
LODI PLANNING COMMISSION 
REGULAR COMMISSION MEETING 

CARNEGIE FORUM, 305 WEST PINE STREET 
WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 9, 2009 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER / ROLL CALL 

 

The Regular Planning Commission meeting of December 9, 2009, was called to order by 
Chair Cummins at 7:01 p.m. 

Present:  Planning Commissioners – Hennecke, Kirsten, Kiser, Mattheis, Olson, and 
Chair Cummins 

Absent: Planning Commissioners – Heinitz 

Also Present: Community Development Director Konradt Bartlam, Deputy City Attorney Janice 
Magdich, Assistant Planner Immanuel Bereket, Public Works Director Wally Sandelin, 
General Plan Update Consultants Rajeev Bhatia and Jean Eisberg with Dyett & Bhatia 
and Administrative Secretary Kari Chadwick 

 
2. MINUTES 

“October 14, 209” & “October 28, 2009” 

MOTION / VOTE: 

The Planning Commission, on motion of Commissioner Kirsten, Olson second, approved the 
Minutes of October 14, 2009 and October 28, 2009 as written.  (Commissioner Hennecke abstained 
from the October 28, 2009 minutes because he was not in attendance of the subject meeting) 

 
 
3. PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 

a) Notice thereof having been published according to law, an affidavit of which publication is on file in 
the Community Development Department, Chair Cummins called for the public hearing to consider 
the request for a Tentative Parcel Map to divide one parcel in to two lots at 502 East Oak Street and 
request for a Variance to reduce required front yard setback from 20-feet to 10-feet for proposed 
single family dwelling at 504 East Oak Street. (Applicant: Baumbach and Piazza, Inc. on behalf of 
Service First of Northern California, Inc. File # 09-P-02). 
 
Assistant Planner Bereket gave a brief PowerPoint presentation based on the staff report.  Staff 
recommends approval of the project as presented. 
 
Commissioner Kirsten asked for clarification regarding the variance for the flag lot from 20’ to 10’ 
and why there isn’t a requirement for a variance for the front lot from 20’ to 18’.  Mr. Bereket stated 
that the front lot will go through the Administrative Deviation process.  Kirsten asked if the reduced 
set back was consistent along that section of Oak Street.  Bereket stated that is was. 
 
Commissioner Mattheis asked about the potential of having all of the dwellings front on a street 
rather than having one front on an alley.  Director Bartlam stated that the there has been some 
discussion regarding that idea, but these are two separate projects.   

 
 

 Hearing Opened to the Public 

• Steve Peachin, Baumbach & Piazza, came forward to answers questions.  Mr. Peachin 
stated that the configuration of the lots come from meetings with the Applicant, City Staff, 
and himself.  The two projects are being done through two different agencies and it will be 
difficult to alter or try to combine them.   

• Commissioner Olson asked about the types of funds to be used.  Mr. Peachin introduced 
Sharon Siams with Service First to answer the funding questions. 
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• Sharon Siams, Service First, came forward to answer Commissioner Olson’s question.  Ms. 
Siams stated that the corner lot, 500 East Oak Street, is the lot that is being worked on 
through the City of Lodi HOME Program and 502 East Oak Street is being worked through 
the Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP) with the County. 

• Commissioner Olson asked about the type of funding and the qualifications of the 
applicants.  Ms. Siams stated that there will be income qualifications and the applicants will 
be responsible for getting their own loans through a private lender.  Olson asked if there are 
any covenants placed on the homes.  Siams stated that according to NSP they are required 
to keep them for 30 years because the funds are special Housing & Urban Development 
(HUD) funds.  Olson asked if the applicant sells before then are they required to sell to a 
targeted income group.  Siams stated that that is one of the requirements. 

• Commissioner Kirsten asked what the photos of the newer homes in the staff report 
represented.  Ms. Siams stated that the photos represent what style of home will be put on 
the properties.  Kirsten stated that he would like to see more of a period style of home that 
would have a positive effect on the character of the neighborhood.  Ms. Siams stated that 
she would take the suggestion back to the architect. 

 
 Public Portion of Hearing Closed 

 Commissioner Mattheis stated his support for the project and added his agreement with 
Commissioner Kirsten regarding the look of the homes.  He doesn’t want to place any 
conditions on the project that would make the home more expensive, but feels that 
there could be some minor changes that would make the look of the homes more 
suburban rather than contemporary, like they are apart of an older neighborhood.  
Mattheis suggested taking the verbiage “To the extent feasible” out of condition number 
five.  Mr. Bartlam stated that this application is for a parcel map and the architectural 
review doesn’t fall under the purview of the application.  Mattheis stated that the 
condition is in the Resolution and he would like to see the verbiage altered if the other 
Commissioners agree. 

 Commissioner Kiser stated his agreement with the other two Commissioners regarding 
the look of the homes matching the homes in the surrounding area. 

 Commissioner Kirsten stated his support of the project except for the architecture and 
would like to see the language “To the extent feasible” stricken also. 

 Commissioner Hennecke stated his support for the project and added his agreement 
with the other Commissioners regarding the architecture.  

Commissioner Mattheis made the motion to approve the project with the deletion of “To the 
extent feasible” in number five under the Community Development conditions. 

 
MOTION / VOTE: 

 The Planning Commission, on motion of Commissioner Mattheis, Kiser second, approved the 
request of the Planning Commission for a Tentative Parcel Map to divide one parcel in to two 
lots at 502 East Oak Street and request for a Variance to reduce required front yard setback 
from 20-feet to 10-feet for proposed single family dwelling at 504 East Oak Street subject to the 
conditions in the resolution with the deletion of the language above.  The motion carried by the 
following vote: 
 
Ayes: Commissioners –Hennecke, Kirsten, Kiser, Olson, Mattheis, and Chair Cummins 
Noes: Commissioners – None 
Absent:  Commissioners – Heinitz 
 

 
b) Notice thereof having been published according to law, an affidavit of which publication is on file in 

the Community Development Department, Chair Cummins called for the public hearing to consider 
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the Review and comment on the comprehensive Draft Environmental Impact Report & Draft 
General Plan. 
 

Director Bartlam gave a brief introduction of the program and then introduced Rajeev Bhatia and 
Jean Eisberg from the consultant firm of Dyett and Bhatia.  Mr. Bhatia stated that this Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) is a broad look at the program level.  There will be subsequent 
environmental documents that will need to be done for individual projects.  Mr. Bhatia introduced 
Jean Eisberg to continue with the PowerPoint presentation based on the information in the Staff 
report and PowerPoint presentation.  

Mr. Bartlam continued the presentation beginning at the General Plan Land Use PowerPoint 
section.  There are no changes proposed for the General Plan Land Use Plan, but there are 
changes to the proposed policies based on the environmental review. 

Commissioner Hennecke asked why there was not a definition supplied for the Armstrong 
Agricultural Cluster Zoning area.  Mr. Bartlam stated that it is not defined on the map, but is 
included within the discussion in the document.  The intent is to show that the area is set for future 
study and staff does not want to presuppose what the outcome of the study might be and what may 
occur in that area in the future.  It is an attempt in the General Plan to recognize the ongoing 
discussion and staff can not say what that outcome will be.  Mr. Bhatia stated that if it is the 
Commission’s wish a definition can be brought back.  Hennecke stated that that was not necessary.  
He only asked the question because it was the only area not specifically defined. 

Commissioner Olson asked about infill in the downtown being affected by the Federal 
Government’s definition regarding Historical Resources and she would like to make sure that that 
avenue has been explored.  Mr. Bartlam stated that the downtown has maybe three or four 
properties listed on the registry.  There was some discussion that occurred at the meeting in 
September regarding taking additional Historical Resources inventory and that will become one of 
the follow up measures that will occur over the life of the plan.  Olson stated that she did not think 
that section was fully developed. 

Commissioner Mattheis asked about the level of Service E.  Most EIRs wouldn’t find that level 
acceptable; it would be like gridlock.  Is it meant to be more of a policy of common sense?  Mr. 
Bartlam stated that that is correct; an example is the type of intersection at Lower Sacramento Road 
and Kettleman Lane and the potential of more of these types happening as the plan grows.  In the 
initial traffic runs there were around six to ten more of this type of intersection that could have been 
required given the level of service standard.  Service level D will be our accepted level of service, 
but on occasion a level E may be looked at where it may have more benefit to a complete street.  
Where a level of service for an intersection doesn’t take into consideration weather a pedestrian 
can cross the street in a single cycle.  Mr. Bhatia stated that on page 3.2-16 of the DEIR there are 
pages of intersections that are at Level D and lower. 

Commissioner Olson stated her concerns over the street widths.  Mr. Bartlam stated that there is no 
proposal in the DEIR to change the dimension of streets.  If there is a desire to change the street 
standards then staff can come back to the Commission with a presentation on that as a separate 
item.  Olson stated that when this is looked at later down the road this issue should be considered 
so that response times can be met and law suit avoided. 

Commissioner Kiser stated his support for having wider streets for public safety purposes and does 
not want to see this issue fall through the cracks.  Mr. Bartlam stated that this is not the venue to 
look at the specific street standards.  The documents are not proposing any changes to the street 
standards.  He also reminded the Commission that he is only with the City for an interim basis and 
placed the burden of not letting this item fall through the cracks back on the Commission to let the 
next Director know their concerns. Mr. Bhatia pointed out on pages 4-22 & 23 that there are no 
street dimensions stated in the DEIR. 
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Commissioner Hennecke asked if staff still planned on bringing back a presentation regarding the 
manner in which the street standards are enforced.  Mr. Bartlam stated that he has discussed this 
with Director Sandelin and a presentation will be brought back to the Commission. 

Director Bartlam continued with his presentation.  He pointed out additional letters (on blue sheets) 
that have been received since the packet was delivered to the Commissioners.  The DEIR is still in 
the public review period and will be until January 11, 2010. 

Commissioner Mattheis asked about the water analysis and the agricultural mitigation.  The water 
levels are at a break even point at the best case scenario.  He would like staff to walk through the 
water analysis section.  Mr. Bartlam introduced Wally Sandelin, Public Works Director, to answer 
this question.  Mr. Sandelin stated that water presentation in the DEIR shows that the City has 
secured reliable supplies in normal years and modestly reliable supplies in dry years.  Coupled with 
the policies within the DEIR there can only be development if the water levels allow for it.  There are 
opportunities through conservation and estimates used in preparing the demand numbers that are 
relatively conservative such that the city doesn’t have any long term worries of meeting future 
development need.  Mattheis asked about the future safe yield and how that works and is added 
into the ground water capacity.  Mr. Sandelin stated that when staff prepared the 2005 Urban Water 
Management Plan there was a very sophisticated Ground Water Model that was prepared as a 
decision maker on how we treat the ground water contamination through the PCE/TCE clean-up 
program.  Through that analysis staff was able to identify on a large scale basis what the in-flow of 
water was to our ground water supply, what the out-flow was, what our extraction was through the 
wells, and determine the annual safe yield was 15,000 acre feet per year under the existing footprint 
of the City.  That was converted then to a long term safe yield based on an enlarged footprint of the 
City.  Mattheis asked if the 15% conservation goals are primarily through the water meters.  Mr. 
Sandlin stated that the water meters will only be a part of it.  There are other possibilities through 
policy changes like taking the watering days down to one day a week.  Mattheis asked about 
establishing an agricultural mitigation program on page 3.3-10 regarding mitigation measures and 
fees.  This is a new program that would have to be created, is that correct.  Mr. Bartlam stated that 
for the last couple of EIRs the agricultural mitigation has been done on a case-by-case basis.  For 
each of the EIRs the mitigations proposed were different due to the different consulting firms 
preparing the documents, different staff reviewing them, and different project applicants that would 
ultimately have to implement the measures.  The problem was that those measures were only as 
good as those projects and didn’t take into account the rest of the development that might occur.  
Staff felt that it was time that the City have a comprehensive program for all developments and that 
way every project that has an impact by virtue of expanding into the agricultural area is captured.  
Mattheis asked why not have more definite language in the form of a ratio; for instance a 1 to 1.  Mr. 
Bartlam stated that staff felt that would be best served in the implementation policy; for example if 
there was going to be land preserved in the Armstrong Road Study Area that might have more of an 
incentive than say land in another area.  Mr. Bhatia stated that on page 7-34 of the plan staff did try 
to priorities the areas of interest. 

Commissioner Kirsten asked if there is an acknowledgement of the effect that the projected infill 
would have on the current infrastructure.  Mr. Bartlam stated that the program level of the DEIR 
does take into account for the current infrastructure.  Mr. Bhatia added that on page 3.13-19 there is 
a breakdown of where there may be upgrades needed to the sewer lines.  Mr. Bartlam stated that 
the traffic analysis also took infill into consideration.  Mr. Sandelin stated that on the heals of the 
General Plan adoption the Public Works Department will be preparing detailed master plans for 
water, sewer, storm drainage infrastructure and then will prepare a revised Impact Mitigation Fee 
Program for the City Council to consider. 

Commissioner Olson asked about the wetlands portion and why it is so low.  Mr. Bartlam stated that 
wetlands are more prominent in areas where there is more grazing land verses vineyards and 
orchards which is what you find in and around Lodi.  Olson asked who is doing those delineations.  
Mr. Bhatia stated that the exhibit on page 3.4-5 shows that the entire planning area was taken into 
consideration not just the proposed adoption area and it is in that area that you find most of the 
wetlands. 
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 Hearing Opened to the Public 

• John Beckman, Building Industry Association (BIA) Executive Officer, came forward to 
comment.  Mr. Beckman pointed out the letter that he sent to the Commission.  Several of 
the Commissioners asked for a moment to read the letter.   

• Chair Cummins asked about Mr. Beckman’s opinion on gated communities.  Mr. Beckman 
does not think that they should be prohibited.  There is a way to put criteria in the EIR to 
reduce their impacts and that can discourage them. 

• Commissioner Kirsten asked why Mr. Beckman thinks that a point system would be a better 
idea for development verse the proposed phasing.  Mr. Beckman stated that the 
development in phase two should not be penalized because phase one has not reached the 
75% threshold of completion.  For Instance;  the zoning designations in phase one may not 
have the same market demand as the designations in phase two and by prohibiting 
development in phase two until the threshold is met then you have interfered with the free 
market system.  By using a point system you allow development in phase two to occur, but 
you penalize it with the point system.  Now the development has been adjusted to the City’s 
will without causing an economic hardship to the market.  Kirsten asked for more 
clarification on how the point system works; are the different uses given different points?  
Mr. Beckman stated that in this case the projects in phase one are given 100 points and the 
projects in phase two are given 25 and there are a bunch of different other points given for 
type of project, the desirability of the project and various amenities the project has to offer.  
The point system is meant to encourage desirable development and discourage 
undesirable or not as highly valued development and with the phasing system you give a 
large bonus to projects in phase one and a very small number of points to projects in phase 
two.  This point system is what has been used in the past and has worked very effectively.  
Kirsten asked if Mr. Beckman was familiar with other cities using this type of system to limit 
the leap-frog effect of growth.  Mr. Beckman stated that he has not seen the prohibitions 
included in this plan in any other city. 

• Commissioner Kiser asked why couldn’t under the applicant under the point system come 
to the Planning Commission to change the zoning.  Mr. Beckman stated that what 
Commissioner Kiser is referring to is changing the zoning within a geographic area from 
one zoning designation to another.  What he is referring to is the phasing of one geographic 
area verses another geographic area not changing the zoning within a geographic area.  
Kiser asked for more clarification on the difference.  Mr. Beckman stated that if the project 
that is requesting a zoning change is in phase one there would still be a change in the 
points that are given to that project based request, but they will still get bonus points for 
being in phase one verses phase two. 

• Commissioner Olson stated that the comment regarding LU-P28 and the problem with 
having the word “prices” shouldn’t the problem be with the word “full”?  Mr. Beckman stated 
that the full range of housing types is healthy for the community.  When you mandate prices 
you get into legal and economic problems with continued development.  If you mandate the 
price a product can be sold at you may limit the quantity of that product that gets built.  
Olson stated that if you take out the word “full” you will still have a development that has a 
range of types and prices which most developments do anyway.  Mr. Beckman agreed.  
Olson stated her disagreement with the State Green-housing Standards comment.  She 
stated that other jurisdictions have standard that are not the same as the State.  Mr. 
Beckman stated that not where Building Codes are concerned.  The City Council must 
make specific findings based on climatology, seismatology, and soil types that are specific 
to that region to justify adopting building codes that are different from the State mandated 
codes.  Olson asked that if a city wanted to mandate a certain percentage of development 
have solar or some other standard to offset energy usage or some other usage it can’t be 
done unless the state mandates it?  Mr. Beckman stated that he doesn’t believe that 
mandating solar falls under the building codes, but if you wish to change the distance that 
the studs in a wall are from each other or if the city wants to change the amount of 
insulation for green purposes that is required in those walls those are building issues.  
Olson asked if the areas that adopt requirements that differ from the State have challenges 



Continued  
 

6 

coming from BIA.  Mr. Beckman stated that in the Palm Springs area there have been some 
challenges. 

• Commissioner Kiser stated that he as a contractor can go from one city to another and find 
different requirements. 

• Director Bartlam added that the proposed edits to the Growth Management Policy which is 
in the packet adds to the last sentence “in order to respond to market changes and demand 
for various land use types exemptions may be made to allow for development in future 
phases before thresholds in previous phases have been reached”.  This starts to address 
Mr. Beckman’s prime concern, but staff is not recommending any changes to the Ordinance 
which is where the point scoring activities occur.  The phasing that is proposed is for all 
land use designations.  Green-building standards if adopted by the State as part of the 
mandated Building Codes will become a part of the city codes.  The purpose of the policy is 
to look beyond the Building Codes and look at building orientation, energy efficiency, the 
use of street trees, and things of that nature which don’t enter into the building code 
equation.  Mr. Bartlam offered to go through the BIA letter point by point if the Commission 
wished. 

• Chair Cummins asked for more discussion regarding the gated communities.  Mr. Bartlam 
stated that the intent of the policy is the make the city one big connective neighborhood and 
gated communities do not follow along with that idea.  Should the Commission wish to 
eliminate the policy eliminating the gated communities it would not be detrimental to the 
DEIR or General Plan.  After talking with various people from the community several good 
examples of gated communities have been mentioned, like; the Wine & Roses project and 
the Rivergate project off Turner Road at the end of Sacramento Street. 

• Jane Wagner-Tyack came forward to comment.  Ms. Wagner-Tyack handed out and read a 
letter (attached) to the Commission expressing her concerns.  Commissioner Mattheis 
asked Ms Wagner-Tyack if she was using table 3.13-5 on page 3.13-13 regarding the water 
supply and demand because the figure in the table differs from the number she used in her 
letter.  Ms. Wagner-Tyack stated that the number she used could be a typo. Mattheis asked 
staff for clarification on the water issue for peace-of-mind in the case where the city may 
suffer several dry years in a row.  Mr. Bartlam stated that the analyses in the DEIR are 
conservative numbers and don’t take into account any water conservation measures.  Mr. 
Sandlin stated that the County and the partner agencies in the County prepared many 
years ago an integrated Regional Water Management Plan acknowledging the fact that 
over the past years that we have over drafted the region’s ground water to the tune of 
200,000 acre feet per year.   Every partner agency of that plan has a component of their 
share.  Lodi’s share that has been taken on by purchasing 6000 acre feet per year from the 
Woodbridge Irrigation District (WID) which we hope will be delivered to the City in 2011.  
Now if you take our current situation of using 17,000 acre feet per year and then subtract 
the 6000 that will come from WID that leaves 11,000 that the City will have to pump from a 
resource that could reasonable supply 15,000.  This means that the City will be leaving 
4000 in the ground.  The idea is to use the surface water in the years of plenty and draw on 
the banked ground water in the years of drought.  Mr. Bartlam stated that there have 
already been conservation measures put in place and more conservative policies can be 
implemented along the way.    Mr. Bhatia added that this is an item that will have to be 
monitored throughout the life of the General Plan.  Ms. Wagner-Tyack stated that she would 
like to see the projections brought into line with what the growth will be so there would not 
be any discrepancies with these numbers.  Mr. Bartlam stated that there are fairly liberal 
estimates on growth and conservative estimates on supply reflected in the table. 

• Bruce Frye came forward to comment on the Alternative Plans A and B.  Mr. Frye asked 
what the designation for the area north of Armstrong Road is.  Mr. Bartlam with the 
assistance of the PowerPoint slides stated that in Alternative A the designation is Planned 
Residential Reserve (PRR) which is consistent with the current General Plan.  In Alternative 
B there is a proposed Rural Residential designation which is different than any of the other 
alternatives.  This will extend from the city limits south to the half mile line then the Study 
area continues south from that.  During the discussions on the alternatives there were two 
separate groups that came forward; one group that consisted of Mr. Frye and his neighbors 
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who wanted an alternative (A) that would provide for the opportunity for the City Council to 
allow for a designation down to Armstrong Road, and the other group wanted to have an 
alternative (B) that would allow for the Delta College campus.  Mr. Frye would like to see 
Alternative A used.  Mr. Frye suggested that Policy CP-2 needs to have “surrounding cities” 
included in the verbiage to go along with the San Joaquin County.  All agriculture should be 
included not just grapes.  The Agricultural Conservation Program should be worked on with 
the stake holders which includes the San Joaquin Farm Bureau who have worked with the 
County along with the City of Stockton on their program.  The surface water usage should 
be addressed in more detail because the ground water levels are being affected by the 
wells which affects the surrounding area farmers.  Mr. Frye asked if the Urban Water 
Management Plan (UWMP) is reviewed every five years.  Mr. Sandelin stated that that is 
correct.  It will be updated in 2010.  Mr. Frye asked if the General Plan used the 2005 
version.  Mr. Bartlam stated that the proposed General Plan takes information from the 
2005 UWMP, but it has been updated with information that was derived as part of the 
General Plan Process.  The 2010 UWMP once updated will coincide with the General Plan 
provided the General Plan is adopted in 2010.  If the General Plan takes a longer amount of 
time, then the 2010 UWMP will be based on the current General Plan.  Mr. Bartlam stated 
that the UWMP update in 2010 will occur weather or not the General Plan gets adopted.  It 
is staffs hope that they will go hand-in-hand.  Mr. Frye stated that there is a Bill (HR2421) 
from a year ago that is before the Federal Government that would take the Navigatable 
Waters out of the Clean Water Act which would make any puddle on any persons property 
weather it be privately owned or City owned under the jurisdiction of the Federal 
Government.  

• Mike Manassero came forward to comment on the DEIR.  He stated his agreement with Mr. 
Frye’s comments. 

• Ann Cerney came forward to comment on the DEIR.  Ms. Cerney stated that she would like 
to make two points regarding the agriculture and soil resources information in Table ES-3 
on page E-7.  The mitigation of agricultural land is addressed only to the extent to say that it 
can not be mitigated.  If this is supposed to be a Policy Document then it should have 
specifics in it.  With the last few annexations the citizens have had to demand that the 
developers make a one for one acre mitigation through lawsuits or the threat of a lawsuit.  
Ms. Cerney feels very strongly about the mitigation of agricultural land.  The LU-P28 policy 
should have the word price in it.  It is important to have low income housing. 

 
 Public Portion of Hearing Closed 

• Commissioner Mattheis stated that there should be minimum mitigation language placed in 
the Agricultural Language.  Mr. Bartlam stated that the language could be whatever the 
Commission wishes to recommend to the City Council.  If the numbers get boiled down too 
tight you could end up in a trap of your own making.  Should a developer choose to mitigate 
Agricultural Land with a one for one ratio then maybe they get an incentive for choosing an 
area that is important to the City possibly the area south of Lodi and those questions need 
to be answered before a fee can be determined because there has to be a direct 
relationship.  Mattheis stated that he would like to see the language have some teeth.  Mr. 
Bartlam stated that in figure 7-5 of the General Plan the area immediately south of Lodi is 
proposed to have a higher priority for agricultural mitigation.  The thought is if someone is 
interested in preserving land in that area, however that might occur, they may get an 
incentive to do that by either a lower fee or lower ratio.  Mr. Bartlam added that he does not 
have a problem with the ratio being one for one.  Mattheis stated that he supports the 
preferred plan designations verses the language for the southern portion of the plan being 
left as Urban Reserve.  It is too easy for the land to be taken and used for development with 
the Urban Reserve designation.  With regards to the BIA letter he is satisfied with the 
explanations given by staff for the concerns expressed.  He would like to have language 
added if the gated communities are going to be allowed that says “limited to areas that do 
not interrupt the fabric of the City” or something to that effect.   Mattheis stated his pleasure 
with the Plan as presented. 

• Vice Chair Hennecke requested a brief recess. 
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Chair Cummins called for a brief recess (9:28) 

Chair Cummins called the meeting back to order (9:34) 

• Vice Chair Hennecke asked what is expected of the Commission tonight.  Mr. Bartlam 
stated that if the Commission is comfortable with the Draft General Plan then a 
recommendation to Council to that affect is in order.  If not it can be brought back for more 
discussion.  Hennecke asked about the street widths needing to be addressed now.  Mr. 
Bartlam stated that that is not a General Plan issue.  Those standards are in place and 
there is no proposal in the General Plan to change those, but if the Commission is 
interested in reviewing those standards they can be brought back. 

• Commissioner Olson would like to see the language for gated communities changed and 
have the word prohibited removed.  Staff referred back to Commissioner Mattheis’ 
language stated earlier; “limited to areas that do not interrupt the connectivity of the fabric of 
the City”. 

• Commissioner Hennecke asked for clarification on what limiting connectivity means.  Mr. 
Bhatia stated that when and if there is a gated community application that comes before the 
Commission it will be up to the Commission to determine weather or not it interrupts the 
connectivity of the City.  Mattheis added that if an application for a gated community comes 
before the Commission and is surrounded by residential it would limit the connectivity of the 
City fabric however if it is bordered by a canal on one side and backs up to a major 
thoroughfare on another that would not limit the connectivity.  Hennecke asked if it is 
necessary to address it to that level.  He believes that each plan should be looked at 
individually and the determination made at that time.  Mattheis disagreed and would like to 
see the language altered. 

• Commissioner Mattheis asked if now is the time to enter the one to one ratio for Agricultural 
Land Mitigation.  Mr. Bartlam stated that that language could be added at this time and 
could easily be inserted into the opening language of the policy. 

 

 
  

 
MOTION / VOTE: 
The Planning Commission, on motion of Chair Cummins, Kiser second, recommend that the 
City Council approve a new General Plan for the City of Lodi and approve the policy changes 
recommended in the Draft Environmental Impact Report prepared for the General Plan Update 
subject to the conditions in the resolution along with the changes stated above.  The motion 
carried by the following vote: 
 
 
Ayes: Commissioners –Hennecke, Kirsten, Kiser, Olson, Mattheis, and Chair Cummins 
Noes: Commissioners – None 
Absent:  Commissioners – Heinitz 
 
 

4. PLANNING MATTERS/FOLLOW-UP ITEMS 

None 
 
5. ANNOUNCEMENTS AND CORRESPONDENCE 

Director Bartlam reminded the Commission that this will be the final meeting for this year and wished 
the Commission on behalf of staff a Happy Holiday. 

 
6. ACTIONS OF THE CITY COUNCIL 

Director Bartlam referenced the memo in the packet and stated that staff is available for questions.  He 
pointed out that Councilmember Katzakian is our new Mayor.  
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7. GENERAL PLAN UPDATE/DEVELOPMENT CODE UPDATE 

Mr. Bartlam stated that staff is working very hard to put together the new designations that will need to 
be implemented along with the general plan.  Staff is hoping to bring something back to the Commission 
regarding those designations at the second meeting in January. 

 
8. ACTIONS OF THE SITE PLAN AND ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW COMMITTEE 

Commissioner Kiser gave a brief report regarding the Kohl’s Item that the Committee reviewed at it’s 
meeting early this evening. 

 
9. ART IN PUBLIC PLACES 

Commissioner Kirsten stated that the Commission is up to date and that the next meeting will be next 
week.  

 
10. COMMENTS BY THE PUBLIC 

None 
 
11. COMMENTS BY STAFF AND COMMISSIONERS  

None 
 
12. ADJOURNMENT 

 
There being no further business to come before the Planning Commission, the meeting was adjourned 
at 9:45 p.m. 

 
       ATTEST: 
 
 
 
 
       Konradt Bartlam 
       Planning Commission Secretary 


