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California

City of Davis
Planning Commission Meeting Minutes
Wednesday, September 23, 2020
7:00 P.M.

Commission Members:  Herman Boschken, Cheryl Essex (Chair), Stephen Mikesell, David Rob-
ertson, Darryl Rutherford, Stephen Streeter (Vice Chair), Greg Rowe,
Emily Shandy (Alternate)

Commissioners Absent: None

Council Liaisons Present: None

Staff: Principal Planner Sherri Metzker

=

Call to Order. Chair Essex called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.

2. Approval of Agenda. G. Rowe moved, seconded by S. Streeter, to remove the consent calen-
dar item for discussion. The agenda was approved by consensus.

3. Brief Announcements from Staff, Commissioners, and Liaisons. None.

4. Public Comment.
Alan Hirsch: Planting strips are too narrow at Bretton Woods. Support concrete vs. asphalt
walkways. Developments need to be designed to be tree compatible.

5. Item pulled from the Consent Calendar — 2555 Research Park Drive / Plaza 2555 Apart-
ment Project — Planning Application #17-17 for General Plan Amendment #01-17, South
Davis Specific Plan Amendment #01-17, Rezoning and Preliminary P-D #01-17, Affordable
Housing Plan #01-17, Affordable Housing Plan #01-17, and Development Agreement #3-18

Principal Planner Sherri Metzker: The Social Services Commission recommended 10 af-
fordable units with the following breakdown: three 2-bedroom units, and seven 1-bed and
micro units. They also recommended subsidies for daycare provided within the project.

Commissioners Rutherford, Mikesell, and Rowe: Expressed concern regarding the mix of
units.

By consensus, accepted the item as informational.

6. Regular Items
A. Continued from September 9, 2020: 39660 West Covell Boulevard / Bretton Woods
(Formerly Known as West Davis Active Adult Community (WDAAC)) — Planning Ap-
plications #19-12 & #20-09 for Small Lots Tentative Subdivision Map #4-19 for Phases
1, 2 and 3A, Final Planned Development #01-20 for Phases 1, 2, and 3A, Design Re-
view #03-20 for Phases 1, 2, & 3A, and Addendum to the Final Environmental Impact
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Report (EIR)

On September 9, 2020, the Planning Commission received presentations, held a public
hearing to receive public testimony, and closed the public hearing on the item.

Principal Planner Sherri Metzker: Summarized open issues for Planning Commission
deliberation and recommendation.

» What should the pathways throughout the project be made of and how wide should
they be?

D. Robertson moved, seconded by H. Boschken, to approve editing Condition of Ap-

proval (COA) 30.D.7 to read as follows:

Multi-use paths shall be constructed as follows:

Ag buffer: 12 ft. wide path, 2 ft. wide shoulders, constructed of concrete.

Greenways: 10 ft. wide path, 0 ft. wide shoulders, constructed of concrete.

Approved by consensus.

» 1Is 1875 square feet in compliance with the requirement for 1800 square feet home in
the development agreement? (Applicable to Greenway Homes only)

D. Robertson moved, seconded by S. Mikesell, to leave the Greenway Homes square

footage at 1800 square feet.

Motion failed by the following vote:

AYES: Mikesell, Robertson, Rutherford

NOES: Boschken, Rowe, Streeter, Essex

G. Rowe moved, seconded by S. Streeter, to add COA 47 to read as follows:

47.  Greenway Homes shall have a maximum square footage of 1875 square feet.
This does not include the square footage of the garage or any caregiver suite, visitor
space or personal office space constructed generally over the garage.

Motion withdrawn.

G. Rowe moved to allow a max square footage of 1875 square feet and Planning Com-
mission would not entertain any additional square footage increase in future.
Motion failed due to lack of second.

S. Metzker: Provided clarification that the Commission cannot limit the actions of future
bodies.

H. Boschken moved, seconded by G. Rowe, to determine that 1875 square feet is in
compliance with the requirement for 1800 square feet home and recommend adding
COA 47 to read as follows:

47.  Greenway Homes shall have a maximum square footage of 1875 square feet.
This does not include the square footage of the garage or any caregiver suite, visitor
space or personal office space constructed generally over the garage.

Motion passed by the following vote:

AYES: Boschken, Rowe, Streeter, Essex

NOES: Mikesell, Robertson, Rutherford
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» What is the maximum size of a small builder custom home?
G. Rowe moved to oppose the limitation of the small builder custom home lot to 1800
square feet. Motion failed due to lack of second.

G. Rowe moved, seconded by H. Boschken, to make no changes to approval documents.
Motion withdrawn.

G. Rowe moved, seconded by H. Boschken, that the size of custom homes shall be de-
termined by the dimensions, square footage, and legally required setbacks for each indi-
vidual custom lot.

S. Streeter left the meeting at 7:15 p.m.

Motion passed by the following vote:

AYES: Boschken, Robertson, Rowe, Rutherford, Shandy, Essex
NOES: Mikesell

ABSENT Streeter

» Are community gardens permitted in the 50 foot portion of the ag buffer?

S. Mikesell moved, seconded by G. Rowe, as follows:

Add COA 32.A.9) vi. Community gardens shall be permitted. Gardens shall be accessi-
ble to the community as a whole.

Motion approved by consensus.

> Is vinyl fencing proposed throughout the subdivision?

C. Essex moved, to add the following COA:

49, No vinyl fencing shall be permitted in the Bretton Woods subdivision. All
fencing materials must be made of a renewable resource and must be the same for
the entire subdivision.

D. Robertson moved a substitute motion, seconded by G. Rowe, to add the following
COA:

49.  All fencing shall be wood except the tubular steel or other metal open view fenc-
ing is required on the rear lot lines of the custom homes and the cottage homes that back
up to the greenway. Fences shall be 6 feet tall and have similar look on both sides.
Wood fencing materials shall be redwood or cedar. Gates shall match fencing.

Motion approved by consensus.

» Must solar panels on the roof be screened?

D. Robertson, moved, seconded by G. Rowe, to add the following COA.:

50.  The statement “Solar collectors must be aesthetically integrated into the design
forms when exposed to view, and they must be hidden from view whenever possible. So-
lar collector panels should be carefully designed to relate to the architectural mass to
which they are attached.” shall be stricken from the Design Guidelines.

Motion passed by consensus.

> When will the clubhouse be finished?
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G. Rowe moved, seconded by D. Robertson, to add the following COA:

51.  Prior to issuance of the building permit for any portion of the activity and well-
ness center, the developer shall post a financial security, in a form acceptable to the City
Attorney and the Community Development and Sustainability Director, which will
guarantee the construction and completion of the activity and wellness center (with the
exception of the coffee house and restaurant) within 2 years of the issuance of the per-
mit.

Motion passed by consensus.

S. Streeter returned to the meeting at 7:35 p.m.

» Can the height of the wire trellis along Mathews Street and Thomson Loop be re-
duced?

C. Essex moved, seconded by S. Streeter, to add the following COA:

32.A.16) The trellis and vine fencing to be located along Mathews Street and

Thomson Loop shall not be higher than 2.5 feet.

Motion passed by consensus.

» Why is light gray not a permitted roof color?

D. Robertson moved, seconded by G. Rowe, to add the following COA:

53. Light Gray composition roof materials shall be permitted on the custom homes.
Motion passed by consensus.

» Why is cementitious fiberboard (sometimes known as hardiplank) not permitted?
D. Robertson moved, seconded by G. Rowe, to add the following COA:

54.  Cementitious siding materials shall be permitted on the custom homes.
Motion passed by consensus.

» How will the Risling Street Bike lane be terminated?

S. Mikesell moved, seconded by C. Essex, to add the following COA:

30.D.11) The bike lane on southbound Risling shall be striped and improved as
shown in Exhibit A. The improvement consists of a 12 foot city standard multi-use path.
Motion passed by consensus.
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» Can there be a prohibition on trash cans in bike lanes?

S. Mikesell moved, seconded by H. Boschken, to add the following COA:

41.M. The Homeowner’s Association shall ensure through enforcement measures that
trash and recycling cans are not placed in the designated bike lanes by any homeowner.

E. Shandy Friendly Amendment: Should use generic term such as “waste totes” to des-
ignate all trash, recycling, and green waste totes not be placed in the designated bike
lanes by any homeowner. Accepted by mover and second.

Motion passed by consensus.

» Why is there is no tennis court in the clubhouse?
D. Robertson moved, seconded by S. Streeter, that tennis courts shall not be required.
Motion passed by consensus.

» Clarify language of Condition 41.1.

C. Essex moved, seconded by D. Robertson, to add the following COA:

41.1. At no time shall the Homeowner’s Association permit the Agricultural Buffer on
the northerly or westerly sides of the subdivision to be trenched, damaged, disturbed, or
used in any way in the future for the installation of future connective backbone infrastruc-
ture without the written consent of the City of Davis.

H. Boschken moved a substitute motion, seconded by S. Streeter, to modify COA 41.1.
with the additional language to send information to the City of Davis in collaboration
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with Yolo County. Motion failed by the following vote:

AYES: Boschken, Rutherford, Streeter

NOES: Mikesell, Robertson, Rowe, Essex

Main motion as listed above passed by the following vote:

AYES: Mikesell, Robertson, Rowe, Rutherford, Streeter, Essex
NOES: None

ABSTAIN: Boschken

» Will the developer be required to pay a fine for removal of existing trees?
Commission consensus to not impose a fine.

» What is a minor deviation? What is a major deviation?

C. Essex moved, seconded by G. Rowe, to add the following COA:

52.  Amendments to these Final Planned Development standards as established in the
Bretton Woods Neighborhood Design Guidelines shall be reviewed and approved by the
Planning Commission. All site plan, architectural, open space and fencing changes shall
be reviewed for approval by the Community Development and Sustainability Depart-
ment.

Motion passed by consensus.

» Staff recommended edits for clarification

G. Rowe moved, seconded by C. Essex, to approve the edits as listed below to the fol-
lowing COAs:

COA 32.A.9) The City Owned portion of the Ag Buffer, shown as Lot A and the 50
foot Agricultural Transition Zone (located immediately north of the northern property
line) on Subdivision Map No. 5165, and the area immediately north of the City Water
Tank, as shown on Exhibit B, shall be landscaped and irrigated with the following fea-
tures.

COA 32.A.10) The drainage channel, shown on Lot 8, the 125” off site channel ease-
ment and ag buffer to the west, and the 150 off site drainage channel easement and ag
buffer to the north on Subdivision Map No. 5165, and the portion of the drainage chan-
nel immediately to the north of the City Water Tank, as shown on Exhibit B, shall be
landscaped as follows:

Motion passed by consensus.
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» Why is there no foundation required for the oak grove? Will the oak trees be plant-
ed by the developer? What is the purpose of the $150,000 endowment? Is it enough?
D. Robertson moved, seconded by S. Mikesell, to leave COA 41.H. as is and to read as
follows:
41.H. A Foundation and Seed Fund shall be established within the Homeowner’s As-
sociation for the mapping, signage and displays and other non-maintenance related pur-
poses planting-and-engeing—maintenance by the Homeowner’s Association ef for the
oak forested area on Lot A, Lot 8 and those portions of the drainage channel on the
western and northern sides of the subdivision. The subdivider shall donate $150,000 to
the HOA, which will be used as an endowment for the engeing-maintenance-and-care-of
the-oak—forest: purposes described above. Ordinary maintenance and replacement of
dead or diseased oak trees in the oak forest shall be the responsibility of the Homeown-
er’s Association.
Motion passed by consensus.

S. Streeter left the meeting at 9:35 p.m.

D. Robertson moved, seconded by S. Mikesell, as follows:

1. Determine that the City previously prepared a Draft and Final Environmental Impact
Report (FEIR, (SCH: 2017042043)), plus the current Addendum to the Final EIR, all
prepared in accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quali-
ty Act (CEQA), the State CEQA Guidelines, the City’s procedures for the implemen-
tation of CEQA, and other applicable laws, and that they adequately addressed the
environmental impacts of the project; the proposed implementing entitlement project
applications are consistent with the FEIR certified by the City Council on June 12,
2018; in addition, an Addendum to the Final EIR has been prepared because the Bret-
ton Woods project requires storm drainage system modifications that trigger the need
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for ministerial and discretionary permits approval by the City and Yolo County (these
permits are the impetus for the EIR Addendum); and no additional CEQA evaluation
is required
2. Approve the following implementing project applications, based on the findings and
subject to conditions of approval:
a. Tentative Subdivision Map (TM) #4-19 for Phases 1, 2 and 3A
b. Final Planned Development (FPD) #01-20 for Phases 1, 2, 3A, Phase 3C and
3D
c. Design Review (DR) #03-20 for Phases 1, 2, & 3A
Motion passed by the following vote:
AYES: Boschken, Mikesell, Robertson, Rowe, Rutherford, Shandy, Essex
NOES: None
ABSENT: Streeter

Planning Commission recessed at 9:41 p.m. and reconvened at 9:47 p.m.
S. Streeter returned to the meeting at 9:47 p.m.

B. Housing Element Update Workshop #1
Senior Planner Jessica Lynch: Provided an overview of the Housing Element (HE), pro-
posed outreach, and community engagement efforts. Outlined the city’s Regional Hous-
ing Needs Allocation (RHNA) 2,075 units (cycle 6). HE must identify enough appropri-
ately zoned land to accommodate the city’s entire share of the RHNA by right for all af-
fordability levels. Land must be rezoned within three years of Housing Element adoption.

The city’s RHNA by income category based on Area Median Income (AMI):
Extremely Low Income + Very Low Income: 580 units

Low Income: 350 units

Moderate Income: 340 units

Above Moderate Income: 850 units

Required contents of Housing Element:

e Housing Needs Assessment
Sites Inventory & Analysis
Constraints Analysis
Set of programs to meet housing needs
Community outreach & engagement

Commissioner comments included: Need affordable housing units distributed throughout
town; need robust community outreach such as more community workshops; need a plan
to build more diverse housing stock, focus on workforce housing; HE should factor in ex-
ternal inter-regional needs; limited developable land in city limits which means annexing
land is an option but must be approved by the voters; should look at mixed-use projects to
provide some housing.

C. Appointments to the Housing Element Committee
Senior Planner Jessica Lynch: Provided an overview of the Housing Element Committee
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(HEC) composition/members, brief background, and committee task.

D. Rutherford, G. Rowe, and S. Mikesell: Expressed interest in serving on the commit-
tee and provided relevant background experience.

S. Streeter, E. Shandy, D. Rutherford, D. Robertson, H. Boschken, and C. Essex: Cast
their votes to appoint Commissioners Rowe and Rutherford to the HEC.

G. Rowe: Voted to appoint Commissioners Rutherford and Mikesell to the HEC.
S. Mikesell: Voted to appoint Commissioners Rowe and Mikesell to the HEC.

Through majority vote the Planning Commission appointed Commissioners Rowe and
Rutherford to serve on the HEC.

7. Commission and Staff Updates
A. Upcoming Meeting Dates/Long Range Calendar.
S. Metzker: October 14 and 28 already have items scheduled. Looking for alternative
meeting date in November. Only 1 meeting in December, canceling December 23™ meet-
ing due to city holiday closure. Downtown Plan workshops coming soon.

8. Adjournment. Meeting adjourned at 11:16 p.m.
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