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1 

MINUTES 2 

3 

Regular Meeting  March 10, 2016 4 
5 

Ukiah Civic Center, 300 Seminary Avenue 6 

1. CALL TO ORDER:  Chair Liden called the Design Review Board meeting to order at7 
3:06 p.m. in Conference Room #3.8 

9 
2. ROLL CALL Present: Member Nicholson, Hawkes, Chair Liden 10 

11 
Absent: Member Thayer, Morrow 12 

13 
Staff Present:  Kevin Thompson, Principal Planner 14 

Nancy Sawyer, Ukiah Police Department 15 
Cathy Elawadly, Recording Secretary 16 

17 
Others present: Susan Knopf 18 

19 
3. CORRESPONDENCE:20 

21 
4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: The minutes from the September 17, 2015 and September22 

24, 2015 meetings will be available for review and approval at the March 10, 201623 
meeting.24 

25 
M/S Nicholson/Hawkes to approve the September 17, 2016 and September 24, 2015 meeting 26 
minutes, as submitted. Motion carried (3-0) with Members Thayer and Morrow absent. 27 

28 
5. AUDIENCE COMMENTS ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS29 

30 
The DRB is required by the City Code to review and make a recommendation on all Site 31 
Development Permit applications. 32 

33 
6. NEW BUSINESS:34 
6B. City of Ukiah Zoning Code Amendment revision discussion:35 

a. Revise parking lot tree shade requirement to reflect 15 years instead of 10 years;36 
b. Revise maximum fence height in the R-1 zone from 6 feet to 7 feet for consistency with37 

the building code.38 
39 

Principal Planner Thompson: 40 
 Staff is proposing a Zoning Code Amendment to the Planning Commission and City41 

Council to:42 
1) Change the parking lot tree shading requirement from 10 years to 15 years in the43 

R-2, R-3, C-N, C-2, PD, P-F zoning districts and AIP Ordinance; and,44 
2) Change the maximum fence height in the R-1 zone from 6 feet to 7 feet. This change45 

would make certain the Zoning Code corresponds with the recent changes to the46 
California Building Code. The California Building Code now allows 7-foot tall fences47 
without building permits. 7-foot tall fences are allowed in the backyard. A 3-foot fence48 
height is required for the front yard. All fences must comply with front, side and49 
backyard setback requirements and provided for in the UMC.50 

 The reason for the proposed code amendment change of 50% shade coverage in 1551 
years for parking lots is that the expected canopy cover of 50% in a 10 year period the52 
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City has been requiring for projects is impossible and unrealistic. The 50% shade canopy 1 
coverage in 15 years is the standard the City of Davis uses for projects. The City of Ukiah 2 
has been applying the City of Davis shade coverage standard to projects.  3 

 Requiring 50% canopy coverage in 15 years for new projects is not typically a problem.4 
However, projects with existing parking lots often have a problem meeting the 50% tree5 
shading requirement for parking lots and typically seek an exception where based on the6 
design of the parking lot, a reduced number of trees may be approved through the7 
discretionary review process.8 

9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

It may be the shade requirement of 50% coverage is inappropriate for projects with
existing parking lots in that it may be too burdensome. Because 50% canopy coverage is
difficult for applicants to do for projects with existing parking they seek exceptions from
the zoning code requirement in this regard. Cited the new World Gym where the former
Ukiah Daily Journal operated as an example of a project with an existing parking lot that
could not meet the 50% shade coverage requirement for the parking lot and therefore, an
exception was requested. In order to comply with the 50% shade coverage requirement,
the applicant would have had to tear up his parking lot and this would have been
burdensome and not cost effective.17 

 Asked the DRB if there is support for having a different standard for projects with existing18 
parking lots. Finds it important, however, that applicant be able to provide for some level19 
of landscaping for projects with existing parking lots even though he/she cannot meet the20 
zoning code requirements.21 

 It may be necessary to look more closely at projects with existing parking lots that cannot22 
meet the 50% shade coverage requirement due to the design of the parking lot and/or23 
parcel constraint to determine how such projects should be treated with regard to24 
compliance with the City’s parking lot shade requirement. Should we continue to allow25 
exceptions or should we develop separate standards for projects with existing parking26 
lots.27 

28 
29 

As it is now, a request for an exception to the 50% shade coverage requirement can
actually act as a tool giving the City some leverage to ask for as much landscaping/trees
as possible for a particular project even though the project cannot meet the standard.30 

 Recommends further review of how projects should be looked at that have existing31 
parking lots. Should we continue to allow exceptions and ask for more landscaping where32 
feasible on a case-by-case basis or establish standards that are more realistic for33 
projects with existing parking lots?34 

35 
Susan Knopf: 36 

 Would conformance with the parking standards mean less parking or is it the rules37 
require more landscaping than they use to?38 

39 
Principal Planner Thompson: 40 

 The parking requirement would remain the same. It is just the 50% landscaping coverage41 
for projects with existing parking lots cannot be met in all cases without modification to42 
the parking lot. Parking lots with 12 or more parking stalls are required to have a tree43 
placed between every 4 parking stalls within a continuous linear planting unless clearly44 
infeasible. If clearly infeasible, the applicant typically asks for relief from the requirement45 
where the Zoning Administrator or Planning Commission has the discretion to reduce the46 
number of trees required.47 

48 
Member Nicholson: 49 

 Without some sort of a shade coverage requirement applicants could say that compliance50 
is ‘just too much trouble’ and infeasible.  While it may be impractical for the Zoning51 
Administrator or Planning Commission to possibly reduce the number of trees required52 
via an exception having a standard does provide for a tool to get some landscaping for a53 
project.54 

55 
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Principal Planner Thompson: 1 
 Agrees with the aforementioned statement where the idea is to possibly consider having2 

a different standard for projects with existing parking lots. What typically occurs is the3 
applicant cannot meet the standard and asks for an exception. The question is should we4 
continue with this process or establish set standards for projects with existing parking5 
lots.6 

 It may be we should continue to allow for exceptions and ask for as much landscaping as7 
possible for a particular project.8 

9 
There was DRB/staff discussion concerning changing the parking lot tree shading requirement 10 
from 10 years to 15 years and what is the best approach to take for projects with existing parking 11 
lots where exceptions to the 50% standard is what typically occurs. 12 

13 
Member Nicholson: 14 

15 New developments may have an issue with having to do something different than
what existing developments have to do for parking lots.16 

17 
Principal Planner Thompson: 18 

 Acknowledged there is a difference between new development versus existing19 
development where the same rules may not really apply because the project type/project20 
characteristics are different.21 

22 
DRB: 23 

 Is fine with changing the maximum fence height in the R-1 zone from 6 feet to 7 feet.24 
 Is fine with the 50% shade coverage over all paved areas within 15 years standard but it25 

may be important to have a discussion and provide more information about the26 
application of the 50% shade coverage requirement for projects with existing parking lots27 
to either continue to allow exceptions or establish set standards.28 

29 
Principal Planner Thompson: 30 

31 It may be more discussion is necessary concerning parking lot shading for projects
with existing parking lots and will look further into the matter.32 

33 
6A. Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) presentation from Nancy 34 

Sawyer Community Services Officer Ukiah Police Department. 35 
36 

Nancy Sawyer, Community Service Officer, UPD: 37 
 Is a certified international crime prevention specialists.38 
 Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) is a methodology that relates39 

to planning and design in that it directly addresses the relationship between the physical40 
environment and the incidence of crime.41 

 Advocates of CPTED see this concept as a way to improve safety in a community by42 
providing a physical environment that promotes positive behavior and deters criminal43 
activity.44 

 While interpretation and implementation vary, the rise of community policing efforts45 
solidify CPTED’s role in planning and community development.46 

 Provided an overview about her experience in applying the methodology of CPTED in the47 
community and her role in the process thereof and cited examples of businesses that48 
participated in the effort to deter criminal activity and what measures were taken.49 

 CPTED recommends having a design and plan review processes in place.50 
 CPTED has design recommendations for residential, commercial and other facility types.51 
 CPTED provides for landscaping recommendations that suggest planting and selection of52 

landscape materials be included such that sight lines remain open and clear and places53 
of concealment are not fostered/encouraged. Keep shrubs trimmed to three feet or at54 
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least below window sills, particularly if safety is an issue. Prune the lower branches of 1 
trees to at least seven feet off the ground. If graffiti is a problem, consider thorny 2 
landscape plants as a natural barrier to deter unwanted entry. Use of vines or planted 3 
wall coverings help to deter graffiti. Important to note that blank walls may be an invitation 4 
to graffiti vandals. Provide for landscaping/fencing that do not create hiding places. 5 
Provide for attractive and durable fencing materials where feasible.  6 

7 
The following attachments are included in the minutes: 8 

1. Email from Alan Nicholson, dated February 21, 2016, Attachment 1;9 
2. Letter from Pinky Kushner, dated March 5, 2016, Attachment 2.10 
3. Email from Lynda Myers, dated February 4, 2016, Attachment 3.11 
4. Small Retail Business Security Survey Assessment Form, Attachment 4. (This form is12 

used to help small business assess how they operate in the event they are interested13 
in suggestive and corrective measures to help prevent crime through environmental14 
design efforts)15 

5. Handout, What is CPTED?, Attachment 5.16 
17 

DRB: 18 
 The DRB looks at projects from a design and aesthetics perspective.19 
20 

21 
22 
23 
24 

Finds that while CPTED has merit where the objective is to provide outreach to the
community as an educational program to control crime through the use of strategies
pertinent to natural surveillance, natural access control, territorial reinforcement and
maintenance (attachment 1 of the staff report - General Guidelines for Designing Safer
Communities), does nothing really to prompt and enhance the aesthetics of the community
as it relates primarily to landscaping and corresponding landscaping features.25 

26 
Member Nicholson: 27 

 Read an excerpt from his email to staff, dated February 21, 2016:28 
‘It is understandable that law enforcement is concerned with ‘natural surveillance’29 
concepts for keeping intruders under observation. In support of law enforcement, it is30 
important to continue their outstanding outreach and educational initiatives. A one-page31 
handout placed in City Hall next to the approved tree list briefing those interested in the32 
highlights of this program would seem appropriate, not legislating a confusion design33 
policy that the City would be hard pressed to implement’34 

35 
Nancy Sawyer: 36 

37 Acknowledged maintaining aesthetics is very important particularly if a business, such as
the World Gym project, is thinking of applying CPTED landscaping design standards.
 

38 
 Important for the community to understand CPTED is a concept that may be helpful if39 

certain methodologies are considered and/or applied.40 
41 

Chair Liden: 42 
 Has experienced vandalism to his business and finds this to be an issue in the43 

community.44 
45 

Susan Knopf: 46 
 Finds that lighting in the community is too bright and cited some examples.47 
 Would like to see that lighting fixtures/systems be shielded and downcast so as not to48 

spill out onto adjacent properties.49 
 The NWP Rail Trail is too brightly lit.50 
 Sees the value in applying environmental design concepts to deter crime.51 

52 
Principal Planner Thompson: 53 



Design Review Board              March 10, 2016 
Page 5 

 Related to lighting, we ask that all lighting for projects be shielded and downcast in 1 
conformance with the International Dark Sky Association standards.2 

3 
Nancy Sawyers: 4 

 CPTED recommends pathways be clear and to highlight entryways without creating5 
harsh effects or shadowy hiding places.6 

 Related to lighting systems, such systems should provide night time vision for motorists7 
to increase the visibility of pedestrians, other vehicles and objects that should been seen8 
and avoided. Important to design lighting systems for pedestrians, homeowners and9 
business people to make certain pedestrians see one another and the ability to see10 
clearly when walking at night. Design lighting systems which will enhance the ability for11 
surveillance and observation and provide lighting systems that minimize glare, shadow,12 
light pollution and light trespass. Lighting can be used in landscaping for security and13 
aesthetics.14 

15 
Principle Planner Thompson: 16 

 No action is necessary from the DRB concerning the aforementioned presentation.17 
18 

DRB: 19 
 Supports the importance of providing for a safer community and with taking security20 

precautionary measures such that the information introduced by Nancy Sawyer is21 
valuable.22 

 It may be more discussion concerning ways to look at crime prevention though23 
environmental design would be useful.24 

25 
7. MATTERS FROM THE BOARD:26 

27 
8. MATTERS FROM STAFF:28 

29 
9. SET NEXT MEETING30 
The next regular meeting will be Thursday, April 14, 2016. 31 

32 
Staff inquired whether the DRB would be interested in attending a special meeting Thursday, 33 
March 17, 2016 for review of the Mutt Hut accessory building project. 34 

35 
DRB would be amenable to attending the March 17, 2016 special meeting. 36 

37 
10. ADJOURNMENT38 
The meeting adjourned at 4:24 p.m. 39 

40 
41 

Cathy Elawadly, Recording Secretary 42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 

50 

51 

52 

53 

54 
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