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Introduction

The City of Woodland is currently undertaking an update of its General Plan. Through the
update process, community members have the opportunity to envision the city’s future and
articulate long-term goals and directions for the city’s development. To date, the City has
completed a visioning and issue identification process; analyzed the Planning Area’s existing
conditions, opportunities, and constraints; identified a preliminary Preferred Land Use Plan and
phasing strategy; and analyzed the impacts of four potential development scenarios of that land
use plan. More information on the update process can be found online at:
http://www.cityofwoodland.org/gov/depts/cd/woodland_general_plan_2035/default.asp
This document describes the third community workshop held as part of the General Plan Update,
which took place on Monday, April 27, 2015. Recently, the City developed four Development
Scenarios to test different combinations of growth, in terms of amount, location, and timing, in
order to understand potential impacts. The scenarios provide a basis for community members
and decision-makers to consider their priorities and preferences, and to weigh the costs and
benefits of different possibilities. The purpose of the community workshop was to explore
community members’ perspectives on the advantages and disadvantages of the different
combinations shown in the Development Scenarios. The City also sought input from community
members on the draft policy framework that was used to develop the scenarios and that was used
to test assumptions for the scenarios. Findings from this workshop will be used to provide
decision-makers with information about the community’s ideas and preferences regarding
Woodland’s future growth.
Information about the Development Scenarios can be found in the Development Scenarios
Analysis, which is available to the public at the City’s General Plan Update website (see above
URL).

Workshop Format and Organization
The workshop was held on Monday, April 27, 2015 at 6:30 pm at the Community and Senior
Center in Woodland. About 55 community members attended the event. The workshop began
with a presentation on the project background, results from the visioning phase, recent activities,
the project’s current status, and key characteristics of the Development Scenarios. The
presentation can be found in Appendix A of this document.
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In addition, workshop participants engaged in three activities throughout the evening. For the
first activity, participants were asked to review a list of the Guiding Principles and select the three
that they felt to be most important to the General Plan Update. For the second activity,
participants were asked to individually respond to questions about public services or future
growth by indicating their positions along a two-dimensional scale. The third activity was small
group discussion about the Development Scenarios, where participants considered the potential
benefits and impacts of the different levels and locations of growth depicted in the scenarios. All
community responses have been documented and are discussed in this report.
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Development Priorities and Preferences

The purpose of the activities at this workshop was to gauge community members’ priorities
among the General Plan Update’s Guiding Principles and to learn more about their preferences
among different potential policy directions and growth scenarios. The three activities are
described in detail below along with summaries of the input provided by workshop participants.

Activity #1: Prioritizing the Guiding Principles
As community members arrived at the workshop, they were given a list of the 12 Guiding
Principles that were developed during the visioning process. Participants were each asked to
check boxes next to the three Guiding Principles that they thought were most important to
consider for Woodland’s General Plan. The results, shown in Table 2-1, were collected and
presented during the workshop. The two most commonly prioritized principles were tied, each
having received 24 votes: Orderly Development and Historic Downtown, both described in Table
2-1. The third-most commonly prioritized principle was Economic Development, which had 18
votes. The three least-commonly prioritized principles were Public Services, Health and
Recreation, and Mobility Options, though all of the principles were prioritized by at least some of
the participants. The Guiding Principles worksheet can be found in Appendix B of this document.
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Table 2-1: Prioritized Guiding Principles
Rank

Guiding Principle

Count

1

Orderly Development: Promote new growth while achieving an orderly pattern of
community development, consistent with economic, social, fiscal and environmental
needs.

24

1

Historic Downtown: Strengthen the historic downtown district as the City’s
center of shopping, dining, entertainment and employment.

24

3

Economic Development: Foster economic growth and diversification with a range
of employment opportunities for all residents.

18

4

Quality and Character: Retain and enhance Woodland’s quality of life, its
distinctive identity and small-town characteristics.

17

5

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

16

5

Agricultural Heritage: Preserve and protect prime agricultural lands and their uses
within and surrounding the community.

16

7

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

12

8

Quality Education: Foster quality educational and enrichment opportunities.

11

9

Environmental Stewardship: Foster a sustainable community for the next
generation and protect and improve the quality of the natural environment.

10

10

Public Services: Provide realistic, supportable and appropriate levels of public
service that are sustainable and fiscally sound.

7

10

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

7

11

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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Activity #2: Voting Scales
A series of seven questions were posted around the meeting room along with voting scales that
allowed participants to rate their levels of satisfaction with a service or agreement with a
statement, or to indicate their levels of preference between two opposing choices. Participants
were each given seven stickers, and were asked to place one on each scale to generate graphs
showing opinions or preferences regarding each of the issues posed in the questions. The
resulting posters are shown on page 7, and each question is described along with its responses
below.
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Three of the questions, lettered here and on page 7 as A, B, and C, asked the participants about
their level of satisfaction with one of three public services. The purpose of asking these questions
was to inform the City’s policy decisions about appropriate and supportable levels of service
standards in the General Plan. Values on the scales were labeled, from left to right, as “very
dissatisfied,” “dissatisfied,” “neutral,” “satisfied,” and “very satisfied.”
A. How satisfied are you with Woodland’s current level of parks and recreation services?
Respondents were generally neutral-to-satisfied with the City’s parks and recreation
services. Most responses to this question clustered around the neutral and satisfied areas
of the scale, with the majority skewing towards the satisfied end. However, of those who
responded in the satisfied area, more tended closer to neutral than towards very satisfied.
Three respondents were dissatisfied, 18 were neutral, six were on the line between neutral
and satisfied, 20 were satisfied, and one was very satisfied.
B. How satisfied are you with Woodland’s current level of police service?
Respondents were generally neutral-tosatisfied with the City’s police services, with
responses tending closer to neutral, and some
dissatisfied or very dissatisfied. Nearly half of
the 45 responses to this question were located
in the neutral area, and of those responses in
the satisfied area, nearly all were located
closer to neutral than towards very satisfied.
One response was very dissatisfied, five were
dissatisfied, two were on the line between dissatisfied and neutral, 21 were neutral, 13
were satisfied, one was on the line between satisfied and very satisfied, and two were very
satisfied.
C. How satisfied are you with Woodland’s current level of fire service?
The large majority of respondents were satisfied with the City’s current level of fire
services, with 35 out of 47 responses in the satisfied area, 8 in the very satisfied area, and
four in the neutral area.
Four of the questions asked participants about their attitudes towards growth in Woodland,
lettered here and on page 7 as D, E, F, and G. Questions gauged respondents’ level of agreement
with a statement or respondents’ preferences between two possible policy directions.
D. Should allowable residential growth be tied to job growth?
The scale for this question was labeled, from left to right, as “no, strongly disagree;” “no,
disagree;” “neutral;” “yes, agree;” and “yes, strongly agree.” The majority of respondents
were neutral or agreed that allowable residential growth should be tied to job growth, but
those few who disagreed strongly disagreed. The area with the most responses placed in it
was the neutral area, with nearly as many agreeing or strongly agreeing. Five respondents
strongly disagreed, three disagreed, one was on the line between disagree and neutral, 18
were neutral, two were on the line between neutral and agree, 14 agreed, and three
strongly agreed.
5
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E. Knowing that the Urban Limit Line sets a firm boundary for city growth, would you
prefer the pace of growth be controlled by City policy, or market driven?
The scale for this question was labeled, from left to right, as “policy-controlled pace of
growth,” “policy-controlled pace of growth with market flexibility,” and “market-driven
pace of growth.” None of the response areas had a majority of the responses, though more
people preferred a policy-controlled pace of growth than either of the other two
responses. People were also more likely to prefer either policy-controlled or marketcontrolled pace of growth over a mix of both. Twenty-one responses supported policycontrolled growth, 14 supported policy-controlled pace with market flexibility, and 16
supported a market-driven pace of growth.
F. Should growth be permitted to proceed in other new areas before the full buildout of
Spring Lake, including the Master Plan Remainder Area (MPRA)?
The scale for this question was labeled, from left to right, as “prioritize the full buildout of
Spring Lake, including the MPRA,” “new growth permitted once certain Spring Lake
and/or MRPA targets are met,” and “allow growth in new areas at any time.” None of the
response areas had a majority of the responses, though more people preferred to
prioritize full buildout of Spring Lake/MPRA over either of the other two responses.
Nearly the same number of respondents wanted to allow growth in new areas at any time
as wanted to permit new growth once certain targets are met, though fewer people voted
for permitting growth with targets than either of the other two responses. Additionally, of
those who preferred permitting new growth with targets, most of the responses leaned
towards the prioritizing full buildout of Spring Lake/MPRA end of the spectrum. Twentyfour responses supported prioritizing full buildout of Spring Lake, 15 supported new
growth once certain Spring Lake or MPRA targets are met, and 16 supported allowing
growth in new areas at any time.
G. Should preserving a compact growth pattern (more supportive of Downtown) be
prioritized over allowing growth to expand in new areas to the north or east?
The scale for this question was labeled, from left to right, as “prioritize compact growth
pattern,” “mix of both,” and “prioritize new growth to the north or east.” Nearly 50
percent of responses to this question were to prioritize a compact growth pattern. More
respondents preferred to prioritize either compact growth or growth in the north or east
rather than a mix of both. Of those who did prefer a mix of both, most responses leaned
towards the compact growth pattern end of the spectrum. Twenty-seven responses
supported prioritizing a compact growth pattern, one was on the line between compact
growth and a mix of both, 10 supported a mix of both, and 18 supported prioritizing new
growth to the north or east.
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Notes
1 The following note was added by a participant to
poster F: “Infill (Main Street, East Street) always
allowed, but don’t open any new land until current
Spring Lake Specific Plan is done. Case-by-case for
affordable housing.”
2 The following note was added by a participant to
poster G: “I don’t know why plans 2-4 don’t combine
intensive infill and some new growth.”
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Activity #3: Small Group Discussions
Participants were assigned to one of eight tables, each seating up to 10 people, to discuss the
Development Scenarios and their impacts. Each table was supplied with a presentation board
showing the land use maps and development location and intensity diagrams for the scenarios,
along with key ideas and considerations for each scenario. The boards are shown in Appendix C.
All participants were provided with a summary of findings from the Development Scenarios
Analysis (excerpted from the full report), summarizing characteristics and key considerations for
each scenario, and comparing impacts of each scenario to demographics, jobs, transportation,
utilities, revenue, public services, flood control, and other issue areas. The handouts also
compared the degrees to which the different scenarios would achieve the Guiding Principles. The
summary of findings is provided in Appendix D. Each table was also provided with a facilitator
from the City or the consultant team.
The tables were asked to consider the following prompts as part of their discussions:
1. What do you think about the amount of growth shown in each scenario? Consider both
population and jobs.
2. What do you think about the location or direction of growth in each scenario?
3. What impacts of development do you think should be weighted most heavily in evaluating
the scenarios? As a table, come up with your top priorities.
4. Any other ideas, issues, or concerns? Something different you’d like to see?
At the end of 40 minutes, the groups shared the main points of their discussions with the room.
Notes from the small group discussions and presentations have been transcribed and are provided
in Appendix E. The following sections summarize themes from the discussions with respect to
comments on the individual scenarios, thoughts on growth, and impacts to consider.
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RESPONSES TO THE SCENARIOS
Scenario 1
Groups appreciated several aspects of Scenario 1. Generally, groups expressed support for the
scenario’s focus on infill and enhancing the city’s core. They liked that infill development
provided opportunities to increase commercial and residential density Downtown, and that it
could have a positive effect on the property values in the area. During the discussions, some
community members pointed out that infill development can be difficult and costly, so the City
would need to be thoughtful in its approach to any related policies. Groups also liked that
Scenario 1’s relatively compact form and emphasis on infill development meant that it would be
less likely to lead to sprawl and impacts on Prime Farmland. Groups were also positive about the
scenario’s ratio of jobs to residential growth, which is the highest among the four scenarios;
however, some participants expressed skepticism about the City’s ability to attract so many jobs
relative to housing and were concerned about commuting impacts.
In their discussions, groups found it important to examine costs. For Scenario 1, some saw a cost
benefit of keeping the city’s development footprint from expanding beyond the current
infrastructure system. They also appreciated the lower costs resulting from not requiring a flood
solution for new development. Some participants suggested that there may, in time, be a need to
upsize existing infrastructure to accommodate future development, and noted that public services
would still need to be extended to Spring Lake. Additionally, some believed that in the long run, a
flood solution would eventually be necessary, particularly in regards to the city’s industrial area.
Some tables discussed the amount of growth calculated for this scenario. While many groups held
a positive attitude to directing development towards infill sites, prioritizing buildout of the Spring
Lake Specific Plan area, and maintaining a high jobs-to-housing ratio, some participants believed
that there should be room for additional growth beyond what is accommodated by this scenario.
The following bullets summarize some of the table notes pertaining to Scenario 1. Full table notes
(for Scenario 1 and all other scenarios and discussion topics) are found in Appendix E.
•

Focuses on infill

•

Spring Lake is a priority

•

Could be very constructive vs. a lot of open square footage with city

•

Infill can be harder to do than greenfield development

•

Doesn’t box in the prime agricultural land

•

Reduces sprawl

•

Downtown core has been previously underutilized

•

Smallest impact to important farmland

•

Least growth – balances jobs with growth

•

Concerns about water/drought

•

Growth in flood areas places a burden on residents and homebuyers
9
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•

Pros: Increases property value, provides opportunity to expand the density of the core in
historic downtown to the west, increases residential density in downtown core, allows
greater opportunity for mixed use in downtown core to live and work, places
development where existing infrastructure exists, makes use of existing public
services/public safety, increases bus attraction to downtown area, creates a more
walkable/commutable city, increases live work ratio

•

Cons: May need to upsize/replace infrastructure, more costly to do infill, need to expand
public facility safety to SPL, limits growth

Scenario 2
A number of concerns arose from the discussion of Scenario 2. The most salient concern among
the groups was that the impacts of developing SP-2 would lead to “disconnection,” and “sprawl,”
which would negatively alter the City’s character by detracting from its compact urban form and
de-emphasizing the existing city center. Community members worried that the new development
area would be an “island” with its own nucleus. Related critiques involved the decreased focus on
infill development compared to Scenario 1 and the costs for infrastructure and services that would
result from allowing development far away from existing systems and service areas. While the
point was raised in at least one case that developers would be responsible for ensuring the
provision of expanded infrastructure and services, community members were generally wary of
the costs to establish, operate, and maintain the needed facilities and services.

There was some discussion about the suitability of SP-2 for development. Potential development
in this area could only proceed after flooding impacts were addressed and would need to contend
with odors from the Water Pollution Control Facility (WPCF), and community members differed
in their readiness to believe that these impacts could be mitigated. While some groups felt that
flood control associated with potential development in SP-2 would benefit the city in general and
remove barriers to industrial development, the point was also raised that creating a flood
assessment district for the area would add to the City’s administrative responsibilities. Some
community members worried that there is no effective odor solution for development near the
WPCF, claiming that at times even a half-mile buffer would not be sufficient.
Community members were also concerned about impacts related to a new interchange at CR 103
that would be required for this scenario. Costs were a consideration, as was added traffic.
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The groups also discussed some positive aspects of the scenario. One such aspect was the fact that
because the land in SP-2 is not suitable for agriculture, this scenario would not result in a direct
reduction of Prime Farmland. Development in this area could also provide opportunities for a
flood solution that could benefit the city at large and the potential expansion of a recycled water
system. Some participants agreed that depending on the type of development and the amount of
input the community has in the planning process, there may be an opportunity for development
that benefits the city.
The following bullets summarize some of the table notes pertaining to Scenario 2. Full table notes
(for Scenario 2 and all other scenarios and discussion topics) are found in Appendix E.
•

Developer funded infrastructure costs should be separated from costs to the City and/or
residents

•

Concerns over eastern development creating an island

•

Downtown, infill development needs to be focused for residents of Woodland so people
don’t need to travel to other cities

•

Growth in east is disconnected from the rest of the city

•

The odor issue is solvable

•

Concerns about odor: half-mile buffer is not effective

•

The more Woodland grows, the bigger the WPCF has to be

•

Spreads out infrastructure (Police/Fire) and increases ongoing operational costs

•

Could create potential economic capital for city (use on other projects)

•

Flood districts add another layer of bureaucracy

•

Flooding might not be as big a problem if there is no residential development in SP-2

•

Traffic has already been increasing on I-5, new development/interchange would increase
traffic even more

•

Pros: Flood solution removes barriers to industrial development, use of recycled water,
opportunity for community input to develop SP-2

•

Cons: Odor issues, SP-2 is too far from existing city, significant cost for access to city
infrastructure and freeway, loss of connectivity

Scenario 3
Groups that discussed this scenario saw a combination of issues and opportunities. They were
generally very displeased over the loss of Prime Farmland and the added costs associated with
new infrastructure and public services needed to support SP-3 to the north. One group discussed
the potential need for additional school services, which could have implications for school-related
traffic and facilities. Groups were also concerned about the need for flood mitigation in this
scenario. One point that was raised was that a Specific Plan in SP-3 may be difficult to develop, as
there are many different owners for the property in that area.
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Benefits that were discussed included improvements to Kentucky Avenue, which community
members agreed was necessary in some sections, and the opportunity for regional and flexible
commercial uses, as well as commercial or industrial uses related to agriculture.
The following bullets summarize some of the table notes pertaining to Scenario 3. Full table notes
(for Scenario 3 and all other scenarios and discussion topics) are found in Appendix E.
•

Concerns about one time and ongoing costs for added police stations, infrastructure

•

New development (beyond infill) could help fund flood solution

•

There may be other solutions (need to explore, get creative) to solve flood without full
reliance on greenfield development

•

Allows for northwest growth

•

Fiscally superior

•

Leverages 113 corridor

•

Removes prime farmland

•

Increases regional retail

•

Improves Kentucky Avenue,

Scenario 4
Not as many of the tables specifically discussed this scenario, likely due to time constraints. Those
that did were troubled by the conversion of Prime Farmland. Despite the fact that all proposed
development lies within the voter approved Urban Limit Line, some worried that urban
development in the south would erase the rural barrier that exists between Woodland and Davis.
Others felt that CR-27 was a sufficient barrier between the two cities. Some groups liked that this
scenario would not require a flood solution. However, there were questions about the impacts of
the higher population growth rate and whether allowing a higher rate now would affect growth
rates in subsequent General Plans, potentially setting the stage for higher and higher growth rates
in the future.
The following bullets summarize some of the table notes pertaining to Scenario 4. Full table notes
(for Scenario 4 and all other scenarios and discussion topics) are found in Appendix E.
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•

Master plan growth should occur in smaller increments

•

High growth rate could drive higher growth in subsequent general plans

•

New development reduces separation between Woodland and Davis

•

School maintenance concern based on recent failed measures

•

Concerns about farmland: too much conversion, too fast
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THOUGHTS ON GROWTH
The following themes regarding growth arose throughout the discussions and presentations:
•

The groups were generally very supportive of prioritizing infill development. Benefits
discussed included enhancement of the character in the city’s core, increased property
values near improved areas, improving the city’s tax base, capitalizing on existing
infrastructure, and providing amenities for residents to reduce the amount that they need
to travel. Community members felt that the core is currently underutilized. Corridors
identified that would benefit from infill development included Main Street, East Street,
and Kentucky Avenue.

•

There was also support for prioritizing the completion of the Spring Lake Specific Plan
area prior to developing other specific plan areas, but there was no consensus on where
growth should take place after the buildout of Spring Lake. Locations that were discussed
included the CR 113 corridor, the area adjacent to CR 102 but not farther east. At least
one group preferred that additional growth be directed to the northwest, as in Scenario 3.

•

Some groups discussed the drivers of growth, and, consistent with the voting scales
activity, were split. At least one group showed interest in allowing some vagueness in land
use designations in order to allow for market-driven development.

•

Sustainable growth was an important desire for some groups, with respect to both
environmental and fiscal resources. Discussions focused on ensuring that new
development consider the availability of resources such as water. Some groups were
interested in ensuring that residential growth is balanced with economic growth and jobs,
either locally or regionally.

•

Ensuring that growth was supported by quality infrastructure and services was also an
important consideration. Community members generally expressed that growth should
not exceed the city’s capacity to provide quality education services, and that the
community should be able to afford any construction, operation, and maintenance of
new facilities or services.

IMPACTS TO CONSIDER
The following impacts were frequently discussed among the groups and represent important
considerations for evaluating any potential development scenarios.
•

Sprawl: Groups were concerned about the potential for isolated or leapfrog development,
or development that would detract from the Downtown area’s character as the city center.
There was also an interest in maintaining the city’s distinct urban-rural boundary,
maintaining a rural buffer around the city.

•

Improvements to the City’s Core: Groups were supportive of development that would
enhance the character of Downtown and lead to increased density and activity in that
area. Development that would have a positive impact on the quality of life for current
residents and the quality of existing property and the tax base would be supported.
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•

Mix of Uses and Jobs/Housing Balance: Groups desired a balance of residential and
non-residential uses, and some did not want to see Woodland become a bedroom
community. There was also support for ensuring that residential growth was matched by
job growth, and for addressing high unemployment by creating new jobs.

•

Prime Farmland: The groups responded negatively to any loss of Prime Farmland.
However, it was acknowledged that even Scenarios 1 and 2 could have the potential to
impact to farming in the area. The City was encouraged to be conscious of the many ways
that future development could cause displacement of Prime Farmland or otherwise
induce conversion, including isolating agricultural operations between new nonagricultural developments.

•

Water: Given the current drought, groups were concerned about water conservation and
ensuring adequate supply in the future.

•

Costs and Potential Revenue: Groups were concerned about costs associated with
expanding and maintaining infrastructure and services to accommodate new growth
areas, and were interested to know more about potential revenue from new development.

•

Infrastructure and Services: Participants expressed concern about increased traffic on
highways, the high cost of new interchanges, decreased connectivity from leapfrog
development, the need for effective public transit, and Downtown parking availability.
There was also some concern that larger amounts of growth would require expanded
school services, which would require transportation for new students that could cause
traffic impacts.

•

Flood Protection: It was important to many groups that the costs of flood mitigation do
not become a burden on the community. Groups acknowledged that a solution for
existing flooding problems is desirable, particularly as it affects the city’s industrial
operations.
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Looking Forward

The next steps for the General Plan Update process include reviewing all community input
gathered so far, including the input provided as part of this workshop, and developing a direction
for a Preferred Plan and Policy Framework. The General Plan Steering Committee will consider
the community input along with the technical evaluations conducted for the project and provide
initial ideas for a Preferred Plan concept, The Planning Commission will review the Steering
Committee’s ideas along with community input and the technical evaluations an provide the City
Council with recommendations for a Preferred Plan. The City Council will consider all of these
items and provide direction for a Preferred Plan, upon which the rest of the General Plan and
detailed policy development will be based. The resulting Plan will reflect the community’s
priorities, consider impacts that are important to community members, and may be a hybrid of
the Development Scenarios.
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Agenda

Development Scenarios
Workshop

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Welcome!
Update on General Plan Process
Where We Are Now
What We Heard from You: Vision & Guiding Principles
Development Scenarios
Today’s Activities
Next Steps and Wrap-Up

April 27, 2015
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Purpose of a General Plan

PROCESS AND PROGRESS

• Establish a long range vision for the City
• Provide direction for physical development and
infrastructure improvements
• Establish a basis for determining whether specific
development proposals are in harmony with the vision
• Allow agencies and developers to design projects that
enhance and preserve community resources
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Current General Plan Land Use

Why is the General Plan being updated?
• The current General Plan is out of date
– Policies have not been systematically reviewed and
correlated with current conditions and growth prospects

• The update is an opportunity to:
– Affirm or change existing policies
– Create a foundation for community involvement and
good development decisions
– Respond to regional transportation, land use,
environmental initiatives, and other State legislation

GENERAL PLAN UPDATE | Development Scenarios Workshop
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Who is Involved?

General Plan Update Process

•
•
•
•

Steering Committee
Planning Commission
City Council
The Woodland Community
– Frame and discuss issues
and choices

• Community Visioning and Issue Identification
• Housing Element
• Analysis of Existing Conditions, Opportunities and
Constraints
• Analysis of Development Scenarios
• Preferred Plan and Policy Formulation
• Drafting and Completion of the General Plan
• Environmental Review
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What Have We Been Up To?
• Direction from the City Council based on discussion
in late 2013:
– Evaluate growth alternatives based on “triggers”
governing phasing of new growth
– Study a range of growth options: 0.8% - 1.7% annual
growth
– Consider location options: North, South, East
– Look at traffic, infrastructure, fiscal impacts

WHAT WE HEARD FROM YOU

• Working with a team of technical experts to
thoroughly analyze development scenarios

GENERAL PLAN UPDATE | Development Scenarios Workshop
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Initial Outreach, Visioning

Vision Statement

• The General Plan process kicked off with community
visioning: what do residents want for their city in the
future?
– Citywide workshops
– Mail-in and internet survey
• This outreach resulted in the following Vision Statement
and Guiding Principles that have guided development
of the Scenarios:

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.
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Vision Statement cont’d

Guiding Principles

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.

1. Quality and Character: Retain and enhance
Woodland’s quality of life, its distinctive identity and
small-town characteristics.

Woodland has become a destination for visitors seeking to
experience its unique agricultural, historical, recreational,
cultural and entertainment amenities.

2. Orderly Development: Promote new growth while
achieving an orderly pattern of community
development, consistent with economic, social, fiscal
and environmental needs.
3. Historic Downtown: Strengthen the historic downtown
district as the City’s center of shopping, dining,
entertainment and employment.
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Guiding Principles

Guiding Principles

4. Economic Development: Foster economic growth and
diversification with a range of employment
opportunities for all residents.

7. Agricultural Heritage: Preserve and protect prime
agricultural lands and their uses within and
surrounding the community.

5. Mobility Options: Coordinate land use and
transportation planning to provide a range of attractive
and viable transportation options, such as bicycle,
pedestrian, and transit.

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

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

9. Environmental Stewardship: Foster a sustainable
community for the next generation and protect and
improve the quality of the natural environment.
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Guiding Principles
10. Public Services: Provide realistic, supportable and
appropriate levels of public service that are
sustainable and fiscally sound.
11. Health and Recreation: Provide all residents with
opportunities to live an active, healthy, and green
lifestyle.
12. Quality Education: Foster quality educational and
enrichment opportunities.

GENERAL PLAN UPDATE | Development Scenarios Workshop

Planning Area

DEVELOPMENT SCENARIOS

GENERAL PLAN UPDATE | Development Scenarios Workshop

Role of the Development Scenarios
• Looking ahead to 2035: how will Woodland grow and
change?
• Show different development possibilities on
“opportunity sites”
• Test different combinations of amount, location, and
timing of growth to understand the impacts
• Form basis for Preferred Plan and policy development
to follow
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Land Use Designations

Proposed Land Use Diagram

§ Existing General Plan land use designations were
studied and amended
§ Provides a foundation for greater mix of uses and
choices on sites
§ Downtown Mixed Use
§ Corridor Mixed Use

§ Industrial	
  Overlay
§ Specific Plan redefined

§ Many designations have not changed; others have
become more flexible
§ Continued refinement is possible
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Evaluating the Proposed Land Use Diagram

Development Scenarios: Common Ideas

• We tested what would happen if this land use diagram
were to build out in four different ways
• Some things held constant:

•
•
•
•

– Proposed land use densities and intensities
– The vast majority of land already developed in
Woodland

• Some things changed:
– Amount of development (new population and jobs)
– Location of development (infill, north, south, and east)

A vibrant Downtown
Revitalize older commercial corridors
Generate tax revenue for the city
Prioritize build out of Spring Lake Specific Plan
– (Note: treatment of Spring Lake Master Plan Remainder
Area (MPRA) varies across scenarios)

• Maintain voter-approved Urban Limit Line
• Be strategic in use of resources
• Ensure a fiscally sound future
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Development Scenarios: Common Ideas (Cont’d)
• Identify and work towards a comprehensive flood
solution
• Support a diverse job base
• Enhance regional and community retail
• Improve neighborhood connectivity, including travel
by bicycle and on foot

GENERAL PLAN UPDATE | Development Scenarios Workshop

Four Scenarios: Land Use Distribution

GENERAL PLAN UPDATE | Development Scenarios Workshop

Development on Opportunity Sites
Strengthened, mixed use Downtown
Revitalized corridors
Various opportunities for
business park development
Three potential options for
new Specific Plan areas

GENERAL PLAN UPDATE | Development Scenarios Workshop

Four Scenarios: Development Location and Intensity
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Development Scenarios Analysis Report

What are the Key Topics Evaluated?

• Growth Opportunities and
Constraints
• Draft Preferred Plan and
Policy Framework
• Comparison of Scenarios’
Yields (housing, jobs)
• Comparison of Scenarios’
Impacts
• Achievement of Vision and
Guiding Principles

• Transportation
– Vehicle miles traveled
– Level of service and congestion
– New roads to maintain
– Major new infrastructure needed (e.g. interchanges)

• Utility Infrastructure
– Potable water supply
– Sewer system
– Wastewater treatment plant and odors
– Storm Drainage
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What are the Key Topics Evaluated?

Scenario 1: Key Ideas

• Economic and Fiscal Impacts

• Development on infill sites only: no new development
in Specific Plan areas besides Spring Lake

– Tax revenue generated
– Cost to provide services (such as police and fire)
– Type of jobs created

• Pace at which Prime Farmland is converted to urban
uses
• How well the Guiding Principles are fulfilled
– Allows for evaluation based on factors that may be
qualitative and reflect community vision and character
concerns

• Higher intensity of development envisioned Downtown
and along key corridors
• Most closely resembles buildout of development
currently permitted under existing General Plan
• Accommodates the low end of growth projections:
– 4,000 new housing units
– 8,600 new jobs
– Annual residential growth rate of 0.8%
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Scenario 1 Land Use Map

Scenario 1 Development Location and Intensity
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Scenario 1 Key Considerations

Scenario 1 Key Considerations

• Approximately half the population growth of the other
scenarios and the fewest jobs added

• Does not require a property tax sharing agreement with
the County for residential growth
• Does not result in conversion of Prime Farmland
beyond that associated with the already approved
Spring Lake Specific Plan area
• Best overall achievement of the guiding principles

– However, adds the greatest number of jobs relative to
housing units, resulting in the greatest net in-commuting
of workers to Woodland

• Not dependent on a flood solution for residential
development
• Lowest public safety cost
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Scenario 2: Key Ideas

Scenario 2 Land Use Map

• Moderate amount of infill development
• Remainder of development on SP-1A (eastern portion)
and SP-2 (large vacant area east of wastewater
treatment plant)
– Only 25% of SP-2 acreage would develop by 2035

• Accommodates mid-range growth projections:
– 7,800 new housing units
– 10,800 new jobs
– Annual residential growth rate of 1.5%
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Scenario 2 Development Location and Intensity

Scenario 2 Key Considerations
• Requires a comprehensive flood solution in order for
development to occur in SP-2
– However this would also benefit other parts of the city,
such as the industrial area

• New interchange at CR 103 would be required at the
cost of $25-35 million
• Only scenario that would require odor mitigation for
new residential development around the Water
Pollution Control Facility site (or an odor buffer)
– $13M one-time cost plus $1M ongoing annual costs
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Scenario 2 Key Considerations

Scenario 3: Key Ideas

• Additional fire station and new police beat lead to
highest one-time and ongoing public safety costs

• Moderate amount of infill development
• Remainder of development on SP-1A (eastern portion)
and SP-3 (north of Kentucky Ave)
• Accommodates mid-range growth projections:

• Flood Assessment District or other financing
mechanism would be required for SP-2
• While new development would occur on a “greenfield”
site, the City-owned 900-acre property has been
heavily impacted and is not considered Prime Farmland

– 7,700 new housing units
– 11,000 new jobs
– Annual residential growth rate of 1.5%

• May be most efficient to serve with recycled water, if
City expands this service
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Scenario 3 Land Use Map

Scenario 3 Development Location and Intensity
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Scenario 3 Key Considerations

Scenario 4: Key Ideas

• Requires a partial flood solution (and assessment
district or other funding mechanism) in order for
development to occur in SP-3

• Moderate amount of infill development

– However this would also benefit other parts of the city,
such as the industrial area

• Would most improve the Kentucky Avenue area
• Fire station relocation would be required
• Converts the most farmland to urban uses (737 acres),
the majority of which (717 acres) is Prime Farmland

• Remainder of development on SP-1A, 1B, 1C (all of
“Master Plan Remainder Area” plus some additional)
• Most closely resembles long-range buildout of current
General Plan land use map
• Accommodates the high end of growth projections:
– 8,700 new housing units
– 10,600 new jobs
– Annual residential growth rate of 1.7%
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Scenario 4 Land Use Map

Scenario 4 Development Location and Intensity
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Scenario 4 Key Considerations

Scenario 4 Key Considerations

• Adds the most new housing but fewer jobs relative to
new housing, resulting in the lowest jobs/housing ratio
• Would generate the most property tax revenue – both
in absolute terms and as a share of total revenue – for
the City
• Takes advantage of Spring Lake infrastructure already
sized to accommodate development in the Master Plan
Remainder Area
• Not dependent on a flood solution for residential
development

• Most closely resembles the vision for buildout of the
city articulated in the current General Plan and the
Spring Lake Specific Plan
• Converts the second-highest amount of farmland to
urban uses (690 acres), the majority of which (670
acres) is Prime Farmland
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Key Findings and Considerations

Key Findings and Considerations

• Odors from Wastewater
Treatment Plant:

• Police services:

– Impacts development in
SP-2 area as well as along
the 102 corridor
– ½ mile buffer at minimum
– If development occurs within
buffer, upgrades are possible
to reduce odors, but at a
cost: $13M one-time and
$1M yearly ongoing

– Increase from 5 to 6 beats for all scenarios
– SP-2 requires 7th beat; capital plus on-going costs
$1.8M higher for SP-2

• Fire Services:
– Minimum 4 stations for all scenarios
– SP-3 requires the relocation of a station
– SP-2 requires a 5th station; on-going costs $1.3M higher
for SP-2 at a cost to the service population

13	
  

6/2/15	
  

GENERAL PLAN UPDATE | Development Scenarios Workshop

GENERAL PLAN UPDATE | Development Scenarios Workshop

Key Findings and Considerations

Key Findings and Considerations

• Flood Solution:

• Other Infrastructure Costs/Impacts and Affordability:

– Entire industrial area, SP 2 and portions of SP 3 would
require a flood solution ($40M) and an assessment district/
impact fee in order to allow development to occur.
– A flood solution would be most feasible with development
of SP-2
– Impact of these costs on new homes and businesses in
the growth areas and new development in the industrial
area
– However, a flood solution would immensely benefit the city
at large

– Developments with high infrastructure/service costs will
require large CFDs/assessments; creates downward
pressure on market feasibility
– Impacts ability to request other amenities
– Can create resentment in new residents about
disproportionate tax burden (affordability issue)

GENERAL PLAN UPDATE | Development Scenarios Workshop

GENERAL PLAN UPDATE | Development Scenarios Workshop

Key Findings and Considerations

Your Turn! Activity #1: What’s Important to You

• Transportation:

• Consider the questions posted on the walls around the
room
• Place a dot in the area that indicates your level of
agreement with each.

– In general, little to no difference between scenarios in
terms of congestion and roadway performance.
– New interchange requirement at CR 103 and I-5; ($25$35M) for Scenario 2.
– Improvements at 25A/113 are already planned.

– One dot per question please!

• If desired, use the post-it notes to provide any
additional thoughts you have on each topic/statement.
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At Your Tables…

Activity #2: Small Group Discussions

• Land Use Map and Key Characteristics of the Scenarios
• Summary Matrix with detail on all impacts evaluated

• We want your feedback on the Development Scenarios:
1. What do you think about the amount of growth shown
in each Scenario? Consider both population and jobs.
2. What do you think about the location or direction of
growth in each Scenario?
3. What impacts of development do you think should be
weighted most heavily in evaluating the scenarios?
• As a table, come up with your top priorities

4. Any other ideas, issues, or concerns? Something
different you’d like to see?
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Table 1

Table 2

• Contention!
• Amount: # closer to 4000 is consistent with SACOG, might consider
some higher numbers too
• Considered issues related to development leveraged for flood control
• Strong focus on infill – downtown, West Main, East, small parcels
• Would not put SL buildout ahead of infill
• Downtown, infill focus for residents
• Economic development
• Concerns about eastern development creating an island; might take
shoppers out of DT. But might need development that gets us a flood
solution and gets the industrial base back. But what the developer
can provide should be separate from the project.
• Extra service provision; on the other hand, need a flood solution.
• May be other solutions we need to explore; be creative.

• Less consensus
• Split on whether pop growth should be market driven or
not; housing growth controlled or not. Jobs are less
certain.
• Direction: leaning towards the south, but not all in
agreement.
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Table 3

Table 4

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Lots of different points of view
#1: infill is really important; how do you make it happen??
Strong points of view on #2 – growth east will be disconnected
Liked growth to the northwest; had some strong fiscal points in its
favor
Leverage 113
Some wanted no growth east of 102 at all; some are OK with it
Want sustainable growth
Leverage existing infrastructure
Increase assessed value
Don’t look at Woodland in a bubble; don’t have to have a 1:1 ratio of
housing to jobs.
Growth in the core
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Table 5
• Loss of farmland is a consideration for all except S1
• Make improvements to the core; don’t jeopardize it with
new development that detracts from that energy
• Concerned about water conservation; overall cost of
services. Do costs exceed the revenue generated?
Flooding costs.
• S1: like infill, supporting core and protecting ag land
• S2: detract from core; protects farmland which is good;
proximity to WWTP is not good. Impacts on water
supply? And rates?
• S3: impacts to schools; too much loss of farmland;
need for more services, flood concerns. KY ave needs
to be improved.
• S4: concerned about separation between W and Davis.
Maintain identity as 2 separate communities. Farmland
loss.

• Agreed that they all have pros and cons
• Scenario 1: seems very restrictive – not necessarily bad though, but
needs to allow for the right type of new development.
• Natomas: assessed everyone in town for flood protection.
• Infill – needs to be done, but it’s very hard. Needs to be done well
and has to be flexible. Reduces sprawl.
• Preserve prime farmland; don’t want to make farmland that remains
less viable
• Scenario 2: odor issue; but can be solved. Does spread out
infrastructure, which is a negative with ongoing costs. New overpass
also a negative if its tied to developer; could cut off access to ag land.
Doesn’t impact prime ag land directly, but maybe indirectly. Flood.
• Scenario 3: partial flood control; generate revenue sooner. Removes
ag land. Increases regional retail. Improve Kentucky! Keep uses
flexible; allow for market-driven development (impt everywhere).
Many owners = tougher to do a specific plan. Potential for ag
technology.
• Scenario 4: prime ag land; maintain barrier between W and Davis. No
GENERAL
PLAN UPDATE
| Development
Scenarios
Workshop
flood solution
needed,
good. Master
plan
growth in smaller
increments; smaller specific plans at a time. Limiting growth rate
Table
could 6
drive it higher later on.

• Consensus!
• Infill; DT: so much vacancy. Fill it! Also concerned about
parking with infill – what happens?
• Protect farmland; natural resources. Use what we have.
• Flood and potable water are key impacts to consider
• Res growth vs job growth. What types of houses are
coming in? Density? Lots of questions on that.
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Table 7

Table 7

• Priorities:

• Location: Infill! And spring lake SP. Beyond that; the
City Council should have some triggers, but no
consensus on where it goes next.
• Amount: based on key resources (priorities above) –
water, ag land, etc.

– Preserving prime ag land
– Water!!; smart use of water. And flood protection.
Climate change; resilience.
– Better or smarter transit – rail relocation would allow
better transit options. Better bike connections between
D and W.
– Upgrade Downtown. Parking, ease of access
– Well balanced residential with commercial
– Tie plan to economic growth of community
– Neighborhood preservation; existing areas
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Table 8

Next Steps

• S1: increase property values, or maintained

• Summarize all community input
• Steering Committee meeting (early May)

– Opportunity to expand density at the core and support
DT, mixed use. Use existing infrastructure. Services
established. Business attraction to DT. Walkable. Cons:
more difficult to do infill. Public safety?

• S2: flood solution removes barriers to development;
recycled water. Opportunity for community input to
develop SP2. Cons: cost to improve; loss of
connectivity. Odor.
• S3: Pros: Facilitate improvements to KY. Con: remove
some ag land. Flood mitigation not established.

– Review of community input and technical evaluation
– Provide initial ideas for a Preferred Plan concept

• Planning Commission meeting(s) (June):
– Review of community and GPSC input, technical evaluation
– Provide recommendation re Preferred Plan to City Council

• City Council meeting(s) (July):
– Review of all input
– Provide direction for a Preferred Plan and Policy Framework

• Draft the Preferred Plan (probably a hybrid of the
Development Scenarios)
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Schedule

How to Stay Involved

Timing

Task

April 2013

Community Vision Workshops, Household Survey

Spring and Fall 2013

Draft and Final Housing Element

Winter and Spring 2014

Draft Development Scenarios and Initial Policy Framework

Summer and Fall 2014

Analysis and Testing of Development Scenarios

Spring and Summer 2015

Community Workshops, Steering Committee, PC, CC
Meetings on Development Scenarios

Summer 2015

Prepare Preferred Plan and Refine Policy Framework

Fall 2015

Draft General Plan and EIR

Winter and Spring 2016

Workshops and Comment Periods

Spring and Summer 2016

Hearings and Final Adoption

• General Plan Update e-newsletters and
announcements
• Steering Committee meetings – all open to the public
• Planning Commission & City Council meetings – all
open to the public
• Website
– Follow the General Plan Update Process and share your
thoughts online on the project website

• Contact Cindy Norris at 530-661-5911 or
GeneralPlan2035@cityofwoodland.org

Development Scenarios
Workshop
April 27, 2015
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Development Scenarios
SCENARIO 1: INFILL ONLY, LOW GROWTH
Land Use Map

Development Location & Intensity

• Most closely resembles buildout of development
currently permitted under existing General Plan

SP-3

BEAMER ST

N PIONEER AVE

I-5

N PIONEER AVE

I-5

E KENTUCKY AVE

BEAMER ST

EAST ST

GIBSON RD

I-5
PIONEER AVE

WEST ST

PIONEER AVE

WEST ST

• Higher intensity of development envisioned
Downtown and along key corridors

E KENTUCKY AVE

E MAIN ST

EAST ST

E MAIN ST

I-5

GIBSON RD

SP-1C
Highway
Major Roads
City Limits
Urban Limit Line

SP-1B
SP-1A

0

0.5

1

2

113

Miles

0

0.5

1

2

Highway
Major Roads
City Limits
Urban Limit Line

113

Miles

• Not dependent on a flood solution for residential
development
• Lowest public safety cost

SP-2
SP-1

Key Ideas and Considerations

• Does not result in conversion of Prime Farmland
beyond that associated with the already approved
Spring Lake Specific Plan area

SCENARIO 2: EAST, MID-LEVEL GROWTH
Land Use Map

Development Location & Intensity

SP-3
E KENTUCKY AVE

BEAMER ST

GIBSON RD

SP-1C
SP-1B
SP-1A

0

0.5

1

2

113

EAST ST

WEST ST

PIONEER AVE

WEST ST

Medium Density Residential (MD)

SP-2
SP-1

• New interchange at CR 103 would be required at
cost of $25-35 million

Downtown Mixed Use (DX)the

Low Density Residential (LD)

I-5

GIBSON RD

High Density Residential (HD)

E MAIN ST

EAST ST

E MAIN ST

E KENTUCKY AVE

PIONEER AVE

BEAMER ST

N PIONEER AVE

I-5

N PIONEER AVE

I-5

Highway
Major Roads
City Limits
Urban Limit Line

0

0.5

1

I-5

Community Commercial (CC)

Downtown Mixed Use (DX)

Regional Commercial (RC)

2

113

Highway
Major Roads
City Limits
Urban Limit Line

Business Park (BP)
Industrial (IN)

High Density Residential (HD)

Community Commercial (CC)

Specific Plan (SP)

Downtown Mixed Use (DX)

Regional Commercial (RC)

Public/Quasi Public (PQ)

Low Density Residential (LD)

Corridor Mixed Use (CX)

Business Park (BP)

Open Space (OS)

Medium Density Residential (MD)

Neighborhood Commercial (NC)

Industrial (IN)

Light Industrial Overlay

High Density Residential (HD)

Community Commercial (CC)

Specific Plan (SP)

Specific Plan Boundary

Downtown Mixed Use (DX)

Regional Commercial (RC)

Public/Quasi Public (PQ)

Opportunity Sites

Corridor Mixed Use (CX)

Business Park (BP)

Open Space (OS)

Neighborhood Commercial (NC)

Industrial (IN)

Light Industrial Overlay

Land Use Designations

Medium Density Residential (MD)

• Requires odor mitigation or buffer for new
residential development around the WPCF site

Neighborhood Commercial (NC)

High Density Residential (HD)

Corridor Mixed Use (CX)

Low Density Residential (LD)

Corridor Mixed Use (CX)

Miles
Neighborhood
Commercial (NC)

Miles

Key Ideas and Considerations

• Requires a comprehensive flood solution (and
Low Density Residential (LD)assessment district or other funding mechanism)
Medium Density Residential in
(MD)
order for development to occur in SP-2

• Additional fire station and new police beat lead to
highest one-time and ongoing public safety costs
• Greenfield development not on Prime Farmland

Development Scenarios
SCENARIO 3: NORTH, MID-LEVEL GROWTH
Land Use Map

Development Location & Intensity

Key Ideas and Considerations
• Would most improve the Kentucky Avenue area

SP-3
N PIONEER AVE

BEAMER ST

E KENTUCKY AVE

BEAMER ST

E KENTUCKY AVE

• Fire station relocation would be required

EAST ST

E MAIN ST

PIONEER AVE

WEST ST

I-5

GIBSON RD

I-5

• Converts the most farmland to urban uses      
(737 acres), the majority of which (717 acres) is
Prime Farmland

PIONEER AVE

EAST ST

E MAIN ST

WEST ST

• Requires a partial flood solution (and assessment
district or other funding mechanism) in order for
development to occur in SP-3

I-5
N PIONEER AVE

I-5

GIBSON RD

SP-2
SP-1C

SP-1

Highway
Major Roads
City Limits
Urban Limit Line

SP-1B
SP-1A

0

0.5

1

2

113

Miles

0

0.5

1

2

Highway
Major Roads
City Limits
Urban Limit Line

113

Miles

SCENARIO 4: SOUTH, HIGH GROWTH
Land Use Map

Development Location & Intensity

Key Ideas and Considerations
• Most closely resembles long-range buildout of
current General Plan land use map

Low Density Residential (LD)
I-5

BEAMER ST

E MAIN ST

Low Density Residential (LD)
WEST ST

I-5

Medium Density Residential (MD)

PIONEER AVE

WEST ST

EAST ST

E MAIN ST

•
Corridor Mixed Use (CX)

Would generate the most property tax revenue
City

for the
Neighborhood Commercial (NC)
I-5

Community Commercial •(CC)
Takes

Downtown Mixed Use (DX)

Regional Commercial (RC)

Corridor Mixed Use (CX)

Highway
Business Park
(BP)

2
Neighborhood
Commercial (NC)
Miles

Industrial (IN)
Urban Limit Line

High Density Residential (HD)

Community Commercial (CC)

Specific Plan (SP)

Downtown Mixed Use (DX)

Regional Commercial (RC)

Public/Quasi Public (PQ)

Low Density Residential (LD)

Corridor Mixed Use (CX)

Business Park (BP)

Open Space (OS)

Medium Density Residential (MD)

Neighborhood Commercial (NC)

Industrial (IN)

Light Industrial Overlay

High Density Residential (HD)

Community Commercial (CC)

Specific Plan (SP)

Specific Plan Boundary

Downtown Mixed Use (DX)

Regional Commercial (RC)

Public/Quasi Public (PQ)

Opportunity Sites

Corridor Mixed Use (CX)

Business Park (BP)

Open Space (OS)

Neighborhood Commercial (NC)

Industrial (IN)

Light Industrial Overlay

GIBSON RD

HighwaySP-2
Low Density Residential
(LD)
Major Roads
0.5

• Not dependent on a flood solution for residential
development
Downtown Mixed Use (DX)
High Density Residential (HD)

High Density Residential (HD)

GIBSON RD

0

E KENTUCKY AVE

PIONEER AVE

BEAMER ST

Medium Density Residential (MD)

E KENTUCKY AVE

EAST ST

N PIONEER AVE

SP-3

N PIONEER AVE

I-5

1

SP-1 2Miles

SP-1C

City Limits
Urban Limit Line

Medium Density Residential 0(MD)0.5

113

SP-1B
SP-1A

Land Use Designations

1

113

Major Roads
City Limits

advantage of Spring Lake infrastructure to
accommodate development in MPRA

• Converts 690 acres of farmland to urban uses, the
majority of which (670 acres) is Prime Farmland
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D-2

Report on Community Workshop #2

Development Scenarios Analysis
Brief Summary of Findings
SCENARIO CHARACTERISTICS
•

Scenario 1: High Infill (In-city planned development sites); No New Greenfield
Development. Scenario 1 depicts development on infill sites only: in the Downtown,
along key corridors, and in the Spring Lake Specific Plan area. Aside from continued
development of Spring Lake, no development would take place in any of the new Specific
Plan areas. This scenario has a residential annual growth rate of 0.8 percent, adding
approximately 4,000 new units by 2035—the low end of the range that the City Council
asked to see evaluated. Approximately 8,600 new jobs are added, resulting in a
cumulative jobs/housing ratio of 1.44. This scenario is similar to build out of the current
General Plan.

•

Scenario 2: Moderate Infill; Moderate Greenfield: SP-1A (MPRA) Fully Develops, SP2 (East Area) Partially Develops. Scenario 2 assumes that a moderate amount of infill
development occurs, including full buildout of Spring Lake. The remaining need for
residential development is accommodated in SP-1A and in SP-2. This scenario represents
what could occur once a flood solution is implemented, opening up SP-2 for development
(however, only approximately 25 percent of the land in the SP-2 area would need to be
developed in order to accommodate assumed growth). Approximately 7,800 new housing
units would be added through 2035 (annual growth rate of 1.5 percent), and 10,800 jobs,
resulting in a cumulative jobs/housing ratio of 1.33.

•

Scenario 3: Moderate Infill; Moderate Greenfield: SP-1A (MPRA Area) Fully
Develops, SP-3 (Northwest Area) Partially Develops. Scenario 3 also assumes that a
moderate amount of infill development occurs, including full buildout of Spring Lake.
The remaining need for residential development is accommodated in SP-1A and in SP-3.
This scenario represents what could occur if SP-3 is allowed to move ahead of SP-2 due to
a delayed flood solution, property owner readiness, or other factors that could influence
one area’s readiness to develop versus another’s. Very similar to Scenario 2, Scenario 3
would yield approximately 7,700 housing units in 2035 and approximately 11,000 new
jobs, for a cumulative jobs/housing ratio of 1.34.

•

Scenario 4: Moderate Infill; Full Build-out of SP-1A, 1-B and 1-C (MPRA). Scenario 4
produces the highest amount of residential and non-residential development, with
approximately 8,700 new housing units by 2035—a 1.7 percent growth rate, the high end
of what the Council desired to see evaluated. This is achieved through a higher amount of
infill development, full buildout of Spring Lake, and full buildout of all three areas of SP1, also known as the Spring Lake MPRA. Approximately 10,600 new jobs would be
added, producing a cumulative jobs/housing ratio of 1.28 in 2035.
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SUMMARY OF SCENARIOS’ CHARACTERISTICS AND IMPACTS
The following table summarizes the major impacts of each of the four development scenarios
presented in this report. Rather than identifying a “best” scenario, the table is meant to highlight
the important distinctions between the scenarios and to illustrate the various advantages and
disadvantages of each.
Woodland Scenarios Impact Summary1
Scenario 1

Scenario 2

Scenario 3

Scenario 4

Population Added

11,200

21,400

21,200

23,900

Households Added

3,860

7,370

7,330

8,240

Housing Units Added

4,060

7,760

7,710

8,670

0.8%

1.5%

1.5%

1.7%

HIGH

MODERATE

MODERATE

MODERATE

NO

YES:
SP-1A (all), SP2 (some)

Yes:
SP-1A (all),
SP-3
(some)

Yes:
SP-1A, 1B, and
1C (all)

Infill including
SLSP

East Area and
portion of
MPRA

Northwest
Area and
portion of
MPRA

MPRA

0

354

717

670

8,600

10,800

11,000

10,600

1.44

1.33

1.34

1.28

VMT per Capita (existing: 32.8)

32.4

31.2

31.2

31.2

Average Trip Length (miles; existing:
5.43)

5.19

5.16

5.16

5.21

New Lane Miles Added

18.7

25.0

24.1

18.7

Requires new County Road 103
interchange? (cost: $25-35M)

NO

YES

NO

NO

Demographics

Annual Growth Rate (Residential)
Development Overview
Infill (In City planned development)
New Specific Plans beyond Spring
Lake?

Development Focus

Acres of Prime Farmland converted
(beyond already-approved Spring Lake
area), within voter approved ULL
Jobs
Jobs Added
Cumulative Jobs/Housing Ratio
Transportation
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Woodland Scenarios Impact Summary1
Scenario 1
Financial impact to Yolo County
Transportation District (YCTD)

Scenario 2

Scenario 3

Scenario 4

LOW:
HIGH:
MED/HIGH:
limited amount large amount of large amount of
of new service
new service
new service
needed
needed
needed

LOW/MED:
limited amount
of new service
needed

Potable Water
Demand expected to exceed
capacity based on current (2010)
UWMP projections?2

NO

LIKELY

LIKELY

LIKELY

$25,500

$26,900

$27,700

$26,200

Expansion of WPCF before 2035?

NO

YES

YES

YES

Development on CR 102 requires
some odor mitigation?

YES

YES

YES

YES

Requires odor mitigation or
restrictions on residential
development (cost to mitigate is $13M
plus approximately $1M annual O & M)

NO

YES

NO

NO

$2,389,000

$2,574,000

$2,595,000

$2,586,000

$131,900

$142,000

$141,600

$139,600

City Share of Property Tax Revenue
(annual)

$3,744,000

$7,076,000

$7,394,000

$7,964,000

City’s Percentage of Total Revenue3
(assuming City’s existing tax-share
average for property currently
outside city limits)

18.30%

18.62%

19.51%

19.53%

City’s Percentage of Total Revenue4
(assuming lower tax-share for property
currently outside city limits)

15.75%

14.08%

14.15%

13.86%

One-Time Fire Department Costs

$6,728,000

$13,435,000

$12,228,000

$6,728,000

Ongoing Annual Fire Department
Costs

$1,979,000

$3,296,000

$1,979,000

$1,979,000

One-Time Police Department Costs
due to General Plan growth

$77,400

$567,900

$116,000

$116,000

Ongoing Annual Police Department
Costs due to General Plan growth

$302,800

$2,301,000

$454,000

$454,000

Cost per Acre
Water Pollution Control Facility

Assessed Value
Assessed Value per Acre
Assessed Value per Service Population
Property Tax Revenue

Public Safety
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Woodland Scenarios Impact Summary1
Scenario 1

Scenario 2

Scenario 3

Scenario 4

NO

YES

YES

NO

NO

YES:
SP-2

YES:
Portions of
SP-3

NO

UNLIKELY

YES

UNLIKELY

LIKELY

FAIR:
POOR:
New facilities
New facilities
needed in parts
needed in SP-2
of SP-3

GOOD

Flood
Requires a flood solution to be
implemented for residential
development
Would a Flood Assessment District
or other funding mechanism be
required outside of the industrial
area?
Schools
New school facilities needed beyond
existing planned?5
Qualitative Factors
Proximity of new housing to existing
community facilities?

GOOD

Strengthens Downtown and
Promotes Corridor Mixed Use
development?

GOOD

POOR

GOOD

POOR

GOOD:
Hwy 113/
CR 25A
interchange, 15/CR 103
Interchange
(potential)

FAIR:
Hwy 113/
CR 25A
interchange,
1-5/West St.
interchange

Leverages freeway interchange
opportunities for new commercial/job
generating uses6

Notes:
1.
2.
3.

4.
5.
6.
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GOOD
GOOD:
Hwy 113/
CR 25A
interchange
(Would be able
to fully
implement CR
25A/Hwy 113
interchange)

Figures have been rounded.
Given anticipated conservation and recycled water, it is likely that the amount of growth assumed in all four
scenarios would be able to be served by existing and planned improvements to the water supply system.
Caution should be used in considering these figures because, in the event that the negotiated tax share for
property currently located outside of the existing city limits is either less than or greater than the existing citywide average, the resulting tax shares under each scenario could change substantially and the rankings could
change.
These figures assume that the City of Woodland would receive only 12 percent of the ad-valorem property
taxes for new development on any property that is not currently located within city limits.
This is a preliminary assessment. Discussions with the school district are needed to more completely
understand the impacts of the scenarios.
Highway 113/CR 25A interchange would have limited use due to a lack of development on the west side of the
freeway (except for Scenario 4). Development on the north side of the I-5 or 103 interchange will likely be
limited due to the proposed nature of a future flood solution.
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ACHIEVEMENT OF VISION AND GUIDING PRINCIPLES
The table below illustrates, qualitatively, how well each of the scenarios achieves the guiding
principles developed to guide the Woodland General Plan Update. Given that the scenarios
represent different buildout options for the same land use map that directly responds to the
Vision Statement and Guiding Principles, each of the scenarios fulfills these goals to a basic
extent. However, the different features of the various scenarios may result in one scenario better
fulfilling one or more of the guiding principles than another.
Comparison of Scenarios’ Achievement of Guiding Principles
Guiding Principle

Scenario 1

Scenario 2

Scenario 3

Scenario 4

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.











= Reflects the Guiding Principle, but could be strengthened
= Better reflects the Guiding Principle, but is not a major focus of the Scenario
 = Best reflects the Guiding Principle, and is a major focus of the Scenario


Note: All lands under discussion for each of the scenarios are located within the City’s Urban Limit Line (ULL), approved by the
voters in 2006. The ULL provides a defined development footprint for the purpose of preserving and protecting agricultural,
natural resources and open spaces on lands outside the permanent urban limit line. The ULL initiative requires the city to consider
opportunities for “Increased residential densities for both infill and undeveloped land within the permanent urban limit line.”
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KEY ISSUES AND CONSIDERATIONS
Scenario 1
•

Approximately half the population growth of the other scenarios and the fewest jobs
added
−

However, adds the greatest number of jobs relative to housing units, resulting in the
greatest net in-commuting of workers to Woodland

•

Only scenario that would not require expansion of the Water Pollution Control Facility
during the planning period or additional sewer improvements beyond what is needed to
address existing conditions

•

Only scenario for which potable water needs do not exceed those of the current Urban
Water Master Plan’s plans and projections

•

Would generate roughly half the property tax revenue for the City ($3.7 million) than
would be generated by the other scenarios

•

Does not require a property tax sharing agreement with the County for residential growth

•

Does not result in conversion of Prime Farmland beyond that associated with the already
approved Spring Lake Specific Plan area

•

Lowest public safety cost of all scenarios

•

Not dependent upon a flood solution for residential development

•

Best overall achievement of the guiding principles

Scenario 2
•

Requires a comprehensive flood solution in order for development to occur in SP-2

•

New CR 103 interchange would be required at the cost of $25-35 million

•

Only scenario that would require odor mitigation for new residential development
around the Water Pollution Control Facility site

•

Additional fire station and new police beat lead to highest one-time and ongoing public
safety costs

•

Flood Assessment District or other financing mechanism would be required for SP-2

•

While new development would occur on a “greenfield” site, the City-owned 900-acre
property has been impacted by years of industrial waste discharge and is not considered
Prime Farmland

•
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−

565 total acres of agricultural land converted to urban uses; a mix of types

−

Most development in SP-2 would likely take place in an area that is not considered
Prime Farmland

−

However, development on SP-1A (also envisioned in this Scenario) would be on
Prime Farmland (354 acres)

Given proximity, it may be the most efficient to serve with recycled water, if the City
chooses to expand this service beyond industrial uses
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Scenario 3
•

Requires a partial flood solution in order for development to occur in SP-3; however this
would also benefit other parts of the city, such as the industrial area

•

Has the greatest potential to improve the Kentucky Avenue area

•

Fire station relocation would be required at the cost of $5.5 million

•

Flood Assessment District or other funding mechanism would be required for portions of
SP-3

•

Converts the most farmland to urban uses (737 acres), the majority of which (717 acres)
is Prime Farmland. Located within the Urban Limit line, but does require annexation of
land

•

Most costly to extend recycled water line to serve the area to the northwest if the City
chooses to expand this service beyond industrial uses

Scenario 4
•

Adds the most new housing but fewer jobs relative to new housing, resulting in the lowest
jobs/housing ratio

•

Would generate the most property tax revenue for the City

•

Takes advantage of Spring Lake infrastructure already sized to accommodate
development in the Master Plan Remainder Area

•

Most closely resembles the vision for buildout of the city articulated in the current
General Plan and the Spring Lake Specific Plan

•

Converts the second-highest amount of farmland to urban uses (690 acres), the majority
of which (670 acres) is Prime Farmland during the General Plan horizon

•

Not dependent upon a flood solution for residential development
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Group Discussion Notes
The following notes are transcriptions of each table’s flip charts and other notes.

TABLE 1
Scenario 1
•

Focus on infill

•

4000 is consistent with SACOG projects unless shown different, keep with 4000

•

Could go up somewhat

•

Spring Lake also a priority

Scenario 2
•

What developer can provide should be separate from the project

•

Concerned with Eastern development creating an island

•

Downtown, infill development needs to be focused for residents of Woodland so people
don’t need to travel to other cities

•

Infill because infrastructure is generally available

•

Main street and East Street focus on infill

•

Concern with Conway taking “shoppers” out of the downtown

Scenario 3
•

Cost for added police stations, infrastructure as you move away from infill and continual
operational

•

Need flood solution, so need development beyond infill to help fund

•

Or there may be other solutions, need to explore, get creative, to solve flood without full
reliance on greenfield development

TABLE 2
Amount of Growth
•

Split on market driven housing growth vs. controlled

•

Jobs are key!

Prioritize growth
•

South- SLRA
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TABLE 3
Scenario 1

Pros

Cons

•

Like existing

•

Want other opportunities

•

Like infill
•

Growth in East is
disconnected

Scenario 2
Scenario 3
Scenario 4

•

Likes Northwest growth

•

Fiscally superior

•

Leverage 113 corridor

Growth
•

Mid range- 6000+

Other
•

Growth being sustainable (can keep going)

•

Leverage existing infrastructure

•

Growth in the core is desired ✓✓✓

•

Fiscally sound growth (revenue, jobs, assessed value) ✓✓✓

•

With UCD and Downtown Sac; ok with less jobs

•

Leverage 113 corridor

•

No growth East of CR 102 (Emphasize city core, cost of growth) ✓✓

•

Ok with development adjacent to CR 102

•

How to do moderate infill (what incentives?)

TABLE 4
Scenario 1
•

Could be very constrictive
−
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vs a lot of open square footage with city

•

SAFCA assessed everyone in town (Sacramento)

•

Infill can be the hardest to do

•

We should look to preserve out prime farmland

•

If we grow, don’t box in the prime land

•

Reduces sprawl
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Scenario 2
•

The odor issue can be solved

•

Spreads out our infrastructure (Police/Fire) ongoing operational cost

•

Could create potential economic capital for city (use on other projects)

•

New overpass – negative

•

Doesn’t impact prime farmland (with design)

•

Requires flood control

Scenario 3
•

Requires partial flood control

•

Removes prime farmland

•

Increases regional retail

•

Something should happen on Kentucky Ave

•

Keep uses “vague” which allows for market driven development

•

Many owners = tough master plan

•

Prime ag could couple with regional retail and economic development (seed companies)

Scenario 4
•

Prime Ag land

•

27 is a natural barrier

•

Not waiting of flood solution

•

Make master plan growth in smaller increments

•

Could limit population growth

•

High growth rate could also drive higher growth in subsequent general plans

TABLE 5
Scenario 1
•

Important to use infill

•

The core has been underutilized

•

Scenario 1 has least impact to important farmland

•

Least growth – balances jobs with growth

•

Concerns about water/drought

•

Least expensive

•

Growth in flood areas places a burden on residents and homebuyers
E-5

Woodland General Plan Update

•

Would like to move industrial area from flood zone

Scenario 2
•

Development to the east impacts “compact” development

•

Concerns about odor ½ mile not effective

•

The more we grow, the bigger the WWTP has to be

•

Business park maybe, but not residential

•

Development in the east would only occur if feasible

•

New services would be part of the development, developer would have to plan for it

•

Concerns that distant development would cause a loss of small town feel, lose downtown

•

Traffic has been increasing on I-5, new development/interchange would increase traffic

•

SP-2 city stands to benefit from development versus other SP areas

•

Infill development improved under-maintained properties, improving existing tax base
and surrounding residential

•

Flood districts add another layer of bureaucracy

•

Flooding might not be as big a problem if there is no residential in SP-2

Scenario 3
•

Concerns about the farmland loss

•

Part of Kentucky Ave does need improvement

•

Concern that there may be school impacts/impacts from school transportation

Scenario 4
•

North/South development reduces separation between Woodland and Davis

•

School maintenance concern based on recent failed measures

•

Concerns about farmland, too much conversion, too fast

Summary
•
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Impacts to consider
−

Loss of farmland

−

Avoiding sprawl

−

Improvements to the core

−

Water consumption(river water)

−

Overall costs (services/schools)

−

Degree that development takes away from core identity
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−

Flooding costs

•

Liked infill, building up the core, preserving agriculture, conservation with costs

•

Detracted from the core, still preserves farmland, expensive, traffic impacts, residential is
not a good option, impacts from WWTP

•

Potential impacts to schools, too much loss of farmland, need for more services, flood
concerns, some parts of Kentucky Ave still need to be improved

•

Too much loss of farmland, impacts rural separation between Woodland and Davis

TABLE 6
Amount of Growth
•

What do we need? (Rental, owner?)

•

Some low density housing and higher density housing

•

We are an “ag” community: capitalize what we are
−

Jobs coming in should be ag/food related
•

Processing food adds a lot of value

•

Mid level population growth would be good

•

Don’t want to be a bedroom community (people wouldn’t be invested)

•

If unemployment is high jobs should be a priority

•

Quality schools/executive

Location of Growth
•

Disheartening to see vacant buildings
−

prioritize infill

•

Let Big Box be Big Box, make downtown be special

•

Downtown should be real businesses that make sense
−

•

Timothy’s Bakery

Parking could become worse with infill
−

stacking?

−

Will become worse with state theater

•

Priority to finish Spring Lake

•

Prime farmland to North/South: Need to preserve (con for scenario 3 and 4)

•

Future expansion of SL is class A farmland

Other
•

Trolley service/alternative transportation system along main corridors
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•

Parking is a problem Downtown
−

•

Like idea of mixed-use infill housing
−

•

If its compact enough, I don’t mind walking three or four blocks
Right now living in downtown in not desirable

Flood and potable water are key impacts

TABLE 7
Priorities
1. Preserve prime agriculture land ‘Woodland Heritage’
2. Consider water “Smart-use”
3. (3A)Flood Protection/ (3B)Rail relocation
4. Climate change and resilience
5. Better ‘smart’ transit system
−

Rail relocation and transition of use to bike/pedestrian)

6. Better bike connection between Davis and Woodland
7. Upgrade downtown parking needed
−

Ease of access

8. Well balanced residential with commercial type as well as number of jobs
9. Tie Plan to economic growth of the community
10. Neighborhood preservation of existing areas
Location
•

Infill (focus on downtown)

•

SLSP – Finish

•

Triggers

•

East?

Amount
•
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Should be based on key resources s.a. water and prime agriculture land
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TABLE 8
Scenario 1

Scenario 2

Scenario 3

Scenario 4

Pros

Cons

•

Increasing property value

•

•

Opportunity to expand the density of the core
in historic downtown to west

•

More costly to do infill

•

Increasing residential density in downtown
core

•

Will need to expand public
facility safety to SPL

•

Greater opportunity for mixed use in
downtown core to live and work

•

Limits growth

•

Places development where existing
infrastructure exists

•

Existing public services/public safety

•

Increasing bus attraction to downtown area

•

More walkable/commutable city

•

Increasing live work ratio

•

Flood solution removes barriers to industrial
development++++

•

Odor issues

•

SP-2 – too far from existing city

•

Use of recycled water

•

•

Opportunity for community input to develop
SP-2

Cost of access to city
infrastructure and freeway

•

Loss of connectivity

•

Removal of prime agriculture land

•

Flood mitigation not established

•

Remove prime agriculture land

•

Facility improvements to Kentucky Ave and
industrial area

•

Use of existing infrastructure

May need to upsize/replace
infrastructure
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Group Presentation Notes
The following notes were taken during the presentations of each group’s discussion.

TABLE 1
•

Contention!

•

Amount: # closer to 4000 is consistent with SACOG, might consider some higher
numbers too

•

Considered issues related to development leveraged for flood control

•

Strong focus on infill – downtown, West Main, East, small parcels

•

Would not put SL buildout ahead of infill

•

Downtown, infill focus for residents

•

Economic development

•

Concerns about eastern development creating an island; might take shoppers out of DT.
But might need development that gets us a flood solution and gets the industrial base
back. But what the developer can provide should be separate from the project.

•

Extra service provision; on the other hand, need a flood solution.

•

May be other solutions we need to explore; be creative.

TABLE 2
•

Less consensus

•

Split on whether pop growth should be market driven or not; housing growth controlled
or not. Jobs are less certain.

•

Direction: leaning towards the south, but not all in agreement.

TABLE 3
•

Lots of different points of view

•

#1: infill is really important; how do you make it happen??

•

Strong points of view on #2 – growth east will be disconnected

•

Liked growth to the northwest; had some strong fiscal points in its favor

•

Leverage 113

•

Some wanted no growth east of 102 at all; some are OK with it

•

Want sustainable growth

•

Leverage existing infrastructure

•

Increase assessed value
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•

Don’t look at Woodland in a bubble; don’t have to have a 1:1 ratio of housing to jobs.

•

Growth in the core

TABLE 4
•

Agreed that they all have pros and cons

•

Scenario 1: seems very restrictive – not necessarily bad though, but needs to allow for the
right type of new development.

•

Natomas: assessed everyone in town for flood protection.

•

Infill – needs to be done, but it’s very hard. Needs to be done well and has to be flexible.
Reduces sprawl.

•

Preserve prime farmland; don’t want to make farmland that remains less viable

•

Scenario 2: odor issue; but can be solved. Does spread out infrastructure, which is a
negative with ongoing costs. New overpass also a negative if its tied to developer; could
cut off access to ag land. Doesn’t impact prime ag land directly, but maybe indirectly.
Flood.

•

Scenario 3: partial flood control; generate revenue sooner. Removes ag land. Increases
regional retail. Improve Kentucky! Keep uses flexible; allow for market-driven
development (important everywhere). Many owners = tougher to do a specific plan.
Potential for ag technology.

•

Scenario 4: prime ag land; maintain barrier between W and Davis. No flood solution
needed, good. Master plan growth in smaller increments; smaller specific plans at a time.
Limiting growth rate could drive it higher later on.

TABLE 5
•

Loss of farmland is a consideration for all except S1

•

Make improvements to the core; don’t jeopardize it with new development that detracts
from that energy

•

Concerned about water conservation; overall cost of services. Do costs exceed the revenue
generated? Flooding costs.

•

S1: like infill, supporting core and protecting ag land

•

S2: detract from core; protects farmland which is good; proximity to WWTP is not good.
Impacts on water supply? And rates?

•

S3: impacts to schools; too much loss of farmland; need for more services, flood concerns.
KY ave needs to be improved.

•

S4: concerned about separation between W and Davis. Maintain identity as 2 separate
communities. Farmland loss.
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TABLE 6
•

Consensus!

•

Infill; DT: so much vacancy. Fill it! Also concerned about parking with infill – what
happens?

•

Protect farmland; natural resources. Use what we have.

•

Flood and potable water are key impacts to consider

•

Res growth vs job growth. What types of houses are coming in? Density? Lots of
questions on that.

TABLE 7
•

Priorities:
−

Preserving prime ag land

−

Water!!; smart use of water. And flood protection. Climate change; resilience.

−

Better or smarter transit – rail relocation would allow better transit options. Better
bike connections between D and W.

−

Upgrade Downtown. Parking, ease of access

−

Well balanced residential with commercial

−

Tie plan to economic growth of community

−

Neighborhood preservation; existing areas

•

Location: Infill! And spring lake SP. Beyond that; the City Council should have some
triggers, but no consensus on where it goes next.

•

Amount: based on key resources (priorities above) – water, ag land, etc.

TABLE 8
•

S1: increase property values, or maintained
−

Opportunity to expand density at the core and support DT, mixed use. Use existing
infrastructure. Services established. Business attraction to DT. Walkable. Cons: more
difficult to do infill. Public safety?

•

S2: flood solution removes barriers to development; recycled water. Opportunity for
community input to develop SP2. Cons: cost to improve; loss of connectivity. Odor.

•

S3: Pros: Facilitate improvements to KY. Con: remove some ag land. Flood mitigation not
established.
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