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Notice thereof having been published in accordance with law 
and affidavit of publication being on file in the office of 
the City Clerk, rmyor Snider called for the Public Hearing ~ 
to consider the appeal of Daryl Geweke, 1045 South Olerokee ~ 
Lane, Lodi, of the I.OOi City Planning Carmission' s detennina-
t ion that there was a need to extend Lloyd Street and \tJoodr<M 
Street south, in order to eliminate the existing deadend 
situation on these streets in confonnance with City Street 
Standards. The Planning Carmission wi 11 require that the 
developer of the ccmnercial property to the south construct 
an east-west street to fonn a loop street cormecting Lloyd 
and Woodr<m Streets. The Planning Coomission also required 
that there be an appropriate buffer between the cromercial 
and residential properties and that all commercial access to 
the new street be to the approval of the Coornission. City 
Staff was directed to work with the developer to came up with 
a mutually agreeable street design. 

City Clerk Reimche apprised the ColiDci 1 that a request had ""­
been received fran Mr. Geweke asking that the root ter be 
continued for two "~eks. 

FollaNing a brief discussion, on rmt ion of Mayor Pro Tenpore 
Hinctrnan. Olson second. Counci 1 continued the matter to the 
Regular ~~eting of the Council to be held October 3, 1984. 
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I..FXlAL mi'ICE 

OOfiCE OF PlBLIC HEARIOO BY 'mE CI'IY a:u£IL OF niB 
CIW OF L<Dl 1U a:NSIID 'IDE APPEAL OF IWM. GBVfl<E, 
1045 nJlH OJall<EE LANE, IIDI, OF nm UDI CI'IY 
P~I~ <Dt.USSI~ DEJ:'I'H\1INATICN niAT nJmE WAS A 
NF.fD TO fXfFND IJ.CM) S'l1lEEr AND \\alHlY S'lmXf &lmf 
IN mom 1U ELIMINATE nm EXISTir-IJ DEADm> SiruATI<N 
<N ntFSE S'IREEI'S IN a:NRB~ Wlnl CI'IY SlREEl' 
ST.~. niE ~100 <n·MISSI<N WILL ~IRE 1HAT 
nm DEVEr.lPm OF 'mE a:M~IAL Prt:PERIY 'ID 'mE &l.Tlll 
cx:N3'rnOCT AN EAST-WFSI' S'IRERl" '10 RRv1 A I1XP SIREEI' 
cxnu:x:riOO LLC1iD NV WDH:lY SIRERIS. nm PLN~H~ 
CU.MI SS lct-l AI.SJ ~I RID niA.T 'ffilolm BE AN APIRPRIATE 
BUF:Fm BEn\HN niE <Dt.BCIAL AND RFS II»>TIAL 
PIO'fRI'IES NV lllAT ALL <D-MJ:l~IAL .ACX:mS TO nm ~ 
STREIIT BE TOniE APPIUJAL OF Tim 00\1\tiSSI<N. CI'IY 
STAFF WAS DIIOCIED 'ID \\mK WI1H 1liE DEVEI!l'ffi TO a:.J.£ 
UP \VITII A ~UI'UAI.J..Y ArnEEABLE S1REIIT IE5ICN. 

tnl'ICE IS HEREBY GIVFN that on Wednesday, Septerrber 19, 1984 

._. nt the hour of 7:30 p.m., or as soon thereafter as the rmt ter nny be 

heard, the Wdi City Plnnning Cunnission will conduct a Public Hearing 

in the Chambers of the Lodi City COuncil at 221 west Pine Street, 

l~i. C8lifornia, to consider the appeal of Daryl Geweke, 1045 South 

Olerokee Lnne, Lo<li, of the Lodi Plnnning CaTmissions detennination 

that there was a need to extend Lloyd Street and Woodrow Street south 

in ord~r to eliminate the existing deadend situation on these streets 

in confonmnce with City street standard!". The Planning Carrnission 

will r~ire that the developer of the camn~rcial property to the 

south construct an east-west street to fonn a loop street connecting 

Lloyd and \\bodrow Streets. The Planning Carrnission also required that 

there be an appropriate buffer between the commercial a~d residential 

properties and that all catlTX!rcial access to the new street be to the 

.. approvdl of the Commission. City staff was directed to work with the 

developer to cane up with a mutually agreeable street design. 



Infonnation regarding this i tun rmy be obtained in the 

office of the Community Development Director at 221 west Pine Street, 

Lodi. C8lifornia. All interested persons are invited to present their 

views either for or against the above proposal. written statements 

may be filed with the City Clerk at I.U1Y time prior to the Hearing 

scheduled herein and oral statEmmts rmy be nBde at said Hearing. 

Dated: Septeni>er 5. 1984 

By Order of the City O>tmci 1 

tlJui, he.~. 
Al ice M. Re imche 
City Clerk 

c 

, I 



Alice Re inc he 
City Clerk 
LcxH, California 95240 

August 31, 1984 

• 
·'I AMC ·Renault-, 

i 

I, Daryl Ge<Neke, lcng tirre LcxU resident arxi ooe of 

Lcx:Us' largest cootrib.ltcrs of the citys' coffers, walld like 

to appeal the decisioo of t.'1e Lodi Planning Camrl.ssioo. 

The dec is icn was made August 2 7, 1984 , to join Wcx::drow 

and Ll~ Streets. We WQ.lld like to l::e scheduled fer the 

City CCllli'X::il Meeting en Wednesday, Sep~ 19, 1984. 

s· el ~~-i -~ y, l__.j_.-
/ j / fl~_.-c-/1 

Dary --eke 
President 

IXi:hd 

'------·-···---·--------·-- . ·- ·--------··--·--------' 
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tpUNCIL COl\11\'IUNICATI<f[j 

TO: THI CITY COUNCIL DATE 
FROM: THI CitY MANAGII'S OFACI September 10, 1984 

• 

' ' 

Appeal of Daryl Geweke re joining woodrow and Lloyd Streets 

In response to a request from Jack Ronsko, Public Works Director, 
as to Input on the termination of Lloyd and Woodrow Streets to a 
retaining wall 

Over the past years the Police Department has received numerous 
complaints (particularly from the residents on Lloyd Street) re­
garding the parking of vehicles in the area of the dead er.d of 
Lloyd Street where it now goes into a vacant field. 

The major complaint is that cars park in that area, not allowing 
residents access to the ~treet from their private driveways due 
to the lack of a turning radius. I feel that if we terminate 
the street, as proposed by Geweke, this problem will be compounded 
and I would be opposed to any termination other than a cul-de-sac 
or a connecting street from Lloyd to Woodrow. 

Respectfully submitted, 

1~; [jjp_~ 
Floyd A. Williams 
Chief of Pol ice 

FA\.1: jkm 

NO. 



Honorable Ka,or and 

CityofLodi 
FIRE DEPARTMENT 

HEADQUARTERS STATION 

210 WEST ELM STREET 

LODI, CALIF"ORNIA 95240 

(209) 333-6735 

September 10, 1984 

me.bera of the City Council: 

Vriting iD regards to the joining of Voodrov and Lloyd-Streets, Wich 

ia being appealed. by Mr. Darryl Geveke, developer of the adjacent propertJ. 

The City of Lodi Uni!orm Fire Code is explicit iD statiDg the provi­

sions for roadways and adequate turn-arounds to allov fire apparatus access 

for fire fighting purposes. These are arlni.Dnm standards based on tire 

fighting experience and tire. apparatus needs to approach a !ira scene. 
4;\ The Fire Code reads in Section 10.207 (a) Required Construction. 

EYery building hereafter constructed shall be acces8ible to !ira department 

apparatus by w.y ot acceee roadvays vith all-weather driving tsUrf'ace of not 

leas than 20 teet of unobstructed. width, vith adequate roadway turning radius 

capable of supporting the imposed loads of fire apparatus and having a 

aint.um or 13 feet 6 inches or vertical clearance. Dead-end fire department 

access roads in excess of 150 teet long shall be provided. vith &!>proVed 

provisions tor the turning around of fire department apparatus. 

Connection of Lloyd and Woodrow Streets vith a properly designed road­

way would meet the Firs Code requirements. 

CC: H. Glaves, CM 

Public Worlta 

s~~l{l7[~ 
Doll MacLeod t 

Fire Chie! 



•• 
COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

TO: City Council 

FROH: City Hanager 

DATE: September 11, 1984 

SUBJECT: Geweke Appeal 
Woodrow & Lloyd Street Extensions 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: That the City Council review the background information on 
this matter and after the hearing, discuss and take the appropriate action on the 
attached subject appeal. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: The Walnut Orchard Tract Subdivision was approved by the 
City Council in July 1947. As part of the planning for that subdivision, prov1s1ons 
were made for the extension of Lloyd and Woodrow Streets to the south ~~cl Delores 
Street to the east. Subsequently the State Highway was relocated and cut off the 
possibility of extending Delores Street, however, Lloyd and Woodrow Streets still 
remain extendable. This existing subdivision is presently zoned R2 and RHO. 

The 7-acre parcel owned by Mr. Daryl Geweke is located immediately south of the 
Walnut Orchard Tract SuLdivision and was initially zoned residential, however, 
it was rezoned corrrnercial in the mid 1960's after the construction of the 99 
Freeway. 

The present City pol icy is that all 
in conformance wi(h City Standards. 
as it relates to the development of 
have been informed that the subject 
with a cul-de-sac. 

dead-end streets be extended or terminated 
Since 1975 there have been many inquiries 

this parcel. All parties making inquiries 
streets will have to be extended or terminated 

In October of 1983, Geweke Ford inquired how their parcel might be developed. 
The Community Development Director and myself put together a letter dated Octo­
ber 26, 1983, which included many possible combinations of street extensions 
and terminations. This letter is attached as Exhibit A. 

In August of this year, the Preliminary Parcel ~~P attached as Exhibit B, was 
submitted by Geweke to the City for processing. This parcel map splits the 
]-acre parcel into 3 parcels with no provisions for extension of Lloyd or 
Woodrow Streets. It is proposed that a solid block wall be built continuously 
along the northerly property 1 ine of parcels A and C. Therefore, Lloyd and 
Woodrow Streets would terminate at their present 1 imit into a solid block wall 
fence. 

APPROVED: FILE ~0. 

HENRY A. GLAVES, Clty Manager 



C i ty Counc i 1 
September 11, 1984 
Page 2 

Exhibit Cis a copy of a ·~roo from this department to the Conrnunity Development 
Department \~hich conmented on the proposed Geweke parcel map. This metro points 
out that the proposed tentative parcel map does not meet the standards since 
there were no provisions ~~r Lloyd and Woodrow Street extensions. It was the 
City's position that since both a past Planning Commission and City Council had 
approved the final map for rhe Walnut Orchard Tract Subdivisions, that any 
proposal not providing for these street extensions, would also have to be ap­
proved by both the Planning Commission and the City Council. 

Attached as Exhibit 0 and E are the Planning Commission minutes of August 13 
and August 27, 1984. The Planning Commission's deci~n required (1) that 
Lloyd and WOodrow Streets be looped (this was based on Hr. Geweke's desire to 
loop rather than cul-de-sac); (2) that any access to this loop street would re­
quire special Planning Commission approval; (3) that the loop street would have 
to be placed such that the corner lots had the standurd side yard setback and; 
(4) that a 7' solid fence would probably be required ~ased on the actual develop­
ment use and the requirements of SPARC. After the Planning Commission meeting, 
I did meet with the developer. Hr. Geweke, and his engineer Hr. Baumbach, to 
discuss possible alternates on street looping. Attached as Exhibit Fare two 
possible alternates which do not fully meet all Cty requirements, however, 
meet the intent and purpose of the Planning Commission's decision. 

The developer's engineer indicated to the Planning Commission that both he and 
the developer were aware of the City's street extension requirements at the time 
that the parcel was purchased and indicated that the developer would install the 
street if that was what the City required. However, it is the developer's 
position that it may be in the City's best interest to have the streets ter­
minated with a block wall. 

City's Concerns Related to Not Providing for Street Extensions or Standard 
Termination 

1. The 300'+ dead-end streets require private citizens to make their turn­
around in the private driveways of the residences at the end of the 
street. 

2. As panted out by Mr. Schmidt in the Planning Commission meeting of 
August 27, the street sweeper cannot properly clean the end of the 
dead-end streets. 

J. Attached as Exhibit G is a copy of a letter from the Fire Department in­
dicating that not extending the streets would be in violation of the 
existing City of Lodi Fire Code adopted by the City Council. 

4. Attached as Exhibit U is a copy of a Council Communication from the 
Pol ice Department indicating their concern related to the lack of 
proper turn-around at the ends of these streets. 

5. Proposal does not meet long-standing fity pol icy and practice. 



•· City Council 
, September 11. 19811 

Page 3 

It is the staff's position that the Planning Commission's decision should be 
u~~eld and the appeal denied and that a reasonable looping or termination of 
the street~ked out with the developer's engineer. 

~ L I / 
'\I\ ~~ 

cc: Fire Dept. 
Po 1 ice Dept. 

JLR/eeh 



0 

GBNEae.:,~'-] 
:'"'.- ·~·~ ~"ZJeep ·t;;tSII;J'M i+J#ii·P'lAMC ·Renaultl, 
a~ : -:•, ~~~~~r.,.;" K'•H-··'·· :, ~ ~,.. ·- •.. ""-....,.lJc·"· -..T- --r· ·1..; 

~L!~: : i. :·•.:-~!: :~:: ~:: 
t'J 4 ..... ' .... • - -. ~ # .. , ' . , ... :. ·. '" 

Alice Re irrc he 
City Clerk 
Lo:H, Califocnia 95240 

August 31, 1984 

I, Daryl Gev.e~;e, loog t.i.ne Ledi resident and cne of 

LcUis • largest ccntr irutors of the citys' coffers, \t.O.lld like 

to appeal the dec.:.sion of the Lodi Planning Carmissicn. 

'Ille dec isioo was made August 27, 1984, to join Wocx:iro.-.r 

and Llo~ Streets. We wo..Ild like to l::e scheduled fer the 

City council ~ting oo \Vednesday, Septeml:er 19, 1984. 

~----------------------- ----------
Leasing • Sales • Service • Lodi 2091369-4725 • Stockton 209/466-8571 • 1045 s. Cherokee Lana • Lod~ CA 95240 
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Gewak.e Ford 
1045 S. Cherokee Lane 
Lod I , CA 9S2lt0 

Attention: Larr'l Ceweke 

lent ler~~en: 

e..~~,.,, .. A .. 

October 26. 1983 

SUBJECT: Parcel Development on Cherokee l~•• Opposite Poplar Street 

Per your request, the Community Development and myself nave laid out a 
few con~ts for the dovalopment of the subJect parcel. Copies of these 
concepts arc enclosed. It should be noted that based ~ wh~t your actual 
6evelopment plans are with respect to land u••· there are many variations 
of the concc~ts enclosed. Aiso enclosed Is correspondence related to 
thl s puce I dove lopment when It was owned by S.nborn. 

I have aho enclosed a copy of e font W\lch we fill out for prospective 
developers which Is a preliminary check list related to City require­
Mots. This sheet Is coomonly calted the "Pink Sheet.'' Once you have • 
better feel for the type of land use and zoning you prefer. we would be 
happy to fill out a pink sheet for your parcel. 

If you have any questions concerning the development of the subject parcel, 
pla.se contact ~. 

Sincerely 

_,.ck l. ~ako 
,ubllc Wbrks Director 

Enclosures 

JlR/ns 



U tw~--i' - • 
l• - J 

i~1-n ~ L . 1~. .: , 
tc. \ I ,~ .. 
J .. ~·. !4 ' .... ·' 

t 

I· . 
L 

.. .. 
i! 
" 

) 

-I I 
I 

\ 

) 

-. ·-·"· ' 



II ~- ·-·-~· ... ~-
1'<-"">---rt-""~ ~ 

e 
( • 
~ 

I 
~ 

i 
~ s 
.. 
~ 

: 
I" - L.-

t 
J . 
• 
t. 

~~~~-.. ,..~. 
.......... ~-.~ ... ?-•':0'-"''1<·•· ... ~"'- .... I 

~ 
L 

f • 

" I 

" 

l 

() 

0 

I: 



~·'. 

-r 
•• • . 

CHE~JKEE LA .... ~ I . " ,, . , 
I E~"\~rr B • . I 

~ I 
~ 

~7'~ 
~ 

.) 
·:_~~-

; 
I 

~ 
~ ~ ~ ~ ,.~ ~:a 

~ ~ ·n ...... t") 
~ ~"' ~ ~ ~ .... 

~ "' ~-r-
~ .... 

~r- "-\: .... ~ 

"' ~ ..... " LLOYO ' -~ 

1\ al ~ S· ' • 
~ "' ~ ~ 

~ 

~ ~ 
. 
~ 

?/17~ .?/t?. '?S"'~ 7 ~ ~ ~ ()--

~ : ~ WOODROW 
~ ~ ~ 

w~ ~ ST ~ ~ -n ~ s " ~~ 
.. 

\\ 
~ 
"\... -~- ........ - k 

--- ~ 

IIIGHtr ~ 
~ 

I ~)' . .,,,,.::!' 
> 

~t~~~ 
.... 

~ "' a 99 )) -4 

~ ~ u.s. 50 'b ~~~~~~ :::) 0 :a 
~~ 

:"\ ~ ,, ~ 0 
:::0 0 

~ ~ ~*\~ t ~ ("') 

~ fT1 

I ~ t~~"' ~~~~ ~ 
r- - ~ r-z ~ 3: 

~' ~~ s' ~k-~ ~ () ;a > -s.~ ... • ~ ~ ~§ ~ ~ • ., z 
~"'""" '~tb'~ 0 )a . ~ ~~S\ .... !.\'~+~ ....... ..... 0) ::0 "' l ...... 

) ~~ i ~~ ~" ~ I 
.,: ::\::)<:) .. ""~ ~ ~ ~<::: ~ -

' . f ~ ~~' ~ ~ -:- \. "\ .. \ 'I·"~ .... ~ .. r- -
' 

,.. ~~ '\ "-1 . -

··"-"' ; ..... •- ·.,.-,-;- ... 
---- ·-··-·-· . ·::.;.~~.;..1;£.:.;.;..w,.,.: .... , ... :r:""~~"'7-h .... --·------... ¥ ....--



• MEMORANDUM, tl ty of L.ocll, Public Works Depart..,..t 

TO: 

FM>H~ 

DATE: 

SUBJECTs 

Co.-unl ty DevelOPMftt 01 rector 

Pub 11 c Wokka Dl rKtor 

August 6, 19Bit 

Ga~eke Tentative Parc:.el Map (M-~·10) 
1130 and 1 1 SO South Cherokee Lane 

The tentative parcel map must Include the p~posed extensions or ter­
•inatlons of Lloyd Street and Wood~ Str.et and the applicable right-of­
way dedication of samo. 

A past Planning Commltsionand City Councl1 approved the final map for the 
Walnut Orchard Tract which provided for the extension of these streets. 
These streets must be extended or terminated por our oxlstlng standard 
unl~•s there Is specific appn)~t of the present Planning Commission and 
City Council. Attached ''a copy of e letter to Geweke Ford dated 
October 26, with enclosures, wh!ch point out to them the possible methods 
of street extens ton or termlnat ton. 

Onca the proposed street alignments are determined, this department can 
develop the exact condlti~ of approval of this tentative parcel map. 

Jack L. ~nsko 
Public Wbrks Director 

AttaehtnenU 

cc.: Da rre II Gewek.e 

JLR/eeh 



• 
EXCERPT FROM PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES OF AUGUST 13, 1984 

Daryle Geweke requested the approval of a Tentative Parcel Hap 
to divide 1130 and 1150 South Cherokee Lane into three parts 
with Parce! "A" containing 2.11 acres; Parcel "B'' containing 
2.07 acres; and Parcel "C" containing 3.18 acres in an area 
zoned C-2, General Commercial. 

The Community Development Director introduced the request and 
reviewed a memorandum which indicated that the proposed 
Parcel Hap was at odds with City Policy because it permitted 
Lloyd and Woodrow Streets to dead-end rather than ending in 
cui-de-sacs or similar standard street terminous. 

The Public Works Director outlined the City's street extension 
pol icy and stated that the staff could not recommend approval of 
the Parcel Hap because it does not meet the design standards. 

The following persons were present and spoke in favor of 
approving the Tentative Parcel Hap: 

1. Glen I. Baumbach, c/o Baumbach and Piazza, Consulting 
Engineers, 323 West Elm Street, Lodi. He stated that 
his client was opposed to any kind of street extension 
because it was not economically feasible to pay commer­
cial land prices and develop the develop the property 
residentially. 

He said that the dead-end streets had existed for 37 
years and he doubted that the residences wanted them 
extended into a commercial area. He indicated that 
if the maps were approved as submitted the streets 
would be fenced in an appropriate manner. He said he 
knew of no problems that the dead-end streets had 
caused for emergency vehicles. 

Hr. Baumbach stated that Parcel "C" as shown on the 
map would be used for a 60-unit motel and the other two 
parcels for automobile agencies or related uses. 

2. Daryl Geweke, 336 Shady Acres Drive, Lodi. He said 
that besides losing expensive land the commercial 
development of the property could add much traffic on 
the residential streets if they had to be extended. 

Under general discussion, the Planning Commission reviev1ed 
(1) the City's street design standards, and (2) the fact 
that notices were not mailed to the neighbors. · 

TENTATIVE PA~CEL 

HAP 

11 30 AND 1150 
S. CHEROKEE LANE 

D. GEWEKE 

. .. 

C· 
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EXCERPT FROM PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES OF AUGUST 13, 1984 - Page 2 

It was moved by Commissioner Lapenta, seconded by Commissioner 
Hoffman and unanimously passed that the Planning Commission conduct 
a Public Hearing at 7:30p.m .• Monday, August 27, 1984 in the Lodi 
City Council Chambers to consider the above described Geweke Parcel 
Map. 



.. • 

MONDAY 

• 
. HINUTES 

LODI CI1Y PLANNING COHHISSION 
COUNCIL CHAHBERS - CiTY HALL 

AUGUST 27, 1984 

• 

The Planning Commission of the City of Lodi met and was called 
to ord~r by Chairman Harry Marzolf. 

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Susan Hitchcock-Akin; Joanne Hoffman; 
Michael Lapenta; larry Hindt; Craig Rasmussen; Roger Stafford; 
and Chairman Harry Marzolf. 

COMMISSIONERS ABSENT: None. 

OTHERS PRESENT: Jack l. Ronsko, Public Works Director; and 
David Morimoto, Acting PlannL1g Corr.11ission Secretary. 

PUBLIC HEAR!NG 

F ~~\e\T " E.·" 

7:30 P.H. 

ROLL CALL 

. -DETERMINED THAT 
LLOYD STREET AND 
WOODROW STREET 

. .. 

Chairman Marzolf stated that now was the time and place for the 
public hearing to consider whether Lloyd Street and Woodrow 
Street should be extended to the south or deadend at their 
present terminous approximately 309 feet south of Delores 
Street. 

BE EXTENDED SOUTH C 
TO FORM A LOOP -
STREET 

Jack Ronsko, Public Works Director, made the Staff presentation 
on this matter. Hr. Ronsko briefly restated the Staff position 
that had been ~resented to the Commission at a previous meeting. 
That position was that the developer should be required to con­
form to City policy which required an approved method for term­
Inating or cul-de-sacing City streets. He felt that the developer 
was aware of the City policy, and, therefore, should be required 
to conform to that policy. 

Present in the audience, and speaking on this matter, were the 
following people: 

1. Glen Baumbach, of Baumbach and Piazza, Consulting Engineers, 
323 West Elm Street, lodi. Hr. Baumbach presented the 
Comnission with a petition signed by nine residents of the 
area. The petition expressed the resident's opposition to 
the extension of Lloyd and Woodrow Streets. Hr. Baumbach 
stated th~t he and Hr. Daryl Geweke, owner of the commercial 
property at the south end of these two streets sympathiztd 
with the residents of the area. H~ stated that he did not 
believe that the street extension was necessary, and that 
the street extension would not be in the best interest of 
the residents of the area. He added, however, that the 
developer would install the street if reGuired by the City. 



'· .. 

Minutes - Planning Commission 
August 27, 1984 

2. Aaron Schmidt, 1130 Lloyd Street, lodl. Hr. Schmidt 
explained that he resided at the end of lloyd Street 
adjacent to the property In quest ion. He noted· that there 
was a problem with the current deadend situation because 
It encouraged people to park illegally at the deadend 
portion of th~ street. The cars parked in this location 
made it difficult for him to back out of his driveway. 
The presen~~ of the car In the deadend street also made 
It difficult for the City street sweeper to clean the 
end of lloyd Street. He expressed the desire to have the 
street extended to alleviate the deadend situation. 

3. Barbara Cline, 1106 Woodrow Street, lodi. Hrs. Cline 
stated that she and the other residents of the area 
were primarily concerned about the additional traffic 
on their streets. They were concerned that if the 
street were extended and commercial traffic were added 
to the street, the street would become much more hazardous 
with the increased traffic volume. 

4. Georlanne Klrshenman, 1011 Woodrow Street, lodi. Hrs. 
Kirshenman stated some of the same concerns as Hrs. Cline. 
She was also concerned with the type of commercial develop­
ment that was proposed for the property to the south. She 
stated that she and the other residents did not want to 
have additional motels or apartments since the existing 
units in the area were not well maintained in her opinion. 

5. Daryl Geweke, 1045 South Cherokee Lane, Lodi. Hr. Geweke 
stated that he had spoken to as many of the residents of 
the area as possible, and that it was the almost unani­
mous feeling in the area that the streets should not be 
extended. He noted that it was hi~ experience with his 
own dealership across Cherokee Lane that conm-,rclal 
traffic did Impact surrounding residential streets. He 
stated that he did not feel that neither his property 
nor the neighborhood would benefit by the extension of 
the street. Hr. Geweke further explained that present 
plans were to put a motel on Parcel C, and auto related 
businesses on Parcels A and B. 

The members of the Planning Commission and members of the 
audience then directed a number of questions to City Staff 
regarding this matter. The questions generally dealt with 
the possible location of the proposed street, the possible 
design of the proposed street, and whether or not the 
commercial property to the south would have vehicular access 

. . 

page 2 
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Hinutes - Planning Commission 
August 27, 1984 

to the street. 

Hr. Ronsko stated that one possibility would be to construct 
a loop street adjacent to .the existing residences connecting 
Woodrow and Lloyd Street. The exact dimensions and design of 
the street could be worked out between the City and the 
developer and would depend in part upon such things as the 
width of the travel lanes, whether on-street parking were re­
quired on one or both sides of the street, and whether side­
walks were required on one or both sides of the street. Hr. 
Ronsko felt that all of these problems could be worked out 
bet~en the Public Works Staff and the developer. As to 
whether corrvnercial property should have access to this street, 
Hr. Ronsko stated that if the Planning Commission detenmined 
that commercial access to the street would be detrimental 
they could, in fact, deny access to the street. Hr. Baumbach 
questioned this statement and asked whether the City could, 
In fact, require the developer to install curb, gutter•and 
sidewalks as well as the street, and then deny him access 
to that street. Hr. Ronsko felt that the City could, in 
fact, do this. 

There was also a question about what type of buffering could 
be installed between the commercial and residential properties. 
Staff Indicated that the type of buffering would depend, in 
part, upon the type of development proposed for the commercial 
property; however, generally speaking, a 7' fence was normally 
required for commercial and residential properties as well as 
possibly some landscaping. These parcels would also be re­
viewed by the Site Plan and Architectural Review Committee when 
they are developed. 

After a lengthy discussion a motion was made by Commissioner 
liltchcock-Akin to require the construction of a loop street 
connecting Woodrow and Lloyd Streets. The street would be 
located adjacent to the existing residential lots, however, 
it would be moved far enough south to provide the two end lots 
with a 10' street side yard. 

Commissioner Lapenta then offered an amendment to the motion. 
His amendment was that the developer and City staff meet to 
come up with a suitable design for the street. The parties 
should make every effort in the street design to minimize the 
amount of commercial property utilized. 

Commissioner Hoffman then added a second amendment to the motion. 
Her amendment was to deny at I commercia I access to the new 
street. 

,, .E. •• 
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Commissioner Hitchcock-Akin agreed to the amendments to her motion 
and the motion was seconded by Commissioner Lapenta. The Commis­
sion, on a roll call vote, defeated the motion on a vote of 
4 to 3 as follows: 

AYES: 

NOES: 

Commissioners Hitchcock-Akin; Hoffman; Lapenta. 

Commissioners Hindt; Rasmussen; Stafford and 
Harzolf. 

A second motion was made by Commissioner Rasmussen to allow the 
existing deadend streets to rem~in and to simply place an appropriate 
buffer between the commercial and the residential properties. This 
motion was seconded by Commissioner Hindt. On a roll call vote, the 
motion failed on a vote of 3 to 4 as follows: 

AYES: 

NOES: 

Commissioners Hlndt; Rassmussen; and Stafford. 

Commissioners Hitchcock-Akin; Hoffman; Lapenta; 
Harzolf. 

A third motion was made by Chairman Marzolf requiring that the 
loop street extension connecting Lloyd and Woodrow Streets be 
required with the stipulation that any commercial access to the 
new street would require specific approval by the Planning 
Commission. Th"~ motion was seconded by Commissioner Hitchcock­
Akin. On a ro. call vote this motion was approved by a 4 to 3 
vote as follows: 

AYES: 

NOES: 

Commissioners Hitchcock-Akin; Hoffman; Lapenta; 
and Harzolf. 

Commissioners Hlndt; Rasmussen and Stafford. 

Following this hearing Chairman Harzo1f· called a 5-minute RECESS 

'* - .. t::. 
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Honorable Mayor ud 

City of Lodi 
-f=TR E 0 E P A R T ME NT 

HEADQUARTERS STATION 

210 WEST ELM STREET 

LOOI. CALIF"ORNIA 95240 

(209) 333-6735 

members o! the City Council: 

" .. 6 

September 10, 1984 

Writing in regards to the joining o! Woodrow and Lloyd..Streets, which 

is being appealed by Mr. Darryl Geweke, developer o! the adjacent property. 

Tho City o! Lodi Uni!oro Fi~e Code is explicit in stating the proYi­

sions !or road..ays and adequate turn-arounds to allow !ire apparatus access 

tor fire fighting purposes. These are minimwa standards based on .tiro 

fighting experience and !ire apparatus needs to approach a !ire scene. 

The Fire Code reads in Section 10.207 (a) Required Construction. 

EYery building hereafter constructed shall be accessible to !ire department 

apparatus by vay o! access roadwayG with all-weather driving surface o.t not 

less than 20 feet o! unobstructed width, with adeouate rondway turnin_g radius 

cay.~ble o! eupporting the imposed lo:tds of !ire appare.tus and baYing a 

minimum o! 13 feet 6 inch~s or vertical clearance. Dead-end !ire department 

access roads in excess of 150 feet lon5 shAll be provided vith approved 

provisions for the turning around of fire department app::ratus. 

Connection of Lloyd and Woodrow Streets with a properly designed road­

~y would meet the Fire Code requirements. 

sz;~l? Jrav~~ 
Don MacLeod, 

Fire Chief 

.;) CC: H. Gl.aveo, CM 

Public works 



\ 
r- UNCIL COl\11\IUNICATI 

THE CITY COUNCIL DATE 

FROM: THE CITY MANAGER'S OFFICE September 10, 198lt --
sC)ect: Appeal of ti~';);} Geweke re joining \loodrow and lloyd Streets 

._) 

·. 

In response to a request from Jack Ronsko, Public \.Jorks Director, 
as to input on the termination of lloyd and Hoodrow Streets to a 
retaining wall 

\ 

Over the past years the Police Department has received numerous 
complaints (particularly from the residents on Lloyd Street) re­
garding the parking of vehicles in the area of the dead end of 
Lloyd Street where it now goes into a vacant field. 

The major complaint is that cars park in that area. not allm<~ing 

residents access to the street from their private driveways due 
to the lack of a turning radius. I feel that if we terminate 
the street. as proposed by Geweke. this problem will be compounded 
and I would be opposed to any termination other than a cul-de-sac 
or a connecting street from Lloyd to \./oodrow. 

Respectfully submitted. 
\ 

'i~J [jjQ...;_. 
Floyd A. \.Jilliams 
Chief of Pol ice 

FA\1: jkm 

NO. 



OOI'ICE OF PmLIC HEARIKi 
BY 'niB CI'IY CXJ.H:IL CF 'niB CI'IY OF UDI 

10 CIH;IIm 'IHE ~ltll a:M\USSIQPS RIIXMtiHlt\TI<N 
'DIAT 'IHE BAmt PAII:EL BE PRE1.CNID 10 P-D (26), PLAl'AD IEVEI.LBIN1' 

DIS'IRICf 00. 26 Winl niB SINLE-FA'\ULY RRI'I<N <nnufdltll 10 nJE 
CflY'S R-2, SlmLB-FAMILY ~IDml'IAL DIS'IRICf AM> 'lHE MJLTIPLE FJ.MILY 
FQU'I<N) <XNR:Rdltll 10 11JE CI'IY'S R-G\, ~ APARIMNr ~ImNI'IAL 
RF.SIRICfi(N) Winl A LIMITATI<N OF 15 lNITS Pm ArnE. 

NJI'ICE IS HmmY Gl~ that on Wednesday, October 3, 1984, 

at the hour of 7:30 p.m. or as soon thereafter as the matter may be 

heard, the Lo<li City CO\mci 1 wi 11 conduct a public hearing in the 

Cm.mci 1 Chmi>ers, City Hall, 221 West Pine Street, LodL Ollifomia, 

to consider the Plmming Cannission's recannendation that the Batch 

parcel be prezoned to P-D (26), Planned Developnent District No. 26 

with the Single-Family portion confonning to the City's R-2, 

Single-Family Residential District and the ~bltiple Family portions 

confonning to the City's R-GA, Garden Apartment Residential 

restrictions with a limitation of 15 units per acre. 

The Batch development 325 single-family lots, 2 

multiple-family parcels containing 246 units and a 14 acre basin/park 

site. An elementary school may be substituted for one of the multiple 

family sites. 

Infonmt ion regarding this i tan may be obtained in the 

office of the Coom.mity Developrent Director at 221 West Pine Street. 

Lodi, california. All interested persons are invited to present their 

views either for or against the above proposal. written statements 

may be filed with the City Clerk at any time prior to the hearing 

scheduled herein and oral statements may be made at said hearing. 

Dated: September 19, 1984 

By Order of the City Counci 1 

~},.~ 
Alice M. Retmche 
City Clerk 


