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Locke Design & Preservation Committee 

Meeting Minutes 
August 30, 2012, 6:30pm 

Locke Boarding House Museum 

 

Call Meeting to Order- Establish Quorum- 
The LDPC was called to order by Chairman Jay Correia at 6:35 pm.  Committee members 
present included Charles McMillan, Dustin Marr and Ernest Wester.  A quorum was established. 
 
Review/Action Regarding:  Plans submitted by Ms. Martha Esch for renovations and 
remodeling of 1265 Levee Road, Locke. 
Chairman Correia announced that the LDPC was meeting to review plans for renovations by 
Martha Esch for 1265 Levee Road.  Copies of the plans were available to the public in 
attendance.  Mr. Correia asked Ms. Esch to present her plans and stated that the committee 
will discuss the plans after her presentation. 
 
Ms. Esch began her presentation by reading sections from Locke’s CC&R’s regarding 
architectural standards and guidelines and other historical preservation standards documents, 
which she determined were applicable to her plans in general.  She read from sections of the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation regarding the introduction of new doors 
in historic buildings. She continued by pointing out that many renovation and repair projects 
have been made to other buildings in Locke, at the same time accusing Chairman Correia of 
‘putting blinders on’ regarding those projects.  She also said the LMA was ‘stonewalling’ her 
project and accused Deborah Mendel and Pat Braziel of stopping DCMAC from reviewing her 
plans.  Ms. Esch went on to read a 1986 history report on her building, described as building 
#19, and its history as a gambling house.   
 
Chairman Correia asked Ms. Esch to please address her plans specifically and gave her an 
additional five minutes to do so.  Ms. Esch’s remarks were that she would like an ADA 
bathroom and entrance for her building.  She explained that Sacramento County Building 
Inspector Russ Williams had told her that there was not enough room inside her building for 
ADA ramps.  The only place for an ADA compliant entrance would be on the West side corner of 
her building.  Ms. Esch said she believed that it would benefit Locke to have an ADA compliant 
business.  She also stated that the building could use light on the North side. 
 



She remarked that there was a building next to hers which burned down and that building had 
an entrance on to Main Street.  Dustin Marr interrupted and stated that the building was torn 
down because it was listing toward Main Street and it was next to Ms. Esch’s building [not 
attached to her building].  He further stated that it had a hidden mid-section, not unlike the 
Star Theatre, which was an opium den.  Chairman Correia stated that he understood that this 
other building may have had an entrance on Main Street, but did not understand how the 
discussion of a building that fronted Main Street and no longer exists was relevant to Ms. Esch’s 
plans for the building at 1265 Levee Road.  Ms. Esch was allowed to present for a total of 19-20 
minutes.  

Public Comments- At 7pm Chairman Correia called for public comments.   
 
Stuart Walthall—Property owner and resident of Locke 
Mr. Walthall introduced himself as a concerned resident of Locke.  He said that he believed that 
Ms. Esch was altering the building and using ADA to obtain her alterations.  His complaint was 
that the root of these plans is selfish and she is trying to turn the orientation of the building.  In 
addition, he said that as in her HUD complaint, Ms. Esch is disputing that Locke is historically a 
Chinese town.  He also noted that Ms. Esch has signed her address on the plans as ‘Lockeport’, 
California. 
 
Russell Ooms—Property owner and resident of Locke 
Mr. Ooms explained that he was at the last month’s DCMAC meeting and that the counsel 
merely returned Ms. Esch to the LDPC because she was submitting new plans.  He questioned 
the commercial/residential zoning of Levee Road.  He explained that he was involved with the 
community meetings taking place during the creation of the Locke SPA and it was never the 
intention or interest of the community or residents on Levee Road to make that area 
commercial.  “All [residents] of Levee Road wanted it residential.” 
 
James Motlow—Resident of Locke 
Mr. Motlow introduced himself as the author of “Bitter Melon,” a highly important and 
influential history of Locke.  He said that he takes exception to Ms. Esch’s interest in promoting 
the town as ‘Lockeport’.  He said it was a disservice to the Chinese who built this town and most 
importantly the Chinese community in this area.  He asked the committee to say no to 
‘Lockeport’. 
 
David Garcia—Property owner and resident of Locke 
Mr. Garcia said we had an obligation to preserve the original use and appearances of our 
buildings.  He urged that we not change them. 
 



Tom Herzog—Merchant in Locke 
Mr. Herzog felt there was a need to look at the windows and door of this project, and to find 
ways to enhance the business environment of Locke. He also stressed the importance of 
preserving the history of this town and its buildings.  He was very concerned about what is 
already lost and currently in danger.   
 
Committee Members Discussion- Chairman Correia called for a committee discussion 
Dustin Marr commented that the ADA issue is beyond us.  Mr. McMillan said that he objects to 
the door, entrance and signage.  Mr. Wester said he sees a need to compromise.  He stated he 
did not like the plan.  He felt that there was much work to be done on the inside of the building 
and that it would be possible to use an existing door if the interior was corrected.  He suggested 
that Ms. Esch step back and correct those problems first. 
 
Chairman Correia stated he would like to address each of Ms. Esch’s comments.  He said that 
one of the primary goals in establishing the Locke SPA was to protect the unique character that 
is Locke. The goal of historic guidelines is to restore and rehabilitate what historically existed in 
Locke, and to maintain the historicity of Locke.  He addressed Ms. Esch’s remarks regarding 
changes to other buildings in Locke, and her statements to the effect that the Committee has 
allowed those changes.  Correia reminded Ms. Esch that he has only been active on the 
Committee since last September, and that the Committee was only re-established last August 
or September, and that unfortunately, the Committee can only review plans that are brought 
before the Committee. He went on to explain that new doors are allowed for rehabilitation 
projects according to the SOI’s Standards, however those doors are allowed only on non-
primary facades, and that unfortunately, because the side of her building faces Main Street and 
does not abutt another building as is the case with most of Locke’s other buildings, the Main 
Street side of her building is a primary façade. Correia stated her project to install an opening 
would change the orientation of the building; creating false historicism. Mr. Correia discussed 
the fact that in Locke, and the entire Delta, the most important and unique historical 
characteristic of the area is the “river orientation” of buildings. Prior to the construction of 
highways and roads, transportation was by water.   
 
He continued by stating that he did not see how the history of the demolished building that 
once sat next to 1265 Levee Road relates to her new doors and windows.  He asked Ms. Esch 
why she needed an ADA bathroom.  Ms. Esch explained that she did not want a residential 
permit and that a commercial building permit requires that she have ADA.  When questioned by 
Mr. Correia, she said most of her business would be conducted upstairs.  Esch said she plans on 
living in the building in the future and guessed she would share her downstairs ADA bathroom 
with the public.  



 
Correia explained that, to his understanding, in a historic zone, if the commercial uses of a 
building are expanded to a lower or an upper floor, then access must be made within the 
building. Mr. Correia continued by saying that the historic character of Locke is paramount.  He 
made it clear that Committee encourages and supports business, but that business should not 
be conducted at the expense of preservation.  He suggested that other alternatives be explored 
to enhance Esch’s proposed uses for her building. Mr. Correia also stated that it appears that 
Ms. Esch was creating an entrance on Main Street to ‘cement’ or firm-up the commercial 
designation and use of her building.  
 
In regards to Esch’s comments regarding the recent installation of windows on another building 
fronting Levee Road, Correia explicitly stated that those windows are on secondary facades and 
are not visible from Main Street.  
 
In regards to Esch’s comment about DCMAC, Correia pointed out that the LDPC has no 
authority over DCMAC, and that DCMAC tabled the hearing of her project because she 
submitted plans to them that had not been reviewed by the LDPC. Correia further pointed out 
that Esch’s plans had changed several times in the past few weeks, and this made it difficult to 
understand exactly what Esch was proposing. Esch responded that her plans changes because 
of County requirements. 
 
When Ms. Esch asked about her signage Mr. Correia said that he found ‘The Shack’ sign 
inappropriate as it appeared to be designed to look like broken wood and is not in keeping with 
the Chinese character of the town. He further stated that the ‘Lockeport’ sign is proposed to 
have a metal pole, and that the SPA and CC & R’s prohibit signs with metal poles on Main 
Street. As presented to the Committee, the wording for the sign was not given. Correia stated 
that he would like to see the exact language proposed for the sign before approving it. 
 
Call for vote—Chairman Correia asked the committee for a vote at 7:30pm 
Mr. Wester asked that Ms. Esch “step back and rethink the whole thing.”  He also stated that he 
found the name of her business ‘The Shack’ derogatory, like saying ‘poor white trash’.  He voted 
no.  Mr. Marr voted no.  Mr. McMillan voted no. 
Mr. Correia voted no and added that Ms. Esch needs to find an alternative.  He would not 
approve a door on a primary façade.  He extended an offer to help her.  The plans were not 
approved.  
Meeting Adjourned –7:40pm 


