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Lodi Plan Commission
Stephen Tremlett, AICP, Zoning Administrator
Affordability Zoning Code Amendments (Discussion #3)
May 5th, 2022

This memo is a follow up on our last two discussions on zoning amendments to remove barriers to
affordable housing. See the March and April meeting packets for additional background.
Zoning Admin Recommendations
Several changes in the zoning amendment table have been made since last month (see the next page). I
have outlined changes based on the type of change below.
Lot Sizes + Widths
Last month we discussed creating several R‐1 single‐family districts (i.e., R‐1a, R‐1b, R‐1c), allowing for
greater densities by lowering the lot size and width minimums. In thinking this through, I see merit to
maintaining single‐family as permitted in R‐2 (as there are single‐family in R‐2 in the current zoning map).
R‐2 zoning district will allow the lowest minimum lot size/width for single‐family (7,200 SF / 60 feet lot
width), while R‐1b (8,000 SF / 66 feet lot width) will allow for densities between R‐1a (10,000 SF / 85 feet
lot width) and R‐2.
These holistic changes do not result in any map amendments. The zoning map will change R‐1 to R‐1a
(with no designation changes), and developers/property owners will have two new option for single‐
family neighborhoods at higher densities through future (re)zoning applications: R‐1b Medium‐Density
Single‐Family District (new) or R‐2 Single‐ and Two‐ Family District (allowing the lowest minimum
standards for single‐family).
Plus, single‐family will be removed from the permitted uses in R‐3 (multi‐family), which does not change
how this district is used today (meaning, there are no single‐family residences in R‐3 zoning district
currently). See the next page for the modified standards.
Question #1: Do you support or have concerns with these changes (to provide varying densities of single‐
family and removing single‐family as permitted use in R‐3)?
Setbacks
If you allow greater densities (discussed above), there is merit to allowing buildings to be closer together
(i.e., set lower minimums for side and rear yards). This sets the character of the neighborhood and more
importantly allows for typical home sizes on the reduced lot sizes/widths required discussed above.
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R‐2: Triplex/Fourplex (Multi‐Family) Conditional Use
The Comprehensive Plan identified locational requirements where multi‐family up to 4 units are
appropriate in neighborhoods (as shown in blue below). This is part of the “missing middle” housing that
provides diversity in housing types and affordability; however, this housing type has disappeared over the
last several decades by demand, but more to the difficulty to approve through present day zoning
ordinances.
There is an opportunity to allow these types of developments conditionally in the R‐2 zoning district based
on the locational parameters outline in the Comp Plan. Otherwise, this housing type is only approvable in
R‐3, which may create a barrier to approving rezones for this “middle” housing type near single‐family
neighborhoods. The concern would come into play when reviewing rezones near single‐family
neighborhoods due to concerns of other more intensive uses allowable by right in R‐3. I am proposing
multi‐family (up to 4 units) as a conditional use in R‐2 zoning district with the Comp Plan locational
requirements (shown in blue below) added to Section 340‐66.2.
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 2040 Lodi Comp Plan excerpt
Townhomes or rowhouses with up to 4 contiguous units are appropriate in any neighborhood, as follows:
1. When facing or adjacent to a commercial use, large institutional use, or residential use of equal or
greater intensity.
2. When facing a public park or permanent green space.
Small multi-unit buildings with up to 4 units per building or Cottage Cluster may be appropriate in any
neighborhood, evaluated on a case-by-case basis, if ALL the following apply:
1. As a transitional use, if any of the facing or adjacent uses are commercial, large institutional, or
residential of equal or greater intensity.
2. Where facing or adjacent to single-family homes along the same street, the setbacks will be no
less than the minimum allowed in the facing or adjacent single-family zoning district and the
buildings will employ architectural techniques to reduce the apparent size of the building.
3. There must be off-street parking consistent with City ordinance and on-street parking adjacent to
the lot to accommodate visitors.
4. If approved either through the Planned Unit Development (PUD) zoning process or Conditional
Use Permit (CUP) process.
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐

Question #2: Do you support or have concerns with allowing multi‐family up to 4 units (townhomes,
triplex, fourplex) a conditional use in R‐2 residential district?

Legal Nonconforming Structures
Currently nonconforming structures cannot be rebuilt or expanded in a way that increases the
nonconformity per current regulations. One of the affordable option in communities is to purchase an
existing built home, especially older homes. Allowance to upgrade older homes, including expanding the
home within the same setbacks as the built home, makes older homes an affordable option. The
recommendation to allow for rebuilding and/or expanding to match existing principal structure setbacks
by right would be a good way to promote upgrading and maintaining the older homes in the community.
Current practice requires homeowners to request a variance to increase the nonconformity, which takes
time and money with no guarantee it will be approved.
Question #3: Do you support this change to allow existing structures to expand to match existing side,
front and rear setbacks?
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Accessory Dwelling Unit as Permitted Use
The Comp Plan states that accessory dwelling units (ADUs) should be permitted in any single‐family
housing district. ADUs allow for increased densities in neighborhoods, especially existing neighborhoods,
with limited impact on the overall character of the neighborhood. There are several types of ADUs both
attached or detached from the principal home. Based on the conversation last month, I am proposing
additional language to clarify how this differs from an in‐law suite that typically does not include all the
following: separate living, sleeping, eating, cooking, sanitation and separate exterior entrance. The
language shown below would be added to Article XII (Specific Requirements for Certain Land Uses and
Activities) and referenced with the permitted list under all three single‐family and two‐family residential
districts.
Section 340‐66.3 (NEW) Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU). This is a new section under Article XII (Specific
Requirements for Certain Land Uses and Activites).
A. Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) means an attached or a detached residential dwelling unit that
provides complete independent living facilities for one (1) or more persons and is located on a
lot with a proposed or existing primary residence. The unit shall contain permanent provisions
for:
(1) Living;
(2) Sleeping;
(3) Eating;
(4) Cooking;
(5) Sanitation; and,
(6) Separate exterior entrance.
B. Eligibility. One ADU is permitted per residentially zoned lot per the following requirements.
(1) Attached or Interior ADUs. Attached or interior ADUs which do not exceed eight hundred
(800) square feet or fifty percent (50%) of an existing primary dwelling, whichever is greater,
and have no more than two (2) bedrooms are a permitted use in all residential zoning
districts.
(2) Detached ADUs. Detached ADUs which do not exceed the principal structure size or eight
hundred (800) square feet, whichever is smaller, and have no more than two (2) bedrooms
are a permitted use in all residential zoning districts.
C. Parking. No additional parking is required for an ADU. Existing required parking for the primary
dwelling must be maintained or replaced on‐site.
Question #4: Do you support allowing accessory dwelling units in R‐1 Single‐Family districts with the set
of requirements outlined above?
Question #5: Do we need to modify these requirements? Other concerns that should be considered in the
regulations to allow ADUs by right?
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Retire the Traditional Neighborhood Overlay
The Traditional Neighborhood Overlay was developed to remove nonconformity created by newer zoning
regulations on older plats and developments. As we discussed last year, this overlay only partial has
achieved its goal. Also notable is the overlay covers a good portion of the residential areas in the City.
The proposed changes to R‐2 and R‐3 districts can be used for these older sections of the community to
bring them into compliance without the need of the overlay. This solves the issue and makes it cleaner
to administer and for the general public to understand when reviewing the zoning ordinance.
Question #6: Do you support removing the overlay (if you support the changes to R‐1 and R‐2 lot
widths/size minimums)?
R‐3: Minimum Unit Sizes
Zoning requires minimum sizes of 600 SF for Efficiency, 800 SF for 1‐bed and 1,000 SF for 2‐bed. Defenders
of minimum lot size requirements offer a range of arguments, ranging from the need to protect local
planning rights, to the preservation of neighborhood character, to the simple fact that big lots are just
what people want. The counterpoint to these concerns is that eliminating minimum lot requirements
does not compel developers to build on smaller lots. Developers will tend to build whatever the market
prefers. But other recent studies suggests that, given the option, many people would actually choose a
smaller lot than the requirements allow. In other words, many developers build to the minimum lot size
because it’s the law, not because it’s what people want.
Question #7: Do you support removing the minimum unit size? Or do you prefer reducing the current
minimums?

Sincerely,

Stephen Tremlett, AICP, CNU‐A
Zoning Administrator
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