
Planning Commission Study Session Summary 
January 14, 2025 

 

The City of Dixon hosted a Planning Commission Study Session at City Chambers from 5-7pm on 
Tuesday, January 14, 2025. The goal of the study session was to provide the Planning Commission 
(Commission) and the public an opportunity, in the early application process, to gain an 
understanding of the pending applications, ask questions and provide preliminary, non-binding 
comments on the direction of the Harvest at Dixon Project (project). The City team prepared a 
PowerPoint and printed as handouts for attendees. The PowerPoint provided the purpose of the 
meeting, project location, project overview, proposed expanded infrastructure, proposed 
transportation and trails, public input to date, project schedule, upcoming community meetings, 
and information on how to stay informed. The City displayed informational exhibits of the 
proposed project site, the proposed Harvest at Dixon Land Use Plan and General Plan Designation, 
and the proposed Harvest at Dixon Zoning Land Use Plan submitted by the Applicant, LJP Dixon 
Development, LLC. The Commission was given the opportunity to ask questions, discuss their 
concerns, and areas of research that would need to be focused on. Commissions comments were 
recorded with live notetaking. Please see Attachment A. The meeting provided a comment period 
that allowed community members to address the Commission about concerns and input related 
to the proposed project. This Study Session was open to the public in person and via Zoom. 
Approximately 35 members of the community were present in person. The City also received 
written comments from the public to be considered by the Commission. Please see Attachment 
B. 

 
General Feedback from Planning Commission: 

• Questions on whether school capacity will be enough 
• Statements around the need to focus on an additional Fire Department 
• Questions about potential concurrent construction projects such asPparkway Blvd. 

overcrossing and other developments 
• Concerns over the impact an increase in Dixon’s population will have on the City’s 

infrastructure, public services, amenities, utilities etc. 
• Expression of the need to focus on community services 
• Statements of the need for traffic impact information 
• Concerns about water supply needs 

 
General Feedback from Community Members: 
Community members that spoke at the study session varied from union representatives, 
property owners, and City residents. Comments included:  



• General feedback about the wage benefit this development could bring to local 
construction workers such as plumbers and sheet metal workers.  

• Discussion of the benefit of the increase in homes in the area and the need to protect first 
time homebuyers and middle class.  

• Concern about schools, water supply, and keeping the small town Dixon feel.  
• Concerns about high density due to the number of homes that would be developed at the 

proposed project site.   
• The need to require public benefit infrastructure as a priority in development and the 

need to promote youth activities in the new development.  
• Questions about the proposal process as well as the confusion of the changing proposal.  
• The concern of other property proposals, by long-term Dixon residents, that are not 

moving forward. 
 

 
 
 
 

Community Member addressing the Planning 
Commission. 

 

 

 

General Feedback from Community Members’ Written Statement: 
The City allowed submission of written public comments by 4:30 PM on the day of the Planning 
Commission Hearing. The City of Dixon received a total of 11 written public comments. 
Comments included: 

• General plan and sphere of influence designation 
• Agricultural resources, infrastructure capacity (e.g. sewer capacity, transportation and 

traffic, drainage) 
• Annexation and incorporation 
• Availability of technical studies including water supply, public services (e.g. emergency 

services and Postal Office) and school infrastructure  
• Questions on housing densities, project funding, housing affordability, housing growth 

and demand, application and approval process, aesthetic/visual resources, lack of 
adequate buffer areas, and public safety 

• Concerns over adequate public services and infrastructure to meet proposed population 
growth with the proposed development. 



• Concern for the total amount of housing being proposed within the project site.  
• The need to ensure adequate resources are available for build-out of the proposed 

development.   

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Attachment A: Live Notes on Giant Post-Its 

  





 

 





 



Attachment B: Written Comments 



January 13, 2025 

VIA EMAIL [planningcommission@cityofdixonca.gov] 

Honorable Jack Caldwell, Chair 

and Members of the Planning Commission 

City of Dixon 

600 East A. St. 

Dixon, CA 95620 

Re: Harvest at Dixon Study Session 

Dear Chairman Caldwell and Members of the Planning Commission: 

On behalf of the Gill and Timm families (the “Families”), long-standing members 

and community leaders in Dixon, we write in regard to the Harvest at Dixon development 

proposal submitted by LJP Dixon Development, LLC.  For over 30 years, the Families’ 

land has been planned by the City for residential development and identified for future 

annexation.   The City also entered into agreements with us committing to providing utility 

services to our developments.  In contrast, the Harvest project site is not planned or zoned 

by the City at all (it is planned and zoned for Agriculture by Solano County) and not 

located in the City’s sphere of influence for future annexation or extension of services.  

In response to the November 18, 2024 application filed by Haven Development on 

the Families’ land, the City filed a lawsuit on December 19, 2024 claiming it does not need 

to process it or respect the Families’ rights.1  In contrast, in response to the Harvest project 

application submitted on December 23, 2024, the City has seemingly fast-tracked the 

matter for consideration by holding a study session before the Planning Commission on 

January 14, followed by a study session before the City Council on January 21.     

The City is not following the long-standing plans it adopted for the orderly and 

logical development of Dixon.  There is no substantive discussion in the Staff Report as to 

any of these important policy issues or how the City plans to accommodate the Harvest 

project’s proposed 6,000 units—a number that along with units already in the pipeline 

would more than double the size of the City.2  We urge the Planning Commission to 

1 (See City of Dixon v. HD Dixon Land, LLC, et al., Solano County Superior Court Case No. 

CU24-09938.)  
2 As a point of comparison, the City’s Housing Element was required to plan for 416 new 
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critically examine the Harvest project and ask why the City is promoting and favoring a 

massive development project on Williamson Act contracted Prime Farmland not planned 

for residential development and not within the City’s Sphere of Influence (“SOI”) over our 

project that has long been planned for residential development and included within the 

City’s SOI. 

 

1. Background Regarding the Gill & Timm Families 

 

 The history of Dixon is inextricably linked with that of the Gill & Timm families.   

 

 Peter Timm and his family emigrated from Germany to the Dixon area in 1864.  

Mr. Timm, a skilled cabinet maker, and his wife Cecilia were instrumental in moving the 

then-town of Silveyville east to the Union Pacific Railroad line, thus literally putting the 

City of Dixon on the map.  On their homestead in east Dixon, the Timm Family operated 

one of the largest dairies in the United States.  After World War II, the dairy was 

transitioned into a feed lot, which operated until the late 1970s.   

 

 After closure of the feed lot, the Timm Family, worked collaboratively with the 

City to plan for future residential development of the property.  In 1993, the land owned by 

the Gill and Timm families was designated as Low Density Residential in the City’s 

General Plan and included in the City’s SOI, indicating it as land suitable for future 

annexation.  In 1995, a portion of the Timm property was sold to the City for a storm drain 

detention basin.   The City also acquired an easement across the Timm property for a sewer 

trunk line.  In exchange for conveying this property to the City, the City agreed to provide 

sewer and storm drain capacity to future development on the remaining Timm property.  

 

 John LeRoy Gill and his family arrived to the Dixon area in 1921.  The Gill family 

were also dairy farmers, and delivered their products directly to homes and businesses in 

the Bay Area.  Mr. Gill’s grandson Roy and his wife Cindy successfully transitioned the 

dairy operations into a modern farming operation.  The Gill family now farms 

approximately 6,500 acres in Solano County (including Dixon), consisting of tomatoes, 

walnuts, almonds, olives, barley, wheat, beans, and hay.   

 

 Roy Gill was on the Board of Directors of the Dixon May Fair for more than 30 

years.  Among many other accolades and achievements, he was served on the Dixon 

Planning Commission, the Dixon Resource Conservation District, and the Solano Grand 

Jury.  Roy’s son, Chope, runs the Gill family farming operations and serves as Director at 

 

housing units for the 8-year period from 2023-2031.   
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Large for the California Tomato Research Institute.  Roy’s daughter, Paige, is a member of 

Dixon Soroptimist and an Honorary Commander at Travis Air Force Base.   

 

 We are proud of our legacy in Dixon and are eager to partner with the City on 

planning for the future growth and development of Dixon.   

 

2. General Plan and Sphere of Influence Designations  

 

 The Families’ property has long been planned by the City for residential uses and is 

within the City’s SOI.  The Harvest project is not within the City’s SOI and is planned by 

the County for Agriculture and related uses.   

 

 A. Proposed housing project on Families’ Property 

 

 The Families’ property, consists of approximately 359 acres of land located 

immediately northwest of the intersection of Pedrick Road and East “A” Street, contiguous 

to the City limits.  The land has long been within the City’s SOI and thus identified as 

within the probable future growth and service area of the City.3  (City General Plan, Figure 

1-2 and page 1-6.)  Pursuant to Policy 3.2 of the City’s Housing Element, this land is to be 

annexed for residential development purposes when necessary and appropriate.   

 

 As with the prior 1993 General Plan, the City’s current 2021 General Plan 

designates the Families’ property as Low Density Residential.  (City General Plan, Figure 

LCC-4.)  The Low Density Residential designation “applies to residential neighborhoods 

characterized primarily by single-family homes, including single-family attached, semi-

detached, and duet homes.”  (City General Plan, p. 3-14.)  The designation allows for a 

range of lot sizes at densities of up to 9 dwelling units per acre.  (Id.)  Permitted land uses 

include single-family residences and public facilities (e.g., schools, parks, community 

facilities, etc.).  (Id.)   

 

 The Families’ land is currently located in Solano County.  The County’s General 

Plan designates the land as mostly Urban Residential.  The County General Plan describes 

this land use designation as follows: “Provides for urban densities of residential 

development within municipal service areas.  These areas are intended to be annexed and 

developed by cities with the necessary services and facilities to support development of 

urban densities.”  (Solano County General Plan, p. LU-20.)   

 

 
3 Consisting of approximately 359 acres, the Families’ property comprises over 40 percent of 

the land within the City’s SOI.   
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 Consistent with our properties’ Low Density Residential land use designation and 

inclusion in the City’s SOI, applicant Haven Development submitted a Senate Bill (“SB”) 

330 Preliminary Application to the City on November 18, 2024.  The proposed 

development consists of a mix of 1,697 detached single-family homes on approximately 

359 acres of land, along with parks, open space, and associated infrastructure.  City Staff 

referred to the submittal of the SB 330 Preliminary Application, explicitly authorized by 

State law to promote housing development through granting an early form of vested rights, 

as an “aggressive” action.  In response to the Preliminary Application, the City filed a 

lawsuit in Solano County Superior Court challenging Haven’s ability to proceed under SB 

330.  (City of Dixon v. HD Dixon Land LLC et al., Solano County Superior Court Case No. 

CU24-09938, filed December 19, 2024.)  In the lawsuit, the City claims that the 

Preliminary Application has no legal effect, creates no vested rights, and creates no duty on 

the City to process or accept it.    

 

 B.  Proposed Harvest housing project  

 

 The Harvest project proposes 6,000 to 6,500 homes (300 homes per year over the 

next 20 to 25 years) on approximately 837 acres of land located outside of the City limits 

and its SOI.  The Harvest project application includes a General Plan Amendment/Update, 

Prezoning, Annexation, Design Review, and Development Agreement.   

 

 The Harvest project is not within the planning area for the City and thus contains no 

land use designation under the City’s General Plan.  The land is designated Agriculture by 

the Solano County General Plan.  (Solano County General Plan, Figure LU-1.)    The 

Agriculture designation provides areas “for the practice of agriculture as the primary use, 

including areas that contribute significantly to the local agricultural economy, and allows 

for secondary uses that support the economic viability of agriculture.”  (Solano County 

General Plan, p. LU-19.)  Agricultural land use designations “protect these areas from 

intrusion by nonagricultural uses and other uses that do not directly support the economic 

viability of agriculture.”  (Id.)  The only types of residential uses allowed under this 

designation are agriculture-related housing, e.g., farm residences and farm labor housing.   

 

 Nowhere in the Staff Report is the site’s current General Plan land use designation 

described or addressed.  Further, in accordance with its Agriculture land use designation 

most of the site appears to be Prime Farmland, subject to agricultural preservation contracts 

pursuant to the State Williamson Act.  (City General Plan, Figure NE-1; Solano County 

Local Agency Formation Commission [“LAFCO”] Standard and Procedures, p. 22 [subject 

to limited exceptions not relevant here, “[l]ands included within agricultural preserves 

under the Williamson Act are to be protected . . ..”].)   
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 The Harvest project site is not included within the City’s SOI. (City General Plan, 

Figure 1-2.)  As such, it is not located in an area identified for future City growth or 

services.  (City General Plan, Goal LCC-1 and Policies LCC-1.1 through LCC-1.10.)   Per 

LAFCO policies, the SOI is to be used as a “primary guide” for making annexation 

determinations and such applications are to be denied if the land use is not consistent with 

the County General Plan and Zoning Ordinance.  (Guidelines for Establishing Spheres of 

Influence in Solano County [the “Guidelines”], Sections I and III.A; LAFCO Standards and 

Procedures, Standard No. 4.)  The Harvest project is not consistent with the County 

General Plan and Zoning Ordinance.   

 

 A proposal to add approximately 837 acres of land to the City’s SOI would require 

a major update to the SOI, not just a mere amendment.  To justify such a change, the 

burden is on the applicant to “indicate expected absorption and development rates for land 

already in the SOI, as well as land proposed to be added.”  (Guidelines, Section III.E.)  No 

such justification is indicated or expressed in the Staff Report, and directly contrary to 

LAFCO policy, City Staff asked Haven to produce an absorption study for our land that is 

already in the SOI.    

 

3. Infrastructure Capacity 

 

 We have entered into binding agreements with the City guaranteeing our rights to 

sewer, water, and storm drain capacity.  The Harvest project has no such rights.  (See, e.g., 

Staff Report, p. 7 [only referring to project-specific infrastructure and providing no details 

about sewer and water treatment capacity in light of prior City commitments].)4   

 

 In May 1995, the City entered into an agreement with the Timm Family to enlarge a 

sewer trunk line to serve the Timm and Gill properties and to reserve such capacity until 

“until such time as the property annexes to the City.”  In July 1995, the Timm Family 

granted the City an easement for the purpose of installing the sewer trunk line as well as a 

storm drain line.  In September 1995, the City purchased land from the Timm Family for a 

storm drain detention basin.  In that agreement, the City promised to “not adversely affect” 

the Timm Family’s remaining land through the connection of the storm drain basin.  The 

City also agreed to provide sewer and storm drain capacity for development of the Timm 

Family’s remaining land “at no additional cost.”5 

 

 
4 The project applicant indicates that it has done preliminary studies in this regard and provided 

them to the City, but claims that they should not be released to the public because they are 

“preliminary and confidential.”   
5 Copies of these agreements are attached hereto as Exhibit A.   
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 The City’s 1999 South Sanitary Sewer Trunk Report refers to a sewer trunk main 

installed as part of the North First Street Assessment District (“NFSAD”) to convey sewer 

flows from the northeast Dixon area to a lift station at Hall Park.  According to the City’s 

report: 

 

This sewer trunk is designed to provide sewer capacity to the North First 

Street Assessment District, Northeast Quadrant Specific Plan, the Timm 

Property and the Lombardo Property.  The Northeast Quadrant Specific 

Plan area, the Timm Property and the Lombardo Property paid the cost to 

oversize the sewer trunk to provide future capacity.  The Gill Property did 

not participate in the cost to oversize the sewer trunk, however, there is 

capacity in the trunk for the addition of the Gill Property. 

 

The City report also noted that the NFSAD constructed a lift station near the southeast 

corner of Hall Park and that this lift station has the capability of being upgraded to connect 

to a southerly sewer trunk extension.   

 

 As to water, the Families’ land is in the City’s Water System Master Plan.  

Proposed development on the Families’ land will rely on groundwater and include 

installation of wells and related facilities to tie into the City’s existing water infrastructure.  

The City has committed to expanding its water system to meet future needs as development 

occurs.  (City General Plan, Policy PSF-2.3; Housing Element, p. 64 [City “actively works 

with new developments to ensure adequate facilities are constructed to meet minimum 

system requirements” and “will continue to monitor the pace of development to ensure 

adequate facilities are available to meet the existing and future demands in the system.”].)  

And Solano Irrigation District, which has surface water rights to approximately 114,000 

acre feet per year, has future plans to establish treatment plants in the Dixon area to 

accommodate growth with treated surface water.  (Housing Element, p. 63.)   

 

 The General Plan (including the Housing Element) contains policies allowing for 

future growth only if there is adequate infrastructure and public services to serve it.  

(General Plan, Policies PSF-2.9, PSF 2-10; Housing Element, Policy 3.1.)  There is no 

analysis in the Staff Report about the City’s ability to serve this massive development 

project in light its prior commitments to the Timm and Gill families as well as other 

development projects in the pipeline.  Per the City’s Housing Element, it has approximately 

1,500 units in the pipeline.  (Housing Element, pp. 49-50.)  The Haven project would add 

another 1,697 units to the mix.  LAFCO policy requires the applicant proposing a major 

update to the SOI to demonstrate sufficient capacity for the proposed development.  The 

applicant claims it has studies demonstrating sufficient capacity that it provided to the City, 
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but that those reports are confidential.  How can the Planning Commission opine on this 

critical issue without having access to these infrastructure studies?  

 

     ******************* 

 

 Thank you for very much for your consideration of the Families’ views on this 

important matter.  Our families have a long history in Dixon and we look forward to 

writing the next chapter of that history collaboratively with the City.  We urge the Planning 

Commission to ask Staff the fundamental question as to why the City is promoting and 

favoring a massive development project on Williamson Act contracted Prime Farmland not 

planned for residential development and not within the City’s SOI over our project that has 

long been planned for residential development and included within the City’s SOI.   

 

 Representatives of the Families will be in attendance at your January 14th meeting 

on the Harvest project.  In the meantime, please do not hesitate to contact us with any 

questions regarding this letter.   

 

  Sincerely yours,   Sincerely yours, 

 

 

  

  JP Timm    Kim Gill-Favier 

 

cc: Ciya Moazzami, Haven Development, VP of Acquisitions and Planning 

 Honorable Steve Bird, and Members of the City Council 

 Jim Lindley, City Manager 

 Raffi Boloyan, Community Development Director 

 Doug White, City Attorney 

 Steve Peterson, Contract Planner 
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TO:  City of Dixon Council 

City of Dixon Planning Commission 

FROM: John F. Schrader 1520 Rehrmann Dr.  Dixon, CA 95620 

RE:  Harvest at Dixon Proposal 

DATE: January 13, 2025 

 

RE: Dixon at Harvest Questions/Concerns 

 

There needs to be a means by which citizens can submit their questions and 
concerns in a public forum.  The concept used by the Water Rate Study 
Commission was OK, but was too protracted to allow any meaningful exchange of 
ideas.  Comments were submitted, reviewed by staff, responses prepared for 
approval, and finally made public only at the next meeting.  A citizen making a 
suggestion and getting a response weeks later is not a dialogue. 

1) Quoting the Harvest at Dixon Project description – page 11, “Harvest at 
Dixon project is a community that can stand on its own without reliance on 
build out of unrelated City infrastructure.”  Does this mean that even if the 
City of Dixon says “No” to annexation and incorporation, Harvest at Dixon 
can build out their project anyway on its own? 

2) Page 8 – A list of studies is shown with the note that they are all 
confidential, likely as business work product so other potential developers 
can’t use them for their own purposes.  At what point do these studies 
become public – before or only after city approval to proceed? 

3) Page 9 – The project identified the “potential of an underutilized aquifer to 
be assessed and studied” for additional water supply.  Does this mean they 
are aware of a water source that no one else knows about?  Will their one or 
two new wells meet the demand of a doubled population?  Can our existing 
wells meet that demand when the proposed new well goes down?  At what 
point in development will that new well come online – for example, the SW 
Development (Homestead) is substantially completed and using our existing 
water supply, but their promised new well apparently is not even begun. 

4) Universally, we need tight restrictions that limit ongoing development (i.e. a 
moratorium on the issuing of additional building permits) until the necessary 



infrastructure is in place, e.g. completion of the firehouse for Homestead 
long before now. 

5) Is Harvest at Dixon planning to contribute towards the ongoing Parkway 
Blvd overpass, or does that remain the sole responsibility of the City? 

6) Page 12 – in Quarter 1 of 2025 (now), “City initiates process for Harvest of 
Dixon project, including...” updates of Master Plan, 2023-2031 Housing 
Element, professional review of confidential studies submitted, etc.  Are we 
incurring expenses before the project is even reviewed or approved/denied?  
If we amend those standards and requirements to meet their requests, those 
amended (less restrictive) standards will apply to any and all current and 
future developers.  (See item 9 below for implications.) 

7) Open Google Earth and look at The Preserve at Chino which the developer 
has offered as a project most similar in size and scope to Harvest at Dixon.  
The visual density of housing is unlike any existing or proposed housing in 
Dixon or anywhere near our area.  They propose Low Density Residential 
housing (LDR) at 5–9 dwellings per acre, and Medium Density Residential 
(MDR) at 10-22 dwelling per acre.  Page 16 – Table 1 show the total 
dwellings proposed as 4415(low), 6389 (high) and 8752 (max).  This is a 
huge and unacceptable disparity in the number of potential dwellings, and 
will lead to doubling our existing population in 20 years. 

8) At the current proposed selling price per unit ($650k - $850+k), none will 
meet our existing need for Very Low, Low and likely even Moderate Income 
Categories.  The 2023-2031 Housing Element Plan currently calls for 113, 
62 and 62 such units.  Those numbers will increase when our population 
doubles.  Harvest at Dixon should be required to help meet those housing 
needs per program 3.3.1 (Page 28) of that document. 

9) Much of the proposed development does not meet the Residential 
Development Standards set by the Dixon Zoning Ordinance of February 
2022 as shown in the 2023-2031 Housing Element plan (Page 71 – Table 
14).  For example, minimum front, side and rear yard size setback 
requirements are 30’, 5’ - 15’ and 25’ or 20% of lot depth.  Their 
comparative Preserve at Chino is nowhere near meeting those standards, 
with Medium Density Housing setbacks of zero space.  The rear garage 
doors open directly onto the street. 

10) Page 76 - Table 16 of the 2023 – 2031 Housing Element shows our 
Measure B 3% Growth Cap is 198 units per year.  Using the average 6389 
proposed new units of this project alone, Dixon will meet that cap for the 



next 32 years in a 20 year buildout.  Do we halt future building for 12 years 
after project completion to meet the intent of Measure B? 

11)All our future development eggs seem to be in one huge basket.  What are 
the advantages and disadvantages to having one immense development vs 
multiple smaller developments? 

12)What are the advantages and disadvantages to this project being 
incorporated as part of Dixon vs standing alone as an independent entity 
with no City of Dixon responsibility? 

13)In addition to this Harvest at Dixon proposal, the City is simultaneously 
processing the NE Campus Center Project for 1041 additional housing units 
or more than 3,000 additional residents, about 15% growth.  Note that 
Campus Center’s Low Density is 3.8 - 6.8 per acre vs Harvest’s 5-9, and 
Medium Density is 8.1 - 9.8 per acre v 10 – 22. 

14)The developer (Lewis Group) has experience in developing retail, office and 
industrial space.  With 20,000 new residents, why does their plan include 
only a minimal amount of such development necessary to support that 
population they are creating? 

15)What impact will this have on our schools? The school population will 
double yet there is provision for only one new school – maybe (It may be 
determined by DUSD and the City that an additional school location within 
Harvest is not appropriate...) per Page 6.  The comparative Chino 
development has 2 public schools, plus at least four private schools.  Private 
schools are not legally required to accept all students.  They tend to take the 
best-performing, least costly students because that is more profitable for 
them.  Our public school system legally must accept everyone, including all 
the lower-performing, more costly students rejected by the private schools.  
This results in a disproportionate fiscal burden in providing education, 
including more students testing at lower levels and having greater needs. 
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