts to obtain 
federal, state, or local financing and/or 
subsidies.  

Provide incentives to 
support 200 lower income units, 
including 
40 ELI units, 
throughout the city 

Woodland takes a hands-on, partnership-oriented approach to 
facilitating the construction, preservation, and rehabilitation of 
affordable housing for the community's most vulnerable 
residents. The City provides a combination of financial 
assistance, technical support, land dedication, and regulatory 
streamlining to make affordable housing projects financially 
feasible. 
 
Key accomplishments during the 6th Cycle include: 
 
• Vista del Robles Phase I (72 units, completed April 2024): This 
garden-style, income-restricted community at 310 West Main 
Street — featuring 1-, 2-, and 3-bedroom units — was developed 
in partnership with Chelsea Investment Corporation. The City 
provided a $500,000 loan and technical assistance, with 
financing also provided by the California Community 
Reinvestment Corporation and federal Low-Income Housing Tax 
Credits (CTCAC). The City has committed an additional $1.7 
million in Housing Trust Fund dollars and land dedication to 
support a Phase II expansion of 96 additional units. 
 
• East Beamer Way Permanent Supportive Housing (61 units, 
placed in service June 2024): The City served as the Grantee for a 
$15,770,467 Homekey award to develop 61 permanent 
supportive homes for homeless, chronically homeless, and 
special-needs individuals — all reserved for Extremely Low 
Income (ELI) households. The City executed a ground lease and 
oversaw project development and MOU negotiations, with the 
project now fully occupied. 
 
• Tupelo Affordable Housing (73 units, approved 2025): The City is 
partnering with the Yolo County Housing Authority on this new 
affordable community, committing $1.5 million from the Housing 
Trust Fund and co-applying for an Affordable Housing and 
Sustainable Communities (AHSC) grant — awarded in 2025. 
 
OBJECTIVE: Financial incentives and staff support provided for 
the entitlement and/or construction of 302+ lower-income units, 
including 61 ELI permanent supportive housing units. 

Units 302 Vista del Robles (72 units): 
https://www.cityofwoodland.gov/CivicAlerts.aspx?
AID=849 
East Beamer Way PSH Campus: 
https://www.cityofwoodland.gov/1248/East-
Beamer-Campus 
Tupelo Affordable Housing / AHSC Award (2025): 
https://www.cityofwoodland.gov/m/newsflash/hom
e/detail/1001 
City Development Projects Page: 
https://www.cityofwoodland.gov/1021/Developme
nt-Projects 
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A.9. Annual Progress Reports Annually review accomplishments in 
implementing the Housing Element 
and document these 
accomplishments in an Annual 
Progress Report, and present 
findings to the City Council. 

State law requires the City to prepare and submit an Annual 
Progress Report (APR) to HCD and OPR by April 1 of each year, 
and to present findings to the City Council. This reporting 
requirement ensures accountability and transparency in the 
City's Housing Element implementation. 
 
Woodland has consistently met this obligation. The City Council 
received a comprehensive Housing Element implementation 
update in May 2024, following submission of the 2023 APR, and 
again in May 2025, following submission of the 2024 APR. A City 
Council presentation on the 2025 APR is planned following this 
submittal. 
 
These annual updates serve as an opportunity to celebrate 
accomplishments, identify emerging challenges, and keep the 
City Council and community informed about Woodland's 
progress toward its housing production goals. 
 
OBJECTIVE: City Council receives an annual Housing Element 
implementation report; requirement fulfilled each year. 

Meetings 1 2024 APR City Council Presentation (May 2025): 
https://woodlandca.portal.civicclerk.com/event/22
67/files/report/5487 
Presentation Materials: 
https://woodlandca.portal.civicclerk.com/event/22
67/files/attachment/12846 
2023 APR City Council Presentation (May 2024): 
https://woodlandca.portal.civicclerk.com/event/20
61/files/agenda/6738 

Page 241



ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT – HOUSING ELEMENT IMPLEMENTATION 

9 | P a g e  
 

A.10. Seek Funding for Affordable Housing 
The City shall continue to seek funding in 
order to provide financing to assist housing 
construction of lower-income units that 
serve HCD-identified special needs 
groups, including extremely low-income 
(ELI) households. Funding sources may 
include City of Woodland Affordable 
Housing In-Lieu Fees, Spring Lake 
Affordable Housing Off-Site Fees, Land 
dedications, as well as Home, and other 
federal and State sources. Priority shall be 
given to projects that include extremely 
low-income units. The City shall develop 
criteria for prioritizing use of City funds.  

Obtain funding to 
support 200 lowerincome units, 
including 
40 ELI units, 
throughout the city. 

The City actively pursues federal, State, and local funding to 
expand the supply of housing affordable to lower-income and 
special-needs households. Through strategic grant applications, 
public-private partnerships, and deployment of in-lieu fee 
revenues, Woodland has leveraged its limited public resources to 
produce a significant number of affordable homes. 
 
Key funding accomplishments during the 6th Cycle: 
 
• Vista del Robles Phase I (72 units): City provided a $500,000 
loan and served as the Local Reviewing Agency for a successful 
Low-Income Housing Tax Credit application from CTCAC. 
Completed and occupied in April 2024. 
• East Beamer Way Permanent Supportive Housing (61 units): 
City secured a $15,770,467 Homekey grant, bringing 61 ELI 
permanent supportive homes online in 2024. 
• Vista del Robles Phase II (96 units planned): City has committed 
$1.7 million in Housing Trust Fund dollars to leverage tax-exempt 
bond financing for this next phase. 
• Freeman Garden Court (12 units): City allocated $900,000 in 
Housing Trust Fund dollars to support 12 very-low income rental 
units. Construction began in 2025. 
• Tupelo Affordable Housing (73 units): City committed $1.5 
million and co-applied for AHSC grant — awarded in 2025. 
• Prohousing Designation (2025): Following adoption of the new 
Comprehensive Zoning Code, Woodland was awarded a State 
"Prohousing" designation, unlocking access to additional funding 
and grant programs that prioritize jurisdictions demonstrating a 
commitment to housing production. 
 
OBJECTIVE: Funding support provided for the entitlement and/or 
construction of 314+ lower-income units, including 61 ELI units. 

Units 314 Vista del Robles (72 units, CTCAC/In-Lieu): 
https://www.cityofwoodland.gov/CivicAlerts.aspx?
AID=849 
Vista del Robles Phase II ($1.7M HTF, 2025): 
https://woodlandca.portal.civicclerk.com/event/22
66/files/attachment/13050 
Freeman Garden Court ($900K HTF): 
https://woodlandca.portal.civicclerk.com/event/20
48/files/report/4916 
Tupelo / AHSC Grant Award (2025): 
https://www.cityofwoodland.gov/m/newsflash/hom
e/detail/1001 
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A.11. Homeless Action Plan 
Continue to implement the strategies 
outlined in the City’s Homeless Action 
Plan, which includes increasing the 
availability of services and increasing 
Permanent Supportive Housing, as well as 
facilitate the provision of emergency 
shelter services through its participation in 
the countywide Homeless Coordination 
Project that provides services to the 
homeless in Yolo County. The Project 
includes support of the Cold Weather 
Shelter.  

Continued support for 
countywide efforts to 
meet the needs of 
unhoused residents. 

Woodland's Homeless Action Plan provides the strategic 
framework for the City's comprehensive, coordinated approach 
to addressing homelessness. Through the Plan, the City aligns 
efforts across multiple departments — Public Works, 
Administrative Services, Police, and Community Development — 
and connects with county and regional partners to efficiently 
deploy available resources. 
 
The City's dedicated Homeless Outreach Street Team (HOST) 
provides direct outreach, case management, and referral 
services to unhoused individuals in the community. The City's 
housing analyst serves as a board member of the Yolo County 
Homeless and Poverty Action Coalition (HPAC), ensuring 
Woodland's interests are represented in countywide planning 
and policy. 
 
The City provides operational funding for the Yolo Wayfarer 
Center emergency shelter and serves as the administrator for 
both the HUD Continuum of Care (CoC) grant and the State 
Permanent Local Housing Assistance (PLHA) grant — critical 
funding streams that support day-to-day shelter operations. 
 
Through these sustained efforts, Woodland continues to serve as 
a regional leader in addressing homelessness and providing a 
safety net for the county's most vulnerable residents. 
 
OBJECTIVE: Continued, ongoing support for countywide 
homelessness programs and services. 

Other 1 City Homeless Outreach Efforts (HOST): 
https://www.cityofwoodland.gov/532/Homeless-
Outreach-Efforts 
Yolo County HPAC: https://yolohpac.org/woodland/ 
Yolo County HHS — HPAC Board Info: 
https://www.yolocounty.gov/government/general-
government-departments/health-human-
services/boards-committees/homeless-and-
poverty-action-coalition-hpac 
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A.12 Support Rehousing Efforts within the 
Community 
a) Facilitate full development of the East 
Beamer Way Emergency Shelter and 
Neighborhood Campus Project that 
includes 100 emergency shelter beds 
began operating January 2021,  l A total of 
60 units of permanent supportive housing 
are under construction.  l Future 
construction for Walters House residential 
treatment facility will include 60 beds of 
temporary supportive housing, wrap 
around services, community campus 
facilities including meeting rooms and 
community garden.  l A future second 
phase of emergency housing is proposed.  
b) Continue to facilitate establishment of 
supportive or transitional housing within 
the community including establishment of 
50 supportive housing units in the 
Downtown by Fourth and Hope, as well as 
continued support for existing and new 
facilities.   

Facilitate full 
development of the 
East Beamer Way 
Campus (100 
emergency shelter 
beds, 60 units of 
permanent supportive 
housing and 60 beds 
of temporary 
supportive housing). 

The East Beamer Way Neighborhood Campus is one of 
Woodland's most ambitious and transformative housing 
initiatives — a multi-phase development that provides emergency 
shelter, permanent supportive housing, and substance use 
treatment services on a single, integrated campus. 
 
Phase 1 — Emergency Shelter: The City initiated construction in 
June 2020 on a 100-bed adult emergency shelter, which opened 
in January 2021 under the operation of Fourth & Hope and the 
Yolo Wayfarer Center. A subsequent Phase 1 expansion adds 14 
private respite rooms and enhanced behavioral health services in 
a new 12,000-square-foot building. 
 
Phase 2 — Permanent Supportive Housing (61 manufactured 
homes, completed Fall 2022): Fifty 1-bedroom units serve 
individuals and couples; 11 are 2-bedroom units for families. Five 
units provide full ADA accessibility. All 61 homes are reserved for 
Extremely Low Income households and were fully occupied by 
early 2023. A 2,800-square-foot community center supports 
residents with on-site services. 
 
Phase 3 — Walter's House Substance Use Disorder Treatment (60 
beds, opened December 2024): This 15,000-square-foot facility 
provides expanded services for individuals struggling with 
addiction. The facility was developed by Friends of the Mission, 
Inc. and held its grand opening in December 2024. Unhoused 
families, women, and children will transition into the current 
Walter's House facility downtown, providing additional family 
shelter capacity in Yolo County. 
 
The campus was developed in collaboration with the County of 
Yolo, Dignity Health Woodland Memorial Hospital, Partnership 
HealthPlan of California, the Sutter Foundation, and Friends of 
the Mission — a model of multi-agency partnership. 
 
OBJECTIVE: East Beamer Campus substantially complete: 
  • Emergency Shelter: 100 beds (operational) 
  • Permanent Supportive Housing: 61 units (fully occupied) 
  • Substance Use Disorder Treatment: 60 beds (opened 
December 2024) 
  • Phase II Emergency Shelter Expansion: Planned 

Other 1 East Beamer Way Campus Overview: 
https://www.cityofwoodland.gov/1248/East-
Beamer-Campus 
City Council Update (2025): 
https://woodlandca.portal.civicclerk.com/event/24
27/files/attachment/14388 
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A.12 Support Rehousing Efforts within the 
Community 
a) Facilitate full development of the East 
Beamer Way Emergency Shelter and 
Neighborhood Campus Project that 
includes 100 emergency shelter beds 
began operating January 2021,  l A total of 
60 units of permanent supportive housing 
are under construction.  l Future 
construction for Walters House residential 
treatment facility will include 60 beds of 
temporary supportive housing, wrap 
around services, community campus 
facilities including meeting rooms and 
community garden.  l A future second 
phase of emergency housing is proposed.  
b) Continue to facilitate establishment of 
supportive or transitional housing within 
the community including establishment of 
50 supportive housing units in the 
Downtown by Fourth and Hope, as well as 
continued support for existing and new 
facilities.   

Support for at least 50 
supportive or 
transitional housing 
units in the community 
at large 

Staff is actively working with a local organization to convert a 
vacant downtown office building into 12 transitional housing 
units/bedrooms accommodating approximately 24 individuals. 
This effort is supported through funding from Yolo County.  
Building permits were issued in early 2026 to begin the interior 
renovation and residential conversion work.  
 
OBJECTIVE: Underway. The City will continue to support 
establishment of supportive and transitional housing options in 
the downtown area, consistent with the Housing Element 
commitment of 50+ supportive housing units community-wide. 

Units 12 None at this time. 

A.13. Accessory Dwelling Units and Multi-
generational Units 
Continue to encourage new projects to 
incorporate accessory dwelling units 
(ADUs) or multi-gen units that can be 
utilized as ADUs in the future. Continue to 
post information about ADUs on the City's 
website and offer technical assistance to 
homeowners regarding standards, 
application, and permit requirements. The 
City shall develop an ADU and multi-
generational unit monitoring project that 
will track and monitor both production and 
affordability. Should either production or 
affordability be below anticipated levels, 
taking into account the broader market 
conditions, the City shall take actions 
within six months to facilitate both 
continued production and affordability of 
ADUs and multi-generational units. The 
extent of the action taken will depend on 

60 ADUs and 67 multigenerational 
units in 
high and moderate 
resource 
neighborhoods 

Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) and Junior Accessory Dwelling 
Units (JADUs) are an important and cost-effective tool for 
expanding Woodland's housing supply — particularly in 
established neighborhoods — without requiring major 
infrastructure investment. The City has invested significantly in 
streamlining the ADU permitting process and educating residents 
about their options. 
 
Between July 2022 and December 2025, the City issued 61 ADU 
building permits, adding new housing units in existing 
neighborhoods across the city. 
 
Key actions taken to facilitate ADU production: 
• July 2023: City launched a step-by-step, public-friendly 
ADU/JADU guide on its website, covering permitting, design 
standards, and application requirements. 
• 2024: City introduced a "Pre-Approved ADU Master Plan" 
program, enabling architects and designers to submit 
standardized plans for pre-approval, reducing design costs and 
permitting timelines for homeowners. 
• June 2024: ADU standards updated as part of the 
Comprehensive Zoning Code to align with the latest State law. 

Units 61 City ADU/JADU Information Page: 
https://www.cityofwoodland.gov/1374/Accessory-
Dwelling-Unit-ADU 
Pre-Approved ADU Plan Program: 
https://www.cityofwoodland.gov/1616/Preapproved
-ADU-Plan-Program 
Updated ADU Ordinance (Comp Zoning Code, 
2024): https://ecode360.com/45460840#45460847 
Latest Zoning Amendments: 
https://www.cityofwoodland.gov/1165/Zoning-
Amendments 
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the degree of difference from the 
anticipated objective.   

• January–February 2025: Additional ordinance updates adopted 
in response to AB 2533 and SB 1211. 
• February 2026: ADU ordinance updated again to incorporate 
changes from AB 462, AB 1154, SB 9, and SB 543. 
 
The City will continue to monitor ADU production and 
affordability, and will take corrective action within six months if 
production or affordability falls below anticipated levels. 
 
OBJECTIVE: 61 ADU permits issued since July 2022. 

A.14. Zoning for Emergency Shelters and 
Supportive Housing 
Amend the Zoning Code as follows to allow 
facilities for those experiencing 
homelessness: (See A.18) l Allow 
emergency shelters by-right in at least one 
zone. Ensure that the selected zoning 
district provides adequate sites to 
accommodate an unmet need for 138 
shelter beds.  l Amend the development 
standards in Chapter 17.152 to remove 
parking requirements for occupants of 
emergency shelters consistent with 
Government Code 65583 l Allow supportive 
housing by right in zones where multi-
family and mixed uses are permitted, 
consistent with Government Code Section 
65651.  l Allow “low barrier navigation 
center” developments by right in mixed-
use zones and nonresidential zones 
permitting multifamily uses, consistent 
with Government Code Section 65662.  

Achieve compliance with State law In March 2023, the Woodland City Council adopted Ordinance 
No. 1704, bringing the City's zoning code into full compliance 
with State housing law requirements for emergency shelters and 
supportive housing. The ordinance allows: 
• Emergency shelters and low barrier navigation centers as by-
right uses in Corridor Mixed-Use (CMU) zones. 
• Emergency shelters as a conditionally permitted use in the 
Industrial zone. 
• Supportive housing by right in zones permitting multifamily and 
mixed uses. 
 
This ordinance was a prerequisite for HCD's certification of 
Woodland's 6th Cycle Housing Element in April 2023, and 
ensures that housing services for the unhoused can be 
established in appropriate locations without discretionary 
barriers. 
 
OBJECTIVE ACHIEVED: Full compliance with State law for 
emergency shelter, low barrier navigation center, and supportive 
housing zoning requirements. 

Other 1 Ordinance No. 1704 (March 2023): 
https://woodlandca.portal.civicclerk.com/event/18
64/files/attachment/9303 
East Beamer Way Campus Update: 
https://woodlandca.portal.civicclerk.com/event/24
27/files/attachment/14388 
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A.14. Zoning for Emergency Shelters and 
Supportive Housing 
Amend the Zoning Code as follows to allow 
facilities for those experiencing 
homelessness: (See A.18) l Allow 
emergency shelters by-right in at least one 
zone. Ensure that the selected zoning 
district provides adequate sites to 
accommodate an unmet need for 138 
shelter beds.  l Amend the development 
standards in Chapter 17.152 to remove 
parking requirements for occupants of 
emergency shelters consistent with 
Government Code 65583 l Allow supportive 
housing by right in zones where multi-
family and mixed uses are permitted, 
consistent with Government Code Section 
65651.  l Allow “low barrier navigation 
center” developments by right in mixed-
use zones and nonresidential zones 
permitting multifamily uses, consistent 
with Government Code Section 65662.  

138 emergency shelter beds See Program A.12 for full narrative on the East Beamer Way 
Campus. 
 
OBJECTIVE: 100-bed emergency shelter operational as of January 
2021. 

Other 100 East Beamer Way Campus: 
https://woodlandca.portal.civicclerk.com/event/24
27/files/attachment/14388 

A.14. Zoning for Emergency Shelters and 
Supportive Housing 
Amend the Zoning Code as follows to allow 
facilities for those experiencing 
homelessness: (See A.18) l Allow 
emergency shelters by-right in at least one 
zone. Ensure that the selected zoning 
district provides adequate sites to 
accommodate an unmet need for 138 
shelter beds.  l Amend the development 
standards in Chapter 17.152 to remove 
parking requirements for occupants of 
emergency shelters consistent with 
Government Code 65583 l Allow supportive 
housing by right in zones where multi-
family and mixed uses are permitted, 
consistent with Government Code Section 
65651.  l Allow “low barrier navigation 
center” developments by right in mixed-
use zones and nonresidential zones 
permitting multifamily uses, consistent 
with Government Code Section 65662.  

60 supportive housing beds See Program A.12 for full narrative on the East Beamer Way 
Campus. 
 
OBJECTIVE: 60-bed Walter's House Substance Use Disorder 
treatment facility opened December 2024. 

Other 60 East Beamer Way Campus: 
https://woodlandca.portal.civicclerk.com/event/24
27/files/attachment/14388 
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A.15. Emergency Shelter Zoning in Specific 
Plans 
Amend existing Specific Plans (including 
the Spring Lake Specific Plan) to clarify the 
Citywide Zoning Code applies if/when the 
Specific Plan does not comply with State 
law regarding special needs housing, 
including but not limited to: Emergency 
shelters, transitional and supportive 
housing, accessory dwelling units, and 
residential care facilities. 

Achieve compliance 
with State Law 

On March 7, 2023, the City Council adopted Ordinance No. 1704, 
which ensures that all specific plan areas within Woodland — 
including the Spring Lake Specific Plan — are subject to the City's 
updated zoning standards for special needs housing. The 
ordinance clarifies that where a specific plan is silent on or 
inconsistent with State housing law requirements — including 
provisions for emergency shelters, transitional and supportive 
housing, ADUs, and residential care facilities — the Citywide 
Zoning Code governs. 
 
This provides regulatory certainty for housing service providers 
and developers while ensuring Woodland remains in full 
compliance with State law across all planning areas. 
 
OBJECTIVE ACHIEVED: Compliance with State law confirmed in 
all specific plan areas. 

Other 1 Ordinance No. 1704 (March 2023): 
https://woodlandca.portal.civicclerk.com/event/18
64/files/attachment/9303 
Specific Plan Zoning Consistency (Zoning Code): 
https://ecode360.com/45461539#45461539 

A.16. SB 35 Guidelines 
Develop a written policy or project review 
and approval guidelines as appropriate to 
specify the SB 35 (2017) streamlining 
approval process and standards for 
eligible projects, as set forth under 
California Government Code, Section 
65913.4. Expand the application of 
Objective Development Standards and 
streamlined review process from the 
Interim Zoning Ordinance to all districts 
that allow residential uses in the 
Comprehensive Zoning Code update.  

Achieve compliance 
with State Law 

The City has taken steps to ensure that developers and property 
owners are well-informed about State streamlining opportunities 
for eligible residential projects. The City's website includes 
detailed information on the Streamlined Ministerial Approval 
Process (SMAP, formerly SB 35), including applicable standards, 
eligibility requirements, and how to apply. 
 
The Comprehensive Zoning Code adopted in June 2024 includes 
objective development standards for all residential zones, which 
is a foundational requirement for SMAP-eligible projects. These 
objective standards remove subjectivity from the design review 
process and provide developers with clear, predictable criteria for 
project approval. 
 
OBJECTIVE ACHIEVED: Objective development standards 
adopted citywide; SMAP information available to the public. 

Other 1 Housing Development Resources (SMAP Info): 
https://www.cityofwoodland.gov/1488/Housing-
Development-Resources 
Objective Development Standards (Comprehensive 
Zoning Code): 
https://ecode360.com/45459352#45459352 
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A.17. Affordable Housing In-lieu Fee 
Conduct an affordable housing analysis 
that will evaluate an affordable in-lieu fee 
payment based on square footage, with 
consideration for payment from non-
residential development in addition to 
residential.   

Achieve more 
consistent flow of 
funds into the Housing 
Trust fund. 

In September 2023, the City established a square-footage-based 
affordable housing in-lieu fee structure for the Woodland 
Research and Technology Park Specific Plan — ensuring that the 
city's most significant new growth area contributes equitably to 
the production of affordable housing. The in-lieu fee applies to all 
new low-, medium-, and high-density residential development 
within the plan area and is expected to generate approximately $5 
million over the next 10–15 years. These funds will support 
affordable housing construction both within the plan area and 
throughout the city. 
 
The WRTP Specific Plan represents the primary residential growth 
area for Woodland over the coming decade, with 1,600+ units 
expected to be built. A clear and predictable in-lieu fee structure 
is essential to ensuring that this growth contributes meaningfully 
to the city's affordable housing goals. 
 
OBJECTIVE ACHIEVED: Square-footage-based in-lieu fee 
established for Woodland's primary new growth area. 

Other 1 WRTP Development Agreements — Staff Report 
(page 16): 
https://woodlandca.portal.civicclerk.com/event/18
70/files/report/4556 
WRTP Affordable Housing Plan: 
https://woodlandca.portal.civicclerk.com/event/18
82/files/attachment/10251 

A.18. Evaluate Fees 
Evaluate and amend the City’s cost 
recovery entitlement fees, including 
building, engineering, fire, and planning 
fees based on the Comprehensive Zoning 
Code Update. Evaluate fees for affordable 
housing projects as part of this analysis.  

20 units of affordable 
housing 

On January 21, 2025, the City Council approved updated planning 
permit fee schedules that reflect the City's actual costs of 
processing permits while incorporating reductions for lower-
impact entitlement types. Specifically, the update included 
permit fee reductions for minor design review applications for 
single-family homes and ADUs — helping to reduce financial 
barriers for homeowners and small developers. 
 
Fee updates were made in the context of the new Comprehensive 
Zoning Code, ensuring consistency between the updated 
regulatory framework and the City's cost-recovery structure. 
 
OBJECTIVE ACHIEVED: Planning fee schedule updated; reduced 
fees for ADU and minor design review applications. 

Other 1 Planning Fee Update — City Council Report (Item 
H.19, January 21, 2025): 
https://woodlandca.portal.civicclerk.com/event/22
63/files/report/5247 
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A.19. Infrastructure Priority for Affordable 
Housing 
Establish procedures for granting priority 
water and sewer service to developments 
with lower-income units in compliance 
with California Government Code Section 
65589.7.    

Achieve compliance 
with State Law 

The City of Woodland has sufficient water supply infrastructure to 
serve anticipated residential development and population growth 
through 2035 and beyond, consistent with the 2035 General Plan 
land use projections. This was confirmed through the City's 2020 
Urban Water Management Plan, adopted in June 2021, which 
demonstrates adequate supply through 2040. 
 
In the event that service capacity becomes constrained in the 
future, the City has established procedures to prioritize water and 
sewer service connections for developments that include lower-
income units, in compliance with California Government Code 
Section 65589.7. This ensures that affordable housing projects 
are not disadvantaged in accessing public infrastructure needed 
for development. 
 
OBJECTIVE ACHIEVED: Compliance with State law established; 
adequate infrastructure confirmed through 2040. 

Other 1 2020 Urban Water Management Plan (adopted June 
2021): Available through the City's Public Works 
Department. 

A.20. CEQA Review Process Transparency 
Provide information on the City website 
and handouts at the public counted 
related to the CEQA review process and 
opportunities for CEQA streamlining.  

Provide transparency 
in the CEQA Review 
Process 

The City has made the CEQA environmental review process more 
transparent and accessible to property owners, developers, and 
the public. Detailed information about CEQA review procedures, 
applicable exemptions, and streamlining opportunities is 
available on the City's website and in printed handouts at the 
public planning counter. 
 
Streamlining provisions — such as categorical exemptions for 
infill projects, Class 32 infill exemptions, and CEQA streamlining 
under State Housing Law — are highlighted to help housing 
developers understand how to minimize environmental review 
costs and timelines. 
 
OBJECTIVE ACHIEVED: CEQA information publicly available 
online and at the planning counter. 

Other 1 City CEQA Environmental Review Page: 
https://www.cityofwoodland.gov/547/Environmenta
l-Review 

GOAL B: MAINTENANCE OF HOUSING This is a heading for the 
implementation programs detailed 
below. 

The City of Woodland is committed to maintaining and improving 
the quality of the existing housing stock — ensuring that all 
residents, regardless of income, have access to safe, decent, and 
well-maintained homes. Goal B programs focus on rehabilitation 
assistance, code enforcement, downtown preservation, and 
protection of at-risk affordable housing. Please see individual 
program updates below. 

Other 0 none 
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B.1. Funding for Housing Rehabilitation 
and Maintenance 
Periodically review City eligibility for 
various federal and State programs that 
will provide rehabilitation and 
maintenance assistance for lower-income 
units and special needs groups. The City 
shall submit applications for programs for 
which the City is eligible, as appropriate.  

Establish a housing 
rehabilitation program, if 
feasible. 
Provide assistance to 
rehabilitate 5 units within 
lower resource areas. 

Maintaining and improving Woodland's existing affordable 
housing stock is a long-term priority. While the City does not 
currently operate a standalone housing rehabilitation program, 
staff has actively pursued State and federal funding to support 
rehabilitation of existing affordable communities. 
 
In 2024, the City applied for $2.8 million in HUD HOME funds to 
support the rehabilitation of Cottonwood Meadows, a 47-unit 
senior affordable housing complex. The City also continues to 
explore funding opportunities for the Hotel Woodland 
rehabilitation project in downtown Woodland — a historic 
building containing 76 low-income housing units. 
 
The City's CDBG entitlement provides supplemental funding for 
smaller-scale rehabilitation and public facility improvements that 
benefit low- and moderate-income households. 
 
OBJECTIVE: Rehabilitation funding applications submitted; 
program development ongoing. 

Other 0 None at this time. For information on HOME 
funding, see: HUD HOME Investment Partnerships 
Program — 
https://www.hud.gov/program_offices/comm_plan
ning/home 

B.2. Housing Conditions Survey 
Continue to periodically gather 
information regarding the status of local 
housing conditions to determine the need 
for housing rehabilitation and/or the 
removal of unsafe units. Conduct a 
housing condition survey that meets the 
criteria of the State Department of 
Housing and Community Development in 
targeted neighborhoods.  

Collect information on 
housing conditions to 
support development of a 
housing rehabilitation 
program 

The City actively monitors the condition of its affordable housing 
inventory through the ongoing oversight of HOME-funded and 
CTCAC-funded affordable projects. The City conducts in-unit 
inspections for HOME compliance at three projects: Terracina at 
Spring Lake (85 units), Rochdale Grange (43 units), and an 11-unit 
property — a combined total of 139 units under active 
monitoring. 
 
Inspection and compliance data collected through this process is 
retained for the duration of each property's affordability covenant 
and will inform the development of a broader housing conditions 
survey in the future. The City intends to expand this work to 
evaluate housing code data and determine best practices for a 
comprehensive survey. 
 
OBJECTIVE: Ongoing monitoring of 139+ affordable units; survey 
methodology under development. 

Other 1 None at this time. 
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B.2. Code Enforcement 
Continue to fund code compliance and 
nuisance abatement programs throughout 
the city. Monitor complaint based code 
enforcement issues to ensure appropriate 
inspections and follow-up are provided, 
and adjust approach as determined 
appropriate.  

Address 20 cases a year 
citywide. 

The City maintains a dedicated Code Compliance Officer to 
address nuisance and substandard housing conditions that 
affect the quality of life of Woodland residents. Code 
enforcement activities prioritize cases that involve housing health 
and safety violations, ensuring that all residents — regardless of 
where they live — have access to safe and habitable housing. 
 
In 2023 and 2024 combined, 48 substandard housing-related 
code cases were initiated and/or closed. An additional 32 cases 
were addressed in 2025 — consistent with the program objective 
of resolving 20+ cases annually. 
 
OBJECTIVE: 20+ substandard housing cases addressed annually; 
80 cases initiated or resolved since 2023. 

Units 80 Code enforcement data available upon request 
through the City's Community Development 
Department. 

B.3. Downtown Infill and Housing 
Preservation 
Continue to encourage the preservation of 
existing housing in the downtown area, the 
conversion of underutilized upper floors of 
commercial buildings to housing, and 
construction of infill, mixed-use housing 
projects with street-level commercial 
uses. The City shall monitor and annually 
report on the number of housing units 
constructed as part of infill and mixed-use 
projects in the Downtown Area.  

183 infill housing units 
Downtown, including 112 
lower-income and 71 
above moderate-income 
units 

The City actively encourages the preservation and revitalization of 
housing in the downtown area, including the conversion of 
underutilized upper-floor commercial space to residential use 
and the construction of new infill and mixed-use housing 
projects. 
 
Notable downtown housing achievements: 
• Cleveland Street Small-Lot Homes: Fifteen of 16 for-sale, small-
lot infill homes were completed in 2022 and 2024/2025, bringing 
affordable ownership opportunities to the heart of Woodland's 
historic downtown. 
• Historic Building Renovation (approved November 2023): Five 
housing units were approved as part of a mixed-use renovation of 
a historic 1873 building, targeted for moderate- and above-
moderate-income households. 
• 231 Entitled Multifamily Units: Since 2021, an additional 231 
multifamily housing units have been entitled near the downtown 
(Beamer Apartments, Zittios, Tupelo, East Street Apartments, 
Armfield Apartments), representing a significant pipeline of new 
housing close to jobs, services, and transit. 
 
OBJECTIVE: 16 infill housing units constructed or under 
construction; 231 additional units entitled nearby. 

Units 16 Cleveland Suites Story Map: 
https://gis.cityofwoodland.gov/portal/apps/storyma
ps/stories/e35e776113b140858d5f192a0b63b27c 
City Development Projects (Multifamily Pipeline): 
https://www.cityofwoodland.gov/1021/Developme
nt-Projects 
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B.4. At-risk Affordable Housing 
Preservation of at-risk affordable housing 
through the participation from agencies or 
funding assistance. No later than three 
years prior to expiration of affordability, 
sooner if possible to ensure time for 
negotiation, the City will contact property 
owners of units at-risk of converting to 
market-rate housing to discuss the City’s 
desire to preserve complexes as 
affordable housing. The City will seek 
participation from agencies interested in 
purchasing and/or managing units at-risk. 
Funding assistance, which can be 
leveraged with outside sources by the 
developer to either transfer ownership, or 
provide rent subsidies to maintain 
affordability, shall utilize applicable 
federal, State, and local financing sources. 
Where properties are at risk of conversion, 
the City will work with tenants to provide 
education regarding tenant rights and 
conversion procedures pursuant to 
California law.  

Preserve 150 at-risk 
affordable housing units 
citywide. 

Preserving the affordability of Woodland's existing deed-
restricted housing stock is essential to preventing displacement 
and maintaining the City's supply of lower-income units. The City 
monitors at-risk properties well in advance of affordability 
expiration and actively pursues funding and partnership 
opportunities to extend their affordability. 
 
Current preservation efforts include: 
• Cottonwood Meadows Senior Apartments (47 units): In 2024, 
the City applied for $2.8 million in HOME funds to support 
rehabilitation of this senior affordable community, helping to 
extend its long-term viability. 
• Yolano Donnelly Neighborhood Revitalization: In partnership 
with the Yolo County Housing Authority, the City is engaged in the 
Choice Neighborhoods Planning process to replace 132 obsolete 
public housing units at Yolano Village and Donnelly Circle with 
approximately 400 new mixed-income homes. The two-year 
planning process — which includes extensive resident and 
community engagement — will result in a HUD-required 
Transformative Plan in 2026, which will serve as the blueprint for 
redevelopment. 
 
OBJECTIVE: Active preservation planning underway for 132+ 
public housing units; 47-unit rehabilitation funding application 
submitted. 

Units 0 Choice Neighborhoods Planning Project: 
https://woodlandca.portal.civicclerk.com/event/24
16/files 
Yolano/Donnelly Community Engagement: 
https://www.engagetheteam.com/YolanoDonnelly 

GOAL C: EQUAL OPPORTUNITY IN 
HOUSING 

This is a heading for the 
implementation programs detailed 
below. 

The City of Woodland is committed to affirmatively furthering fair 
housing and ensuring that all residents have equal access to 
housing opportunities throughout the community. Goal C 
programs address fair housing education, tenant protections, 
disability access, neighborhood revitalization, and housing 
mobility. Please see individual program updates below. 

Other 0 none 
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C.1. Fair Housing Information 
Continue to distribute Fair Housing 
brochures and booklets indicating what 
the Fair Housing laws are and where 
advice, assistance and enforcement 
activities can be obtained. The City will 
provide this information to any person who 
feels they have been discriminated against 
in acquiring housing within the city and to 
any housing provider who requests such 
information. Information will be made 
available at the City’s website, in public 
locations, and at the City’s Homebuyer 
Education Seminars. These efforts will 
also focus on special needs population 
groups that might face housing 
discrimination, such as farmworkers and 
persons with disabilities. Increase 
educational outreach efforts by providing 
fair housing information in English and 
Spanish whenever feasible.    

To improve housing information and 
access to special needs 
populations, particularly 
farmworkers and persons with 
disabilities citywide. 

The City of Woodland funds Legal Services of Northern California 
(LSNC) on an annual basis to provide fair housing education, 
legal advice, and advocacy services to Woodland residents. This 
partnership helps ensure that all residents — including 
farmworkers, persons with disabilities, and other protected 
classes — understand their rights under federal and State fair 
housing law. 
 
In program year 2024–2025, LSNC assisted 216 Woodland 
residents through City-funded Fair Housing Services. Pursuant to 
a 2005 Voluntary Compliance and Conciliation Agreement, the 
City is required to fund LSNC with at least $10,000 annually for 
fair housing services as long as it receives CDBG funding. 
 
Fair housing information is available in English and Spanish at 
City Hall, at the LSNC website, and at community events. 
 
OBJECTIVE: Fair housing services provided to 216 Woodland 
residents in 2024–2025. 

Other 1 Legal Services of Northern California: 
https://www.lsnc.net 

C.2. Fair Housing Open House 
Support Legal Services of Northern 
California’s Annual Fair Housing Open 
House for rental property owners and 
various social services organization and 
agencies to discuss mechanisms to 
evaluate tenant applications according to 
fair housing law. Increase educational 
outreach efforts by providing fair housing 
information in English and Spanish 
whenever feasible.   

1 training each year The City partners with Legal Services of Northern California to 
support annual fair housing education events for landlords, 
tenants, and housing providers. The most recent Fair Housing 
Conference was held in April 2024 at the Yolo County Housing 
Authority in Woodland, with 50 attendees including local housing 
providers and social services organizations. Topics covered 
included the Fair Housing Overview, Disability Discrimination, 
Protections for Survivors of Domestic Violence, and Protections 
for Applicants with Criminal Backgrounds. Guest speakers 
represented HUD and the Disability Rights Education and 
Defense Fund. 
 
OBJECTIVE: Annual Fair Housing Conference held in April 2024; 
next event to be scheduled. 

Other 1 Legal Services of Northern California: 
https://www.lsnc.net 

C.3. Encourage Landlord Participation in 
Housing Choice Voucher 
Program 
Coordinate with the Housing Authority to 
explore creation of an incentivebased 
program to encourage landlords to accept 
housing choice vouchers. If an incentive-
based program is determined to not be 
feasible due to lack of funding or other 
constraints, the City shall conduct an 
informational campaign to educate 

To improve housing 
access and housing 
mobility for lowerincome 
households, 
particularly large 
families 

The City partners with the Yolo County Housing Authority (YCH) to 
support landlord participation in the federal Housing Choice 
Voucher (HCV) program, which provides rental assistance to 
lower-income households. The annual Fair Housing Conference, 
co-supported by the City and YCH, includes outreach and 
education for landlords on their obligations and benefits of 
accepting vouchers. 
 
YCH has published an expanded FAQ page on its website to 
address common landlord questions about the HCV program. At 
this time, no additional funding is available to issue new 

Other 1 Yolo County Housing Authority — HCV Landlord 
FAQ: https://www.ych.ca.gov/housing-choice-
vouchers/#faq-landlord 

Page 254



ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT – HOUSING ELEMENT IMPLEMENTATION 

22 | P a g e  
 

landlords about their obligation to accept 
vouchers under fair housing laws. (Spanish 
and English)   

vouchers, but the City continues to promote the program as part 
of its fair housing and housing mobility efforts. 
 
OBJECTIVE: Ongoing landlord education and engagement; no 
new vouchers issued in 2025. 

C.4. Universal Design 
Continue to implement measures to 
encourage developers to apply universal 
design principles in new housing 
developments so that housing units and 
the neighborhoods in which they are 
located are as accessible as possible to all 
individuals, regardless of age or abilities. 
Such measures include density bonuses, 
fee deferrals, or other incentives 

Facilitate housing for 
persons with 
disabilities citywide 

Universal Design principles — which ensure that housing is 
accessible and usable by people of all ages and abilities — were 
incorporated as mandatory standards in Woodland's 
Comprehensive Zoning Code update adopted in June 2024. This 
ensures that new residential development in Woodland is built to 
be more inclusive and adaptable, reducing the need for costly 
retrofits and ensuring that housing can serve residents 
throughout their lifetimes. 
 
OBJECTIVE ACHIEVED: Universal Design requirements adopted 
as part of the June 2024 Zoning Code. 

Other 1 Universal Design Requirements (Zoning Code, 
Section G): 
https://ecode360.com/45459352#45459353 

C.5. Relocation Assistance 
Continue to ensure that relocation 
assistance is provided to tenants 
relocated as a result of removal of 
housing, in compliance with the federal 
Housing and Community Development Act 
of 1974.  

Ensure consistency 
with federal uniform 
relocation act 

No relocation assistance cases were triggered or required in 
2025. The City remains prepared to implement relocation 
assistance protocols in compliance with the federal Housing and 
Community Development Act of 1974 whenever housing is 
removed or residents are displaced as a result of City-involved 
activities. 
 
OBJECTIVE: Compliance maintained; no cases in 2025. 

Other 0 none 

C.6. Fair Housing Hotline Project 
Affirmatively further fair housing by 
contracting with the Fair Housing Hotline 
Project provided through Legal Services of 
Northern California and referring fair 
housing complaints to the Fair Housing 
Hotline Project and State Department of 
Fair Employment and Housing for 
resolution. (Note: Combined Programs C.7 
and C.8)  

Assist 100 individuals 
a year citywide. 

The City contracts with Legal Services of Northern California to 
operate the Fair Housing Hotline, providing residents with direct 
access to legal advice, tenant rights information, and fair housing 
complaint resolution services. Complaints that rise to the level of 
enforcement are referred to LSNC and the State Department of 
Fair Employment and Housing. 
 
In program year 2023–2024, LSNC assisted 244 Woodland 
residents. In program year 2024–2025, LSNC assisted 216 
residents — together totaling 460 residents served in two years, 
well exceeding the program objective of 100 per year. 
 
OBJECTIVE: 460 Woodland residents assisted with fair housing 
services in 2023–2025. 

Persons 460 Legal Services of Northern California: 
https://www.lsnc.net 
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C.7. First Time Homebuyer Program 
Continue to support a First Time 
Homebuyer (FTHB) program to support and 
increase housing opportunities for first 
time homebuyers by providing loan 
assistance, utilizing local, State, Federal 
revenue sources. Identify opportunities to 
leverage other first time homebuyer 
programs, such as CalHFA and WISH 
programs. Provide program information in 
Spanish as an effort to increase 
homeownership among Hispanic/Latino 
residents.  

Assist 5 households 
a year. Funds may be 
used to assist eligible 
households citywide. 

The City's First-Time Homebuyer (FTHB) Program provides loan 
assistance to income-eligible households seeking to achieve 
homeownership in Woodland, with a focus on expanding 
homeownership access for Hispanic/Latino residents. The 
program is funded through recycled repayments from prior 
HOME, CalHOME, and BEGIN program loans. 
 
As of 2025, the City's FTHB interest list includes 93 registered 
individuals. The City is actively working with NeighborWorks 
consultants to revitalize and strengthen the program's long-term 
sustainability. In 2023, the City assisted one household with an 
FTHB loan. Seven individuals are currently in a funded position 
and are actively searching for qualifying properties. 
 
In 2024, the City completed the necessary documentation to 
remain eligible for future HOME-funded FTHB activities. 
 
OBJECTIVE: 1 household assisted with FTHB loan in 2023; 93 
individuals registered for future assistance. 

Households 1 FTHB Program Information: 
https://www.cityofwoodland.gov/261/Housing#doc
access-
98a5e9175e44b3dd724c6c66d0d47095ee31fe57c7
24de480e4034e3373a4b16 

C.8. Homebuyer Education and Financial 
Literacy 
Partner with the Housing Authority and 
non-profit organizations to conduct 
homebuyer education and financial 
literacy workshops in an effort to expand 
access to homeownership, with an 
emphasis on homeownership among 
Hispanic/Latinx residents. Conduct 
workshops in both English and Spanish. 
(New Program suggested by LSNC to 
address AFFH)   

At least one 
workshop annually 
starting in 2024. 

The City of Woodland administers its First-Time Homebuyer 
Program in partnership with NeighborWorks, a HUD-certified 
housing counseling agency. NeighborWorks provides 
individualized homebuyer education, income determinations, 
and pre-purchase counseling to prospective FTHB applicants. 
Each applicant is eligible to participate in a federally certified 
homebuyer education workshop. 
 
The City is exploring opportunities to expand public outreach by 
hosting community workshops on homeownership, with an 
emphasis on reaching Hispanic/Latinx households who are 
underrepresented among current Woodland homeowners. 
 
OBJECTIVE: Homebuyer education services provided through 
NeighborWorks partnership; expanded outreach workshops 
being planned. 

Other 0 none 
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C.9. Neighborhood Revitalization and 
Investment in Low Resource Areas  
Prioritize and direct public investment and 
improvements to facilitate placebased 
revitalization of lower opportunity areas to 
improve resilience, facilitate revitalization, 
and reduce potential displacement risk.  l 
Planning Grant. Utilize grant funds, such as 
REAP grant funds, to develop a plan for the 
area located northeast of East and Main 
Streets, to promote housing opportunities 
and place-based revitalization to improve 
living conditions.  l Neighborhood Based 
Improvements. Seek grant funding based 
on the neighborhood precise plan to 
implement subsequent place-based 
infrastructure including utility, 
landscaping, parks, and open space 
improvements in the area located 
northeast of East and Main Street. l Public 
Infrastructure Support. As part of the 
Capital Improvement Program (CIP) and 
Annual City Budget, continue to rank 
proposed projects and city investments to 
support vulnerable communities. Prioritize 
and direct public investments to lower 
opportunity areas towards investments in 
transportation improvements, bicycle 
improvements, utility improvements 
(sewer, water, broadband), and public 
facilities (parks, open space, library).   

Direct a majority of 
public investments to 
low and moderate 
resource areas. 

The City of Woodland has made strategic, place-based 
investments in historically underserved neighborhoods to 
improve housing conditions, expand housing opportunities, and 
reduce displacement risk for lower-income residents. 
 
Armfield/Lemen Avenue Neighborhood Framework Plan: In 2023, 
the City completed this community-driven planning effort — 
funded by a $237,750 SACOG REAP grant — which sets a vision 
for a safer, more walkable neighborhood with a diverse mix of 
housing types including workforce, senior, and mixed-income 
housing. The plan evaluated redevelopment opportunities for the 
Yolo County Housing Authority's Yolano Village and Donnelly 
Circle sites. 
 
The City is actively partnering with YCH on the Choice 
Neighborhoods planning process for these sites, with a $1.5 
million Housing Trust Fund commitment approved in 2025 to 
support the effort. The State Affordable Housing and Sustainable 
Communities (AHSC) grant was awarded in 2025, providing 
additional resources for the neighborhood. 
 
East Main Street Neighborhood Livability Project: The City is 
pursuing a long-term project to remove freeway traffic from the 
East Main Street corridor, dramatically improving quality of life for 
nearby residents. In March 2024, the City received $1 million in 
congressionally directed spending for project planning. In January 
2025, the City reapplied for a $5 million Federal BUILD planning 
grant. 
 
OBJECTIVE ACHIEVED: Public investments directed to lower-
opportunity areas; AHSC grant awarded for Armfield/Lemen 
neighborhood. 

Other 1 Armfield/Lemen Framework Plan: 
https://www.cityofwoodland.gov/1363/ArmfieldLe
men-Avenue-Neighborhood-Framew 
SACOG AHSC Award (2025): 
https://www.sacog.org/Home/Components/News/
News/249/16 
Tupelo/HTF Commitment (2025): 
https://woodlandca.portal.civicclerk.com/event/22
69/files/attachment/13413 
East Main Street Livability Project: 
https://www.cityofwoodland.gov/1293/I-5-SR-113-
Freeway-Connector 

C.10. Zoning Code Procedures for Persons 
with Disabilities 
To reduce potential constraints on housing 
opportunities for persons with disabilities, 
review and amend the City Reasonable 
Accommodation procedures in Section 
17.104.190 of the Zoning Code to remove 
the finding related to impacts to 
surrounding uses. Review and amend the 
zoning code to allow group homes (i.e., 
residential care facilities) for seven or 
more persons as a permitted use in 
residential zones and ensure zoning 
permits group homes objectively with 

Remove barriers to 
housing for persons 
with disabilities 
citywide 

The City updated its Zoning Code in June 2024 to fully comply 
with the Federal Fair Housing Act and the California Fair 
Employment and Housing Act with respect to housing for persons 
with disabilities. Key changes include: 
• Revised Reasonable Accommodation procedures that remove 
the prior finding related to impacts to surrounding uses — a 
requirement that had the potential to function as a constraint on 
housing for persons with disabilities. 
• Updated standards for group homes (residential care facilities) 
for seven or more persons, allowing them as permitted uses in 
residential zones with clear, objective approval criteria. 
 
OBJECTIVE ACHIEVED: Zoning code updated in June 2024; full 
compliance with State and federal fair housing law for persons 
with disabilities. 

Other 1 Reasonable Accommodation (Comprehensive 
Zoning Code, June 2024): 
https://ecode360.com/45462883?highlight=reason
able&searchId=19957794765242918#45462883 
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approval certainty consistent with State 
law and fair housing requirements.  

C.11 CDBG Funding Allocation 
Continue to evaluate program needs and 
services when allocating CDBG funding 
with an emphasis on funding investments 
in low and moderate resource areas to 
increase access to opportunities in these 
areas and fund ADA infrastructure, library 
improvements, and non-profits that serve 
special needs populations and 
affirmatively further fair housing.   

80% of funds to 
assist low and 
moderate income 
households with 
emphasis on Low 
resource areas 

The City of Woodland is a HUD Formula Entitlement community, 
receiving annual Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) 
funding to support programs and infrastructure improvements 
that primarily benefit low- and moderate-income residents. In 
July 2025, the City Council approved the FY 2025–2026 CDBG 
Annual Action Plan and the 2025–2029 Five-Year Consolidated 
Plan, allocating $473,643 in FY 2025–2026 to support one public 
infrastructure project and six public service programs that 
directly benefit the Woodland community. 
 
The 2025–2029 Consolidated Plan, submitted to HUD, entitles 
the City to an estimated $2.4 million in additional CDBG funding 
over the five-year period. A strong majority of these funds are 
directed to lower-resource areas and programs serving low- and 
moderate-income households — consistent with the City's 
commitment to affirmatively furthering fair housing. 
 
OBJECTIVE: 80%+ of CDBG funds directed to low- and moderate-
income households; FY 2025–2026 Action Plan and 2025–2029 
Consolidated Plan adopted. 

Other 1 FY 2025–2026 CDBG Action Plan & Consolidated 
Plan: 
https://woodlandca.portal.civicclerk.com/event/22
69/files/report/5578 

GOAL D: ENERGY CONSERVATION & 
SUSTAINABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT 

This is a heading for the 
implementation programs detailed 
below. 

The City of Woodland recognizes that sustainable housing is not 
only about the number of homes produced — it is also about the 
quality, resilience, and long-term livability of those homes. Goal D 
programs advance energy conservation, water efficiency, tree 
canopy preservation, and climate adaptation as integral 
components of Woodland's housing strategy. Please see 
individual program updates below. 

Other 0 none 
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D.1. Implement Climate Action Plan 
through Updates to the Zoning 
Standards 
Incorporate sustainability, conservation 
and climate adaptation standards and 
requirements into the Comprehensive 
Code update, consistent with goals and 
policies contained in the 2035 General 
Plan and 2035 Climate Action Plan.   

To achieve 
sustainability and 
climate action goals 
citywide. 

The City's June 2024 Comprehensive Zoning Code update 
incorporated comprehensive sustainability, water conservation, 
and climate adaptation standards for all new development — 
implementing commitments made in Woodland's 2035 General 
Plan and 2035 Climate Action Plan. These standards are codified 
in Sections A through E of the Zoning Code and apply to all new 
residential development citywide. 
 
By embedding these standards into the Zoning Code, Woodland 
ensures that all new housing contributes to the City's long-term 
climate resilience and sustainability goals — helping to build a 
more livable community for current and future residents. 
 
OBJECTIVE ACHIEVED: Sustainability and climate adaptation 
standards adopted as part of the June 2024 Zoning Code. 

Other 1 Comprehensive Zoning Code — Sustainability 
Standards (Sections A–E): 
https://ecode360.com/45459352#45459352 

D.2. Water Conservation Ordinance 
Ensure consistency with the State Model 
Water Conservation Ordinance (MWELO) 
and City Water Conservation Ordinance in 
the review of landscape plans and by 
incorporating additional standards in the 
Zoning Ordinance update.  

Continued support of the 
Sustainability Committee and 
Environmental Services Division 

The City of Woodland Planning Division reviews all proposed 
development projects for consistency with the State Model Water 
Efficiency Landscape Ordinance (MWELO) and Woodland's own 
Water Conservation Ordinance. The City provides annual 
compliance reports to the State. 
 
The June 2024 Comprehensive Zoning Code update incorporated 
updated water efficiency standards for landscaping and site 
design, consistent with State and City policies. These standards 
help reduce water consumption in new residential development 
while supporting the visual character and livability of Woodland's 
neighborhoods. 
 
OBJECTIVE: Ongoing; MWELO compliance maintained for all new 
development. 

Other 1 Zoning Code — Water Efficiency Standards (Section 
E): https://ecode360.com/45459352#45459352 
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D.3. Tree Planting 
Encourage and support community-based 
programs, such as Woodland Tree 
Foundation, to facilitate planting shade 
trees throughout the community 
consistent with Climate Action Plan goals 
and the Urban Forestry Master Plan. 
Update the City’s Tree Preservation 
Ordinance.   

Continued support of the 
Sustainability Committee and 
Environmental Services Division 

Trees are a vital component of Woodland's identity, quality of life, 
and climate resilience — providing shade, reducing urban heat, 
sequestering carbon, and enhancing neighborhood character. 
The City has taken significant steps to protect and expand its 
urban forest. 
 
In December 2022, the City Council amended its Tree 
Preservation Ordinance to strengthen protections for Woodland's 
existing tree canopy, consistent with the 2035 Climate Action 
Plan and the Woodland Urban Forest Master Plan. 
 
The June 2024 Comprehensive Zoning Code update further 
advances tree canopy goals by requiring tree planting as part of 
new development landscape standards — ensuring that growth in 
Woodland contributes to rather than detracts from the urban 
forest. 
 
City staff and community volunteers have planted nearly 200 
trees during Arbor Day events in 2024, 2025, and 2026 — a 
tangible, visible symbol of Woodland's commitment to a greener, 
healthier community. 
 
OBJECTIVE: Tree Preservation Ordinance updated; 200 trees 
planted at Arbor Day events since 2024. 

Other 1 Woodland Tree Preservation Ordinance (amended 
December 2022): 
https://ecode360.com/43946258#43946258 
Zoning Code — Tree Planting Standards: 
https://ecode360.com/45459724#45459854 

D.4. Outreach on Energy Conservation 
Coordinate with Pacific Gas & Electric, 
community-based organizations, other 
public agencies to provide public 
education and outreach on energy 
conservation. Specific actions related to 
energy conservation will be coordinated 
through the Climate Action Plan. The City 
has a Sustainability Committee 
Environmental Services Division who are 
in continual coordination regarding energy 
and climate related actions.   

Continued support of the 
Sustainability Committee and 
Environmental Services Division 

The City coordinates with Valley Clean Energy, PG&E, and 
community-based organizations to provide public education and 
outreach on energy conservation opportunities available to 
Woodland residents. The City's Sustainability Advisory 
Committee and Environmental Services Division lead these 
efforts through community events, social media, and 
partnerships with utility providers. 
 
Programs promoted by the City include: 
• Utility rebate programs for energy-efficient appliances, 
insulation, and electric vehicles (available at 
cityofwoodland.gov/705/Rebates). 
• Quarterly "Green Drinks" events that bring together community 
members, City staff, and sustainability advocates to discuss 
energy and climate topics. 
• The Waterwise Landscape Tour, showcasing gardens and 
backyards that conserve water and energy. 
• Energy conservation outreach at major community events, 
including the annual California Honey Festival. 
 
OBJECTIVE: Ongoing; community energy conservation outreach 
maintained through multiple channels. 

Other 1 City Rebates Page (PG&E, Valley Clean Energy): 
https://www.cityofwoodland.gov/705/Rebates 
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