MEASURE A TASK
FORCE

cc-2(3)

On motion of Council
concurred with Mayor Reid’
the Measure A Task Force for an uns

Member Hinchman,
s appointment ©

Olson second, Council
f Pat Philastre to

pecified term.

i

X

P2
SERE

RS




SUBJECT,

Appomnm’m E MEASUREVA TASK FORCE

o At the September 17 1986 Oounc:.l Meet.mg “the C:Lty Clerk was dlrected to make
" the required posting for a vacancy on the City of Lodi‘Measure A Task Force.
-_Further, Pat Philastre was appointed as an interim member of this Oomnlttee o L
‘until a pexmanent appointment could be made as prov1ded by State statute. S

k -"‘Copz.es:of appllcatlons recelved from those persons J.nterested in servmg on
e th:Ls Task Force are enclosed under separate cover dlrected to the Counc:.l.

I;I would ask that Counc11 by motion actlon, concur w1th the permanent : .
- appointment of Pat Philastre as a member of’ the I.Odl Measure A Task Force for
an. unspec:LfJ.ed term e : «




' POSTING OF PENDING VACANCIES ON
VARTOUS BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS

Unexpired term of Shawn Allen, wh:.ch term is due to explre May S,
1987

MEASURE A TASK FORCE COMMITTEE

One unspecifiedtenh o S E .

POSTTRC AL ﬁ{‘.:RIZFD RY TH}:
o CITY. COUNCIL OF - THE CITY OF
- 1ODI, - CALIFORNIA ON :
September 17 1986

Posted 9/18/86
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APPLICATION FOR APPOINTMENT SSEP 22 i 45
MEASURE A TASK FORCE

‘ ALICE . REIMCHE
Q @ C(PTT\}/ CLERK
Name: A, CF Lopi

Address: oZU7 M/"'% G(Woff%&/ éj?ﬂw
Telephone: F& L -/ 3 @ M/ / 74@4-4/74 W
Date: Aﬂeﬂ/ 19 IGFC

At the Decanber 18, 1985 Gouncn.l meetang, followmg recelpt of -a report

fraom the City Attorney regardmg the L.I.F.E. vs the City of Lodi
(Green Eelt Initiative) suit and discussion, Council, on motion of
Council Member Snider, Olson second, agreed to proc%d with the appeal
process and to move forward with the development of a Task Force to
seek viable alternatives to Measure A. (See attached memo from Clty
Attorney dated 12/3/85)

Please indicate your interest and reasons why you are mterested in
sexrving on the Clty of LodJ. Measure A Task Force.
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Slgnature (Appllcant)
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d At the December 18, 1985 Oounc:.l meeting, follomng receipt of a report-_ B

;';Pl*nning Comnisslon. : ‘l‘he m,]onty of the voters, who tcok t.he tlme i

’\EC"“’
APPLIC.ATION FOR APPODVD’.‘H\TI’.»G SEP l(\ E;!l 2. :S
MEASURE A TASK FORCE g e
AL!CE H. REMCHE
CITY CLERK
ITY OF LG

Name:_ Eileean M. St ;chq

Address: 310 S. Oramge #60

Telephone: ' 334=9401

Date: Se'p‘benber 16 1986

fram the City Attorney regarding the L.I.F.E. vs the City of Lodi .
(Green Belt Initiative) suit and-discussion, Council, on motion of -
Council Member Snider, Olson second,  agreed to proceed with the appeal
process and to move forward with the development of a Task Force to
seek viable alternatives to Measure A. (See attached memo from City
Attorney dated 12/3/85) :

Please mdlcate your interest and reasons why you are interested m
servmg on the CJ.ty of Lodi Measure A Task Force. .

The developers hzve hnd Carte Bhnc “on the:.r projccts bcforc the ___‘_

’ ‘to vote, favored Measure A. Thcse scme pcople i‘eef thcy are be).ng

betr.ged by the City of Lod:n., 1n fzzvor of the develepcﬁ. : Pnne AR

g agrlculture lnnd 13 be:.ng 1c>s‘l;L 1n favore of shopp:x.ng centers Lnd

:mlti—fami_n_y dwell'mps vie do vot need. V"‘hc rcsndents of Ludl dn notJuM!r

"’oo be Stockt' ‘ or Sncramento.

~Ifce1 that my knowledge of the task force snd 1ts worklnps, gu-hfy ;
o Slgnature (Appllcant) . : '

vxno o8 menbcr of this body,
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MEMORANDUM
To: Honorable Mayor and Council Members
From: City Attorney -

Re: L.I.F.E. vs. City of Iodi (Green Belt Initiative)

Date: December 3, 1985

On November <25, 1985, Superior Court Judge James P, Darrah ruled on a
Summary Judgment Motion by the L.I.F.E. Committee (hereinafter referred
to0 "as "Petitioner")  ‘that ‘Measure A (Green Belt Initiative) ~was
"invalid. The ruling has as its basis that the measure interfeved with
the process of amnexation, vhich is a matter of ’carpell’ing’, ‘State
interest in which the State has preempted the f£field, not  allowing
cities by their councils or voters to prescribe any requlrement
relatz.ng to ammexat.mn. .

A number of questions have been asked of this office since the decision
was rendered, and I feel that it would be very important, in order for
this Council to make a decision rega_rdmg the appeal process, to have
these queatlons_ answered. I am sure that these are not the only

questions, and obviously I will make myself available to answer any .

additional questions regarding this matter. I felt that the format to
use should be a question and answer type format that would s.unpllfy and
: clarlfy the J.ssues. AR

w “ Q. What dld the Court dec:Lde"

A. Before the Cou.rt were two lmes of ‘cases th.ch the Court was
requlred to apply to its: decision on the constitutionality of

. Measure. A..” . The  first = line of cases, .in effect, ‘disallowed

§ ‘second lme of ;cases rallowed -the citizens:of a mun1c1pahtv o

. vote ‘on  zoning matters, :anludmg ‘general - plans discussed in.

c1tlzens of a municipality from'voting on-amnexations, dlaC‘U.S sed
sin - Ferrini® v. The 'City "of San' ILuis Obispo = (Ferrini}. .. The .-

Associated - Home Bullders of the Greater Eastbay V. Citz of
leermore (leermore) o St ; B

In the bJudge s: dec1$10n, he 'detennined thatMeasure A was in -
effect, an -initiative which would allow the citizens to vote on- ' .
~annexations, ‘an ‘area which has been preempted by State law

~ (Ferinni). The Judge ‘locked at - the  initiative ' itself: and
~“determined - that" the language of ‘the initiative, the arguments’ in

favor: thereof," and ‘the  impartial analysis by the City. Attorney.-_.
all referred to annexations.  The Judge was of the. opinion . “that”
the initiative was in effect to allow a vote on annexations by the -

: c1t12ens (a 'precondltlon to annexatlon) i and therefore was :mvalwd.
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