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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, Mlyor Snider called for the Public Hearing 
to consider the appeal of Daryl Geweke, 1045 South Olerok.qe 
Lane, I.odi, of the Lodi City Planning Cannission's 

\. 
The matter was introducea by Public Works Director Ronsko 
who gave an indepth backgrmmd presentation includ !ng the 
presentation of diagrams of the subject area. 

The follCMing persons addressed the Counci 1 regarding the 
matter: 

a) 1\lr. Aaron Sclmidt, 1 J 30 Lloyd Street, Lodi 

b) full 1 Sclmi erer, 1130 Wood reM, Lod 1 

c) Glen Balirbach, of BalJ'li:>ach l Piazza, Consulting 
Engineers, 323 WCst Elm Street, Lodi 

There being no other persons wishil'lK to give test lnnny, the 
public portion of the heat·lng was closed. 

A lengthy discussion followed with quest ions regarding the 
matter being presented to Staff and to those persons who had 
given testiroony. 

01 rrotion of Comci 1 ~r Hinchmn, Olson second. because 
of the miqueness of the si t\.Ult i<X&, Comci 1 detemtined that 
there sha 11 be a 1 ooped street be tween Lloyd and Woodrow 
Streets; providing for a 5' sidewalk on the north side; a 
28' pa~ed travel way w! th no parking on both the north and 
south sides; a 7' block wal 1 fence to oe •.011structed along 
t~e south side of the looped street. The fences is to be a 
mlninun of 2' fr<r the curbing on the south side of the 
1 ooped street. 

The root ion carried by tn.'Ulirrous vote. 
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TO: 

FROH: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

C tty Counct 1 

CIty Hanager 

September 11, 1984 

Geweke Appea 1 

COUNCIL COiliMUNICATION 

Woodrow & Lloyd Street bt<~ns ions 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: That t~e City (~unci! 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, provisions 
were made for the extension of lloyd and Woodrow Streets to the south and Delores 
Street to the east. Subsequently the State Highway was relocated and cut off the 
posslbil ity of extending Delores Street, however, Lloyd and Woodrow Streets still 
renein extendable. This existing subdivision is presently zoned R2 and RHO. 

The ]-acre parcel owned by Hr. Daryl Geweke is located immediately south of the 
Walnut Orchard Tract Subdivision and was initially zoned residential, however, 
It \ias rezoned conmercial in the mid 1960's afte:- the construction of the 99 
Freeway. 

The present City pol icy is that all 
in conformance with City Standards. 
as it relates to the development of 
have been informed that the subject 
~ith 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 i:1quired how their parcel mignt be developed. 
The Community l.>evelopment Director and ;;;yself put togetht~r a \..Hter dated Octo
ber 26, 1983, which included many possible co,'lbinations of str·eet extensions 
and terminations. li.ls letter is attached as Exhibit A. 

In August of this year, ~he Preliminary Parcel Hap attached as Exhibit t!, was 
submitted by Geweke to the City for processing. This parcel map splits the 
]-acre parcel into 3 parc~ls with no provisions for extension of Lloyd or 
Woodrow Streets. It is proposed that a solid b!ock wall be built continuously 
along the northerly property line of parcels A and C. Therefore, Lloyd and 
Woodrow Streets would terminate at their present I imtt into a solid block vtall 
f~nce. 

APPROVED: FILE .. 0. 

HEN~f A. GLAVES, City Manager 



City Council 
September 11, 1984 
Page 2 

Exhibit CIs a copy of a memo from this department to the Conlnunity Development 
Department whl ch oorrmented on the proposed Geweke pa reel map. ThIs meno pol nts 
out that the proposed tentative parcel map does not meet the standards since 
t~ere were no provisions for 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 the 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 deciSbn 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) t~at the loop street would have 
to be plac~d such that the corner lots had the standard side yard setback and; 
(4) that a 7' solid fence would probably be requited based 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 fuliy meet all City requirements, however, 
meet the intent and purpose of the Planninq Commission's decision. 

The developer's engineer indicated to the Planning Commission that both h~ 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 
Termlnat ion 

I. 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 Hr. Schmidt in the Planning Commission meeting of 
August 27, the street sweeper ~annot properly clean the end cf the 
dead-end streets. 

3. Attached as Exhibit G is a copy of a Jetter from the FirA Dr.partment in
dicating that not extending the streets would be In vioi.Jtion of the 
existing City of Lodl Fire Code adopted by the City Council. 

4. Attached as Exhibit H 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 City pol icy and practice. 



CIty Counc 11 
September 11, 1984 
Page 3 

It is the staff 1s position that the Pl•nnlng ConiTllssion•s decision should be 
upheld and the appeal denied and that a reasonable looping or termination of 
t~e streei~~t with the developer's engineer • 

• Ronsko 
Works Dl rector 

cc: Fire Dept. 
Po I ice Dept. 

JLR/eeh 



NJI'I~ <F PlBLIC HF.ARIOO BY mE CITI CUN::IL CF mE 
CI'IY <F I.(]) I ID am liD 'IliE APPEAL <F IWn'L <Em<R, 
1 04 5 fUJll1 Clii§D<EE LANE. U))l , <F 'IliE 1.(]) I CITI 
PI.AtfliKJ CDMISSI<m IEil.'.RdiNATICN niAT 1HmE WAS A 
Nm> m mam> LI.O'iD smmr ANl \ClKW siREEr &lJlH 
IN <JUR ID ELIMINATE 'IliE :IDe I STIOO IJF.AIHV S IWATICN 

CN ~E SIREEIS IN <XNR:Il\WCE WI1H Cl1i' SIREEI' 
ST.AN:WU). TilE ~IN1 Cll&USSICN WIU. ~IRE 1HAT 
'IliE IEVELCPER <F nm cn.MH:;IAL PKPOOY 10 mE ~~ 
CINrrH.cr ~ F..t\:.;T-WE:n"' SIREEI' ID RB1 A LaP SIREEI' 
<X.tH£1'1~ LLOiD A'V \CI.Rll/ SIREEIS. nm ~lr-ll 
CDtMJ SS JCN AJ.ro RlQJ :RaJ 'rnAT 1llFRE BE AN APfRFRIATE 
OOFFm ~ 1HE COMlCIAL NV Rffill»>TIAL 
PIO'l'Rl'I~ }N) ntA.T A.LL ~IAL A£XE5S ID 1lJE N&i 
SlREEf BE ID mE APFRNAL OF Tim a:Mt11SSICN. CI'IY 
STAFF WAS DIRI£1MJ 1U \\(H{ WITII TilE Df.VErfl'ffi 1U CD£ 
UP WITII A MJIUAlLY .ArnEEABLE SIRl'.:E'I' IE;ICN. 

i'Ufl~ IS HmfF1 GIVb~ that on Wednesday, Septent>er 19, 1984 

nt the hour of 7:30 p.m., or us soon thereafter as the rmtter rmy be 

heard, the Lodi City Planning Q:mnission wi 11 conduct a Public Hearing 

in the Oum>er8 of the Lodi City C)tmci 1 at 221 West Pine Street, 

Lodi, California, to consider the appeal of Daryl Geweke, 1045 South 

Olerokee Lane, Lodi, of the Lodi Planning Carmi ssi ons dete:rminat ion 

that tht!re was a need to extend Lloyd Street and \\loodr<M Street south 

in order to eliminate the existing deadend situation on these streets 

in confonmnce with City st rect standards. The Planning \cmnlssion 

will require t~t the developer of the commercial property to the 

south construct an east -wcs t street to fonn a loop street connecting 

Lloyd and \'tbodrow Streets. The Planning Coomission also required that 

there be an appropriate bur fer between the coomercial and resident lal 

properties and that all commercial access to then~ street be to the 

approval of the Qmnission. City staff was directed to work with the 

developer to caiE up with a ITI.ltually agreeable street d(!slgn. 



Infonmt ion regarding this itEm 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 

rmy be filed with the City Clerk at any t iroo prior to the Hearing 

scheduled herein and oral statements rmy be rmde at said Hearing. 

Dated: Septerrber 5, 1984 

By Order of the City Cotmci 1 

dJJW '11.. 1/u.eL. 
Alice M. Relll'rlle 
City Clerk 



September 17, 1984 

Ms. Alice Reimche 
City Clerk 
City of Lodi 
Lodi, CA 95240 

Re: Application No. 

Dear Ms. Reimche: 

-----

-. \ 
RECE/Vt!O 

:s.;~ SEP I 7 PJl 2: h II 

AU~&r ~-f~~4~~~~ 
L .... .. :· U'(! 

In order to have time to consider the various engineering 

aspects of the development of our property on Cherokee Lane, 

we request that you continue Wednesday night's hearing 

for two weeks. Thank you. 

"" ·. --:: /X- - ---· ' 



To: The Clty Planning Commission 
Regarding: Property and Appeal of o. Geweke 

Dear Si ra: 

RECEIVED 
s-.~ S~· I !f~H 3: 57 

ALICE M. HEi1·1CHE 
CITY CLERK 

CITY C•F LC!JJ 

Althoug~ I cannot attend this me&tlng I would llke my 

opinion known. 

Originally , when this issue vas brought before the 

public I vas in favor of a vall blocking the end of Woodrow 

and Lloyd Streets. However, I can understand how a connect-

lng stree~ at the south end would be necessary especially 

for emergency vehicles. I agree vlth this decision primarily 

&ince there vlll still be a vall built to separate the com-

.. rcial development from the residential. 

tn regards to D. Geweke•s appeal, I hope you stand by 

the original decision that there be no access road available 

to the commercial pToperty fro. the south end of Lloyd and 

Woodrow Streets. There is already •ccess from Cherokee Lane 

to the property. I also hop~ that the decision holds not to 

have duplexes bultt at ~he south end of thoae str~ers. Theee 

are veil established, older h~a and older resldenta. I just 

do not feel duplexes would be ben1f1clal for this community. 

S!ncen ly i/)a~ J· cJ,._._ 
13avt~~ J. a~ 
I 1 o ~ lvtrod4r.-<-> ~/ s.r 
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FROM: TMI em MANAOII'S OfFICI DATE 
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SUBJECT: 1tl Appeal of Daryl Geweke re joining Woodrow and lloyd Streets 
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,.,UNCIL C01\11\1UNICATIO .. ' 
--------------r--------

TO: TMI CITY COUNCIL DATE 

FROM: THI CITY MANAGII'S OffiCI September 10, 1984 

SUBJECT: 
Appeal of Daryl Geweke re joining Woodrow and Lloyd Streets 

In response to a request from Jack Ronsko, Publi~ ~orks Dir~ctor, 
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 end of 
Lloyd Street where it now goes into a vacant field. 

The major complaint is that cars park in that area, not allowing 
residents a~cess 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, 

!l Jrtt,. J \ • 

1 tl\ L-J -11~ 
,__._;:::..::;--.L-~,.-:--,:---= 

Floyd A. Williams 
Chief of Pol ice 

FA~: j km 

NO. 



Honorable Mayor and 

CityofLodi 
FIRE DEPARTMENT 

HEADQUARTERS STATION 

210 WEST ELM STREET 

LOCI, CALif"ORNIA 95240 

(209) 333-6735 

s~ptember 10, 1984 

••hera of the City Council: 

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

is 'being appealed by Mr. Darr:yl Ge~e, deYeloper o! the adjacent property. 

The City of Lodi Uaitora Fir~ Code ie explicit in atatins the proTi

aiona for road-.ya and adequate tum-rounds to allow fire api&ratus acceaa 

tor !ire fighting purposes. Theae are aint.wl atandarda baaed on fir. 

fi&hti.ng experience and fire apparat'le needs to approach a tire eceae. 

The Fire Code read• in Sect:~n 10.207 (a) Required Conatrgction. 

EYery buildins hereafter conatrgcted ehall be accessible to fire department 

apparatus by vay of acceaa roadVAya with all-ve!ither driYing 15Ur!aee of not 

lees than 20 teet of unobetruct~ width, with adequate roadW&.I turniag radiua 

capable of 15Upporting the iapoeH loads of fire apparatua and baYing a 

.tnt.u.a of 1.3 feet 6 inches of Yertical clearance. llead-sd fire depe.rtaent 

acceaa roads in exceu of 150 feet loy aha1l ~ pro•·ided with apProYtd 

proYiaiolla tc-r the turning around of fire departaent appa.ratua. 

CoDDection of Lloyd and Woodrow Streete with a prop~!ly design~ road

way would aeet the Fire Code requireaents. 

CC: H. GlaYe~, CM 

Public Works 

SZ5~ll·)f~ 
Don MacL<tod , 

Fire Chief 
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ALICE ri. REIHCHE 
CfTY CLERK 
c~~Y G~ ~ r ~~~ 

Alice Re inc he 
City Clerk 
Lcx::U, Califcrnia 95240 

August 31, 1984 

I, Dary 1 Geweke, loog t.i.rre Lcrli resident a:rrl cr.e of 

Lcrlis' largest cCXltr ibJtcrs of the citys' coffers, WQ.lld like 

to ~al the decisicn of the Lcrli Planning Ccmnissicn. 

The decisioo was made August 27, 1984, to join Wocrlro..~ 

and Lloyd Streets. i-Je WQ.lld like to t:e scheduloo fer the 

City Council Meeting 01 Wednesday, Sep~ 19, 1984. 

Leasing • Sales • SeNice • Lodl209t'3fi9.47?.5 • Stock-:on 2C9!466-8571 • 1045 S. Cherokee Lane • LCJ1~ CA 95240 

I 

! 
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Gewake Ford 
10.\5 S. Cherokee Lane 
Lod I , CA '52~ 

Attention: Larry Geweke 

lentl.-n: 

October 26. ''83 

SUBJECT: Parcel 04tvelopment on Cherokee l~'e Opposite Poplar Street 

fter your rec.!uelt, the COiri'!Ullty Developcnant end ll'f&eh' have laid out a 
faw conupu fot' the development of th. aubjec.t parcel. Copies of thes~ 
concepts are enclosea. It should be noted that based on what your ~c:tual 
•velopalel\t pi~• are with ,..,pect 1:~ 1.,d use, there are Nny variations 
of the concepts enclosed. Als" r.tr-.:!ased Ia correspondence re latod to 
thh parcel developMnt when It *' ~..,.J by Sanborn. 

I have aho enc:1oMd a copy of a font -"ld\ Nil fl i! out for prospect lve 
developers Nhlch Is a pre11elnary check 11st related ~ City requlre
•l'lts. This shMt h coaiDOnly called the "Pink Sheet.'' Once you have • 
better r .. t for the type of land use Md ZOC"•Ing you prefer, we wouid be 
happy to 1111 out a pink sheet fOf" your parc.e1. 

If you have eny questions ~earning the development uf the subject parcel, 
p1 .. se cont•ct ~. 

Slnc:.rely 

Jack l. '\oft:fko 
Pub II c \brk.s D I rectot' 

Enclosuru 

JWns 
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MbtOMNIUt, City of Lodl, Public Worb O.par~t 

TO: 

FN)fh 

DATE: 

SUBJECT a 

eo..un I ty Deve lOPMftt Dl rector 

Pub 11 c: \bltka Dl rector 

August 6, 198lt 

Geuek.e Tentative Parcel Mltp (M-M•") 
1130 and 11 SO South Cherokeo Lane 

The tentative ~reel •P must lnclU<t. the proposed extension• or ter
alnat Ions of Lloyd Street and Woodrow Str.et and the appll cable rlght-of
WIY dedl~tlon of sama. 

A past ttlaMing tonnltsionand City Council approved the final m1p for the 
Walnut Orchard Tract which provlcMd for the .xtenslon of these ureets. 
These streets must be extended or tenMlnated per our existing standard 
unl"l there Ia specific approwl of the present ttlannlng ConnJsslon and 
City Council. Atteched Is e copy of • letter to '-"eke Ford dated 
October 26, with enclosures, which point out to them the posslbie ~t~s 
of street extension or termination. 

Once the proposed street allvnments are determined, this department can 
dev.lop the exact condJti~ of approval of this tentative parcel map. 

Jack L. lbnsko 
Public Works Director 

c.c : Darrell '-'eke 

JWeeh 
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EXCERPT FROH PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES OF AUGUST 13, 1984 

Oaryle Geweke requested the approval of a Tentative Parcel Hap 
to divide 1130 and 1150 South Cherokee Lane in~o thr~e parts 
with Parcel "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 .u odds with City Polley because it permitted 
Lloyd and IJoodmw Streets to dead-end rather than ending in 
cul-de-sacs or :.imilar standard street tennin.)us. 

The Public Works Director out I ined 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 Ten~ative Parcel Hap: 

1. Glen I. Baumbach, c/o Baumbach and Piazza, Consulting 
Engineers, 323 'Jest 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 
kn~. 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 
thdt 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 revie\·Jed 
(1) t~~ City's street design standards, and (2) the fact 
that notices were not mailed to the neighbors. · 

TENTATIVE PARCEL 
HAP 

11 30 AND 11 50 
S. CHEROKEE LANE 

0. GEIJEKE 
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EXCERPT FROM PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES OF AUGUST 13, 196~ - Page 2 

It was moved by Commissioner Lapenta. seconded by Commissioner 
Hoffman and unanimously passed that the Planning Conwnisslon 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 

0 

. HI NUTES 

LOOt CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS - CITY HALL 

AUGUST 27, 1984 

The Planning Commission of the City of lodi met and was called 
to order by Chairman Harry Marzolf. 

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

COMMISSIONERS ABSENT: None. 

OTHERS PRESENT: Jack l. Ronsko, Public Works Director; and 
David Morimoto, Acting Planning Commission Secretary. 

PUBLIC HEARING 

7:30 P.M. 

ROLL CALL 

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

the .·DETERMINED THAT 
LLOYD STREET AND 
WOODROW STREET 
BE EXTENDED SOUTH 
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 presented to the Cor.misslon 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 pol icy. 

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 
Commission with a petition signed by nine residents of th~ 
area. The petition expressed the resident's opposition to 
the extension of Lloyd and Woodrow Streets. Hr. Baumbach 
stated that he and Hr. ~aryl Geweke, owner of the commercial 
property at the south end of these two streets sympathized 
with the residents of the area. He 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. Ke added, however, that the 
developer would Install the street If reQuired by the City. 

::\ 
) 
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Minutes - Planning Commission 
August 27, 198lt 

2. Aaron Schmidt, 1130 lloyd Street, Lodl. Hr. Schmidt 
explained that he resided at the end of Lloyd Street 
adjacent to the property in question. He noted that there 
was a problem with the current deadend situation because 
It encouraged people to park Illegally at the deadend 
portion of the street. The cars parked in this location 
made it difficult for him to back out of his driveway. 
The presence 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. 

). Barbara Cline, 1106 Woodrow Street, Lodl. Hrs. Cline 
stated that she and the other residents of the area 
were primarily concerned about the additional traffic 
on their streets. They were concern~d 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. 

lt. Georlanne Klrshenman, 1011 Woodrow Street, Lodl. Mrs. 
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, Lodl. 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 his experience with his 
own dealership across Cherokee Lane that commercial 
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 explain~d 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 Comrr.ission 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 ~ld have vehicular access 
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to the street. 

Mr. 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 
between the Public Works Staff and the developer. As to 
whether commercial property should have access to this street, 
"r. Ronsko stated that if the Planning Commission determined 
that commercial access to the street would be detrimental 
they could, In fact, d~ny 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 th I s • 

There was also a question about what type of buffering could 
be Installed between the ca~ercial and residential properties. 
Staff Indicated that th~ 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 
Hitchcock-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 der.y a 11 commercIa 1 access to the new 
street. 

E.~~\8\\ " E '' 
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Commissioner Hitchcock-Akin agreed to the amendments to her motion 
and the motion was seconded by Cormdssioner Lapenta. The Coomis
slon, on a roll call vote, defeated the motion on a vote of 
It to 3 as follows: 

AYES: 

NOES: 

Commissioners Hitchcock-Akin; Hoff~n; Lapenta. 

Commissioners Mindt; Rasmussen; Stafford and 
Marzolf. 

A second motion was made by Commissioner Rasmussen to allow the 
existing deadend streets to remain 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 f6iled on a vote of 3 to It as follows: 

AYES: 

NOES: 

Commissioners Hindt; Rassmussen; and Stafford. 

Commissioners Hitchcock-Akin; Hoffman; Lapenta; 
Karzolf. 

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. This motion was seconded by Commissioner Hitchcock
Akin. On a roll call vote this motion was approved by a 4 to 3 
vote as follows: 

AYES: 

NOES: 

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

Commissioners Mlndt; Rasmussen and Stafford. 

Following this hearing Chairman Marzolf· call~d a 5-mlnute 
recess. 

RECESS 

~- .. 
t:.. 
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Honorable Kayor a.:1d 

City of Lodi 
FIRE DEPARTMENT 

HEADQUARTERS STATION 

210 WEST ELM STREET 

LOOt, CALIF"ORNIA 95240 

(209\ 333·6735 

••bers of the City Council: 

~ ' h •• 

t;;...~\8\-r e:, 

September 10, 1984 

Writing in regards to the joining o! Woodrow and i~oydStnets, Wich 

ie being appealed by Hr. Darryl Geweke, developer o! the adjacent property. 

The City o! Lodi Oni!ora FiN Code is explicit in stating the proYi

sions !or road .. ys and adequate tum-arotmds to allow fire apparatus access 

for fire fighting purposes. These are mini.llu.e standards b&eed on !ire 

fighting experience and tire apparatus ne&de to approach a !ire ecene. 

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

E'fery building hereafter constructed shall be accessible to t'ir. department 

apparatus by .. ,. of access roadways vith all-weather driYing surface of not 

lMa than 20 feet of unobstructed width, vith adequ•t• roadvaz turnin.&. ~<!!!!!. 

capable of supporting the impoeed lo~da of fire ap~ratus and bAYing a 

ainillum or 13 feet 6 i.nch$8 of Yertical clearance. Deed-end fire department 

access roads in exceaa or 1iQ feet long ahall be proYided vith appro'f'ed 

proYiaiona for the turning around of fire department apparatus. 

Connection of Lloyd and Woodrow Streets vith a properly ciesigned road

~y would meet the Fire Code requirements. 

CC: H. GlaYes, CM 

Public Works 

SZJ~llhz~ 
Don MacLeod, 

Fire Chief 



CDfJNCIL COI\Il\IUNICATIO~ 
----~----------------------- ~ --------------~~--------TO: THE CITY COUNCIL DATE 

FROM: THE CITY MANAGER'S OFFICE September 10. 1984 

SUBJECT: 
Appeal of Daryl Geweke rejoining \-/oodrow and Lloyd Streets 

In response to a request from Jack Ronsko, Public Works Director, 
as to input on the termination of Lloyd and \.Joodrow Street-s to a 
retaining wall 

Over the past years the Pol ice Department has received numerous 
complaints (particularly from the residents on lloyd Street) re
garding the parking of vehi~les 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 allO\~ing 

residents access to the street from their private driveways due 
to the Jack of a turning radius. I feel that if we tcrr:llnate 
the street, as proposed by Gcwekc, this problem will be compounded 
and I woul~ be opposed to any termination other than a cul-de-sac 
or a connecting street from Lloyd to '.Joodrow. 

Respectfully submitted, 
., 

1~; cJL 
Floyd A. Williams 
Chief of Police 

FA\J: j krn 

NO. 


