
1 

CITY OF LODI 
INFORMAL INFORMATIONAL MEETING 

"SHIRTSLEEVE" SESSION 
CARNEGIE FORUM, 305 WEST PINE STREET 

TUESDAY, MARCH 22, 2005 
 
 
An Informal Informational Meeting ("Shirtsleeve" Session) of the Lodi City Council was held Tuesday, 
March 22, 2005, commencing at 7:01 a.m. 
 
A. ROLL CALL 

Present: Council Members – Hansen, Hitchcock, Mounce, and Mayor Beckman 

 Absent:  Council Members – Johnson 

Also Present: City Manager King, City Attorney Schwabauer, and Deputy City Clerk Perrin 
 
B. TOPIC(S) 
 

B-1 “Sidewalk policies” 
 
Public Works Director Prima reported that the City has a policy that requires new 
sidewalks be installed as part of development projects.  Additionally, the City has an 
ordinance requiring those obtaining building permits over a certain value, which was initially 
$25,000 and is now approximately $32,000, to also bring the property up to public 
improvements standards (i.e. property owners undergoing a major remodel, room addition, 
installation of a swimming pool, etc. will be required to install sidewalk if none currently 
exists).  In 1999, the City received a citizen complaint about gaps in the sidewalk along 
Turner Road.  The practice had been to submit complaints to Council for direction to 
exercise the state law that allows the City to require property owners to put in sidewalk 
based on public necessity.  At that time, staff looked at all of Turner Road, from Highway 
99 to the west end, and there were seven locations that had individual parcels with no 
sidewalk.  Council decided the City would pay to install those, but also directed that a long-
term program be established in order to continue to do this throughout the City.  There are 
no formal criteria on how to prioritize these, and presently they are handled as a 
maintenance district area and convenience with other projects. 
 
Wally Sandelin, City Engineer, distributed a handout (filed) and reported that earlier 
suggested guidelines and priority criteria included removing gaps in sidewalks as part of 
future street construction projects or in conjunction with the Community Development Block 
Grant (CDBG) handicap ramp program and considering access to senior destinations, 
routes to school, access to public venues, areas of high pedestrian volume, and residential 
locations where sidewalk installation is triggered by Lodi Municipal Code 15.44 during the 
building permit application. 
 
In 1999, Council directed staff to begin a program of replacing gaps in sidewalk throughout 
the City.  The projects constructed to date are generally in the northeast and central east 
sections of the City, which corresponds with maintenance districts one and two, and cost 
approximately $381,000.  There were no funds spent in 2003 and 2004 due to the fact that 
for a couple of years more Measure K funds were expended than received, and the sidewalk 
program was suspended.  That did not include, however, sidewalk constructed in 
conjunction with major capital projects, such as Lower Sacramento Road, Beckman Road, 
Stockton Street, and the Kettleman Lane Gap Closure project.  Staff has created a 
database of approximately 350 locations that have sidewalk gaps in developed areas (i.e. 
there is an existing home or business; no vacant properties).  The cost to construct 
sidewalk in these locations would be $2.2 million. 
 
Mayor Pro Tempore Hitchcock questioned why Bella Vista, Cabrillo, Kristmont, and 
La Vida are on the list, as Council directed that no sidewalk be installed at those locations. 
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Mr. Sandelin responded that, in putting together the list, staff did not differentiate locations 
that might have a policy umbrella over them.  He added that he was unsure whether those 
properties were permanently excused from ever constructing sidewalk. 
 

Mayor Pro Tempore Hitchcock stated that they were excused and that Council is still 
waiting for a policy to come back for approval.  The residents want it in writing that they will 
not be forced to have sidewalks. 
 

Mr. Sandelin explained that the purpose of this list was to show an inventory of existing or 
non-existing sidewalk throughout the City.  Council can elect to remove any areas from the 
list. 
 

Council Member Hansen agreed with Ms. Hitchcock regarding the Kristmont Acres area 
and requested the City Clerk research the matter.  He recalled the frustration of the 
residents, whereby, every two or three years, the City would attempt to once again install 
streetlights and sidewalk.  He believed that Council did direct staff to create a policy that 
would prevent this from continuing to happen; however, it has not come before Council for 
codification. 
 

Mr. Sandelin stated that there is a second list of locations that are lacking curb and gutter, 
as well as sidewalk, which would amount to approximately $3.5 million of potential work.  
When spending $25,000 a year to correct those deficiencies, it would take approximately 
141 years to go through the entire City.  Mr. Sandelin briefly explained the option of 
creating a scoring system to determine priorities for sidewalk installation. 
 

In reply to Mayor Pro Tempore Hitchcock, Mr. Sandelin summarized past actions regarding 
sidewalk policies.   In 1999, Council voted to install sidewalk along West Turner Road and 
North Lincoln Avenue, excluding installation on Loma Drive.  It was suggested that this 
work be completed prior to commencement of improvements to the Turner Road side of 
Lodi Lake.  Further, it was suggested that staff bring back to Council a proposed program 
for a yearly dollar amount for installation of sidewalks throughout the City using Measure K 
funds.  On August 10, 1999, staff prepared a policy, which embraced some of the priority 
criteria; however, there was no action taken on this policy. 
 

Public Works Director Prima added that there has been much discussion over the 
Kristmont Acres area and that no sidewalks be installed; however, it was never formalized 
into a final, written policy.  The issues are at what level is a property considered not 
developed and should the City be doing work that the developer should be doing.  This 
needs to be resolved before proceeding with a scoring system.  Another issue has to do 
with whether or not it was Council’s intent to do sidewalk on properties that did not have 
curb and gutter.  The areas of Peach and Willow Streets were developed in the county and 
annexed by the City, mainly to provide water and sewer service.  The two blocks formed an 
assessment district to install the water and sewer lines, and Council direction was that the 
residents could form a district to pay for curb, gutter, and sidewalk once they were ready.  
The ability of Council to include in a written policy the exclusion of certain areas is easily 
done.  Funding level is an issue, which was originally proposed at $25,000 a year.  An 
option for prioritizing would be based upon request, whether from Council or the public, 
listed in order received. 
 

Mayor Beckman stated that targeting areas within 1,000 feet of a public venue is a good 
place to start, especially if there are no requests.  Once a request is received, it would then 
move to the top of the list. 
 

Mayor Pro Tempore Hitchcock believed that the few individual parcels that are lacking 
sidewalk should be completed by the City, but not the large stretches of sidewalk.  She 
agreed that the curb and gutter was not part of it and that Measure K funding was for 
sidewalk only.  In answer to Mr. Prima, Mayor Pro Tempore Hitchcock stated that sidewalk 
should not be put in if the parcel is undeveloped. 
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City Manager King summarized the two main issues: how much money should be carved 
out for sidewalks and what is the priority.  There are a variety of ways to set priorities, such 
as physical criteria, geographical location, hardships, etc. 
 
In reply to Mayor Pro Tempore Hitchcock, Mr. Prima explained that the $25,000 figure was 
suggested in 1999; however, it comes down to how it fits in the budget and what is 
happening with other projects.  The amount spent in each year could be higher or lower. 
 
In answer to Ms. Hitchcock, Mr. Sandelin explained that the reason for the higher figure of 
$200,000 in year 2000 was due to an accumulation of funding that had built up.  Most of 
that work occurred in maintenance district one (near Garfield, Rush, and Acacia Streets) 
and were individual parcels. 
 
Council Member Mounce added that the work on Garfield and Acacia Streets was done at 
her request (not the property owner’s) because she saw a need for the handicapped 
residents in the neighborhoods.  Responding to those needs should be the number one 
priority, and consideration should be given to using CDBG funding for those target areas. 
 
Council Member Hansen agreed that citizen requests ought to be the first priority, and the 
second criteria should be the in-fill of the individual segments of sidewalk; although, he 
struggled with the issue of developed versus undeveloped.  For example, a residential 
neighborhood with one or two undeveloped properties would certainly benefit by having 
sidewalk installed.  Mr. Hansen believed that funding of $25,000 was too low and suggested 
that next year consideration be given to doubling the amount.  If the City established a 
policy and budgeted the funds, vast progress would be seen within a ten-year period. 
 
City Manager King posed the question of whether the City should subsidize residents by 
installing sidewalk, or should they be charged.  An option for consideration is the 1911 Act, 
which would allow for installation of sidewalk on the individual lots by the City and billing the 
property owner.  If a property owner is unable to pay, a lien is then put on the property; 
when it is sold, the City is reimbursed.  Council could consider budgeting small amounts of 
money for obvious hardship cases and completing the other areas using the 1911 Act 
process. 
 
Mayor Pro Tempore Hitchcock acknowledged that this was the policy of Lodi prior to 1999.  
It was in 1999 that Council decided to use Measure K funds for sidewalks, which she voted 
against, and it would now be awkward to go back to the 1911 Act process after those 
sidewalk installations from 1999 to 2001 were funded by the City. 
 
In response to Council Member Hansen’s concern about the City installing sidewalk and 
billing residents, Mr. Prima explained that there is a process set forth of notifying the 
property owner, allowing the owner to install the sidewalk if they so choose, and if not, the 
City would install the sidewalk and send a bill.  

 
C. COMMENTS BY THE PUBLIC ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS 
 

None. 
 
D. ADJOURNMENT 
 

No action was taken by the City Council.  The meeting was adjourned at 7:45 a.m. 
 
       ATTEST: 
 
 
       Jennifer M. Perrin 
       Deputy City Clerk 



Priority Criteria 

As Part of Future City Street Reconstruction Project 

In Conjunction With Community Block Grant Ramp Projects 

Routes Frequently Used By Senior Citizens 

Suggested Routes to Schools 

Access to Public Venues: 
Grape Bowl 
Library 
City Hall 
Hospitals 
Parks & Recreation Facilities 

Areas Having High Volume Pedestrian Traffic 

At Residential Locations Where Sidewalk is Triggered 
By LMC Section 15.44 

Sidewalk Onlv Versus Curb, Gutter and Sidewalk 



Work Completed Since 1999 

Year Construction Cost 

1999 $43,000 

2000 $212,000 

2001 $126,000 

2003 $0 

2004 $0 

Total $381,000 

Does not include sidewalk done with 
other projects. 

Lower Sacto. Road 
Beckman Road 
Stockton Street 
Kettleman Lane Gap 



Inventory of Work To Be Completed 

Developed Parcels Only 

Missing Sidewalk 31,400 LF $2,198,000 

Missing Curb, Gutter and Sidewalk 14,768 LF $1,329,120 

Total $3,527,120 

Years To Complete at 
Annual Investment of $25,000 141 



List of Locations with Sidewalk Gaps 
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List of Locations 

With Curb, Gutter and Sidewalk Gaps 
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Possible Scoring Worksheet 

Score 

As Part of Future City Street Reconstruction Project -5 

In Conjunction With Community Block Grant Ramp Projects +5 

Routes Frequently Used By Senior Citizens +3 

Suggested Routes to Schools +3 

Access to Public Venues: +2 
Grape Bowl 
Library 
City Hall 
Hospitals 
Parks & Recreation Facilities 

Areas Having High Voume Pedestrian Traffic +2 

At Residential Locations Where Sidewalk is Triggered -2 
By LMC Section 15.44 

Sidewalk Only Versus Curb, Gutter and Sidewalk +I 


