
~ o ~ ~ r ~ ~ ~ e n t  regarding the ~1anni:ig Commission’s approval of  the request of Jim 
Manion, on behalf of Lowe’s, to certify a Final E n ~ i ~ o n i ~ e n t a l  Impact Report for the 
Vintner’s Square  hopping Center pursuant to the California ~ n v i r o n ~ e n t ~ l  ~ u a ~ i t y  
Act. 

ATE: July 2,2003 

U: J.D. ~ ~ i ~ l i t o w e r ,  City 

Affirm the Planning Commission’s certification of the Final 
~ n v ~ r o n m e n t a ~  impact Report for the Vintner’s Sqware Shopping 
Center pursuant to the California Er~vironmental Quality Act. 

O n  September 12, 2002, the Planning Commission directed staff 10 
prepare ai ~nviroiiinentai impact Report (E.1.R.) for the Vintner’s 
Square Shopping Center. The Final E.J.R. was prepared in the manlier 
prescribed by the California ~ n ~ , i ~ o n m e n t a l  Quality Act. Insuring this 

ivas the professional services agreement that tlir City entered into with REF Consulting who, acting as an extension 
of staff pi-epared the E.I.R. RBF was selected for their o n ~ s t ~ ~ n d i n ~  reputa~ion aiid their professional experience in 
peepring iiiinicroiis other E.i.R.’s for other iiniilar projects. 

I.:poI! cornpietion aiid circulation of  both a Draft ELK, and Final E.I.R.. the Planning Coinmissiori certified the 
E.1.R. at i t s  Mayi4, 2003 Ineeling. On May 19, Ann Ceriiey itlid the Citizens for Open Governinrnt filed an appeal 
of the Planning ~ o ~ ~ ~ ~ n i s s i o n ~ s  decision with the City Clerk, 

hi the appeal ictter from Osha Mescrve of  Remy, Tlioinas, Moose and Manly, LLP, it staies that reasons for the 
appcai are contained in two exhibits. ‘The first exhibit is a letter commenting on the Draft ~nvirnnme~ital Impact 
Report dated April 17. 2003, This first letter makes overly broad statements about the project with minimal impact 

, these comments are addressed in the City’s response to comnieiits. The second 
letier given to  the Piannin~ ~~oi~iinissioii dui-ing their meeting of that  date. This 

h e r  specifically points to t.he appellant’s opinion that the loss of Prime Farmland, a lion-renewabie resource, needs 
to be mitigated by the project. 

At die May 14, 2003 Planning Cornmission hearing, Aim Cerney focussed her testimony towards the Loss of Prime 
F~armiand. i t  that t ime the developer was not sure that this was the main point of her contention. In response to the 
tcstiiriony and letter delivered at the Plai~:iii~g ~ o n i ~ ~ i ~ s i o n  hearing, the appiicant on May 29, 2003, requested that 
the Plmniiig ~ o ~ ~ i ~ ~ i ~ s i o n  amend their resolution to add a condition that would require an off-set of the loss of 
Priiiie Familand. The developer of the project, 6-REM, shouid be c o m ~ i e ~ d e ~  for l i s ~ e n ~ n ~  to the public iiiput at 
the meeting and responding in a positive manner. 

In  certifying the Final ~ n v i ~ o n i i i e n ~ a ~  Impact Report, the Planning Commission selected project alternative #2. 
’This pi-oject alternative directed that the peo,jecr site be built in accorckance within the parameters of ihe General 

€ ~ ~ ~ K ~ ~ ~ ) ~ ~ ~ ~  ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ A . ~ l [ ~ ~  : 



Plan and current zoning of t h e  site. By staying the course set forth in the General Plan, the Planning Commission’s 
actiun 10 certify the Fiuai ~ 1 i v i r ~ ~ ; i ~ e n t a l  Impact Report and the conditions of approvai insures the continued 
efficient use of land. 111 fact, thc r e s o l ~ t i o ~  passed by the Planning Commission found that the project i s  consistent 
wi th  every General Plan Element. 

All other ~ o i ~ ~ e ~ ~ ~  received regarding the Draft ~ ~ ~ v i r o ~ ~ e n t ~ l  Impact Report were responded to in the manner 
prescribed by law. In fact, the appeliane stated at the May 14, 2003 Planning Commission hearing her gratitude that 
the Find ~ , ~ i \ , i r ~ ~ ~ ~ I ~ ~ a ~  Impact 
applicairi’s and the ~ ~ ~ m i s s i ~ i ~ ~ ~  r ~ s p o ~ ~ s i v ~ i ? ~ , s s  towards r ~ ? e a n i n ~ ~ i l  comments on this project. Thus staff 
recornmends that the City Council affirm the ~ ~ a ~ ~ s ~ i ~ ~  ~ o ~ ~ ~ ~ s s ~ o ~ ’ s  decision to certify the Final ~‘nvironnienta~ 
trrr~lact Report.. 

ort re,Rected some of her concerns regarding air quality. This reflects both the 

Konradt Barrlarri 
Comi~Linity Development Director 

Prepared by: J.T>. Hightower. City Planner 

Attachments: 
Lettei of Appeal 
Planning ~ ~ ~ ~ n ~ ~ ~ i s s i ~ ~ ~ i  eporc, Memo and Resolutiori from 5/14/03 Public Hearing 
Draft P~~~~~~~ ~ ! o ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~ i o n  Mirmtes from S i  I4/@3 Public ifearing 
Final EIR (iinder separate cover) 
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evelo t 

Plariiiing C ~ ) ~ ~ i s § i o i ~  
J . D .  Hightower., City Planner 
May 14, 2003 
The request o i  Jim Manion, L,owes, to certify a Final ~ i i v i r o n m e n ~ a ~  Impact 
Repori pursuant to the California ~iiviro~imental Quality Act and approve a 
use permit to construct coii3~nercial structures in the Commercial Shopping 
(.f:-sj zoiiing district. a use permit to allow parking for comn~e~cial  
c . s t a b ~ i s ~ ~ ~ e n t s  in the Low ilensiry (R-2) zoning district and approvii~g an X 
lor Tentative Parcel Map 

ect: 

~ ~ ~ , ~ ~ ? ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ I ~  
Siaff recommends that the Planning Coinmission take five (5) actions in sequential order: 

1 ) 

2 )  

3 )  

4 j  

5 )  

Certify the Final ~iivironn~entai Impact Report for the Vintner's Square 
Shopping Center; and 
Select Alternative 2. as identified in the Final ~ n v i r o ~ ~ e n t a l  Impact 
Report as the preferred alternative; and 
Approve a IJse Permit to construct structures in the Conimercial Shopping 
(C-Sj zoning district; and 
Approve a Use Permit to allow parking for coniinereial establishments in 
the L,ow Density (K-2) zoning district; a i d  
.Approve an eight (8) lot Tentative Parcel Map. 

st iMiiiiARY 
The pletliora o f  requests by the applicant are the necessary steps to allow the c~~Iistruct~on 
of a c(?Ini~erc~al center tliat will he anchored by a h w e s  home iinpr~veinent store. Also 
currently envisioned for the center i s  an in  -n- Out Burger, and such uses as a home dkcnr 
shop. il bank, as well as other ihod uses. This center represents the third corner o f  
e ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ r c i a 1  dewloprnent envisioned by the General Plan. The mix of  uses within a 
center at ibis location will give Lodi residents a wide array of goods and services that will 
be iivailahie in towii and provide for the orderly development of Lodi. 

Thc I-"liiniiing ( ~ o ! ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ s s ~ o i ~  originally rcviewed ~ e v ~ l o ~ m e n ~  at this site on September 12. 
2002. ..'I* that hearing there was a considerable amount of disciissicin priniarily revolviiig 
artxind the i ? i ~ r ~ ) d i i c t ~ ~ ~ ~ i  o f  anorher grocery store, Winco: at this proposed center. 
.Associat.c.d with thc original project was a general plan aiiieiidinent and rezoning from 
low de~isiiy residential to neighborhoodieommuiiity commercial. After consideration o f  
!.he 1estinmiy. the Planning Commission directed staff to prepare an ~iiv~ronrnental 
liiipiict Report ibr the pro.jcc1. During the preparation ofthe EIR, alkrnatives to the 
ixoiecl were cvaluated. One of the alicrnatives evaluated 1 
existing general plan and zoning design'~t~oiis. 

--I___^____ 

a build in accordance with 



Duriisg the prepar&on of  the EIR, Wiuico's agreement with the property owner expired. 
Ikc  build in accordance m ~ i t h  the existing land use designation alternative was hrtiiered 
i~aluated In the Draft ~ i i ~ ~ ~ r o n i ~ i e n t a l  impact Report. The same type of impacts remain 
with Aiternaiive 2 as with the orig+inal projec.t, just to  a lesser degree. Therefore, the 

nalyzed in tile Draft ~~!ivi~~}n~nental  iinpact rep or^ represent a worst case 
i'hc ~ ~ ~ i t i ~ ~ ~ t . i o n  irreasures and ~ e ~ o i ~ , ~ n ~  re~ponsihil~~ies will remain the same for 

Alterinati\~c 2 as for the original Iarger project hecause they are essentialty similar yet 

The project outlined in the Draft ~ ~ i ~ i ~ o ~ ~ m e n ~ a l  iinpct Report was kept in case the 
applicant had the opporiunity to secure an agreement with another similar store in size 
and use. The applicant has not secured another user: therefore, the City has selected and 
the appiicant agrees that ~ l t e ~ n a t i ~ e  2 i s  the prefened alternative. A inore thorough 
discussion ofthe eriviroirnienial impacts and selecrion of  Aiternative 2 i s  found in the 
artached Wndings fbr the Vintner's Square Shopping Center Project". Because ofthe 
iindings in this report as well as the sound planning practices enumerated in the attached 

iilntion. staff strongly recommends that the Plai~iiiii~ Commission select Alternative 2 
a: the Dreferred aliemst' , ive. 

al analysis on the impact ofthe center on the downtown area was perforined in 
accordance with City policy. The fiscal analysis showed a Iarge unmet consumer demand 
that the addition ofthe Low~es to the 
a 0.9% decrease in downtown busin 
prnposed center. ' (his decrease i s  not considered significant. 

ib i s  center wil l  be anchored by a large home ii~prove~nent retailer, Lowes, that is 
ccmsisteni with tbc scale o~development present on the other two comers of  Lower 
Sacramento Road and Kettiemari Lane. Major circulation ii~provemen~s, in the form of a 
new street. additiiiual travel lanes: transit service stop, sidewalks and intersection 
i r t i~~[~~ , jc i~ ie !~ t~  will be con~tructed as part o f  the project. .The dedications and 
~ i i ~ ~ ~ ~ c v e ~ ~ i e n t s  to both Lower ~ a e r ~ ~ i e n ~ o  Road and Kettleman Lane have remained the 
same lor both ihe originaJ project and Alternative 2. 

Ciivcn California's hiidgci woes, a supplen~~ntal traffic study has been perfoimed to see 
what. the impact of the  center would he on local circulation if the Kettieniai Lane Gap 
Closure project was delayed beyond occupancy of tile center as envisioned in Alternative 
2. The report stated that "without the Kettieman Lane Gap Closure Project overall 
iiiterscctim I .OS would continue to operate at acceptable ievels."(Page 2, response to 
coii imeiit 3-5 ). 'I'hos. Alternative 2 is not only lessens the traffic impacts otheiwise 
associated w~ith ihc project bui it is also reflects the iiscal reality facing trans~ortati[)n 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ o ~ j e r n e ~ t s .  

The loss 01' I'rime Farmiand, a ~ io i i~re i ie~abie  resource, air qnality, and stationary noise 
rc ~ i i ~ a v o i ~ ~ ~ i e  impacts created by both the original project and Alternative 2. 

'These impacts are discussed iri the Final ~ n ~ i r o n n i e n ~ a l  Impact Report for the Vintner's 

mrinity will meet. Further the analysis projects 
ctivity resulting froin the development of the 



Square Shopping Center as well as the "F.iiidings for the Vintner's Square Shopping 
center I"roject9'. 

originaliy annexed into Lodi on April 25, 1996 as part of the 
Crossroads Axiaexatiiiii. 'This included the subject property as well as the southwest 
corner of i . ,owr  ~ a c r ' ~ ~ e n t o  Road and Kettleman Lane. in addition to annexation, the 
City designated the area as Commercial Sli~pping and R-2 in i t s  present c o ~ i ~ ~ ~ u r a t i o n ,  
This c ~ ~ i ~ t ~ g ~ a t i o n  was done prior to the precise alignment of Road "A" within the 

tside Facilities Plan. This road is anticipated as a collector roadway within the plan 
area thiit will serve commercial and residential land uses from Kettleman Lane to Lodi 
' ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ e ~ ~ a r g e ~ ~ ~  Road. The project is responsible for the coiistruction of Road "A" 
Witlhill ihe prcject boundary. 

the reyuested Germal Plaii ~ineiidnient and Rezone request was the result of 
lignment adopted w~ithin tlie Westside Facilities Plan The original 

~ ~ i n e n d ~ i i ~ n ~  was requested ini part as a result of the desire not to compromise the 
operaiion of tlie street ilor sitb,jxt fxtture l ~ o ~ ~ e o v ~ ~ e K s  to backing motions onto a street 
that wiii oi3e day carry simiiar traffic as Ham 1.ane. 

~ ~ ~ i ~ e ~ i ~ i a ~  developinent potential will remain to the west o f  the coninievcial center as 
identified in A l t e ~ n ~ ~ t i ~ e  2 aiid as mandated by the General Plan. However, staff i s  
coirvincrd that there are housing deve~opiiien~ types that are vkahle and will not 
~ i ~ n ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i i t ~ y  comprise the ~ p e ~ a ~ i ( ~ i i  of  Road "A" nor subject residents to hacking onto a 
busy street.. For this reason staff helieves that Alternative 2 and the requested Tentative 
p nic.i.1 . , ~  

'Thc property has sat vacant within the City since i t s  annexation and has had a previous 
pro,juct proposed on the site. The property owner. 6-REM, originally filed an application 
for a i-ioine Depot aiid two other major tenants on December 1, 2000. This plan was 
~ ~ i h s e ~ ~ ~ i ~ n t l y  pullcd. On Septernher 12, 2002 the Planning Commission directed staff to 
prepare an ~ ~ ~ v ~ r o ~ i i i e n t a i  Impact Report for the Vintner's Square Shoppiiig Center 
proposed for this iniportmt site. 

,As :+dh any c~~~iin3erciai deveI~~pinent -- location, location, location -- is the most 
important aspwt of  the project. The location ofthe project. i s  within an area that i s  
gencraily recognized as an area of intensive commercial activity. With such nationally 
recogni/ed tenants as Target, Walniafi C. Penny's, Staples and Marshalls the area is a 
desiiriiition shopping areit for residents of not oiily Lodi but also for other coi~in~iiities. 
i'he addition of a major home improvement store. Lowes, will complement these other 
exisring stores and help reinforce the regional shopping character of this area. Thus, with 
proper design and i i t fr~struet~~re~ the center will provide for the orderly development of  
i.odi, Thus s ~ ~ ~ ~ f r e c o n i n ~ e i i d s  approval o f  the llse Permit that will insure that the site i s  
deseioped t o  ineel community expectations. 

Map will result in good urban form. 



-~ KEY iWI,l<.X ~ ~ j ~ ~ ~ ~ S .  
There were several issues that emerged during analysis. These issues can be bvolten 
ciown to four main questions: 
A. is there a balance hetween the economic, legal, soc.ial technoiogicai or other 

beriefits of the proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks'? 
13. Is the proposed project consistent with the General Plan? 
C' Does the pmject ccimply with the Zoning Ordinance'? 

Staff has evaluated these questions and ~eco~nmends that the Planning Commission make 
a ~ e c i ? i n ~ ~ e ~ i d a t i ~ ~ l ~  of'approval t.o the City Council based on the evaluation of these key 
poiicy questions. 

A ~ 

Alternative 2. as identified in the Final ~nv~ronmental  Impact Report, by lessening the 
eiivironmental impacts from the originaily proposed prqject while meeting project 
objectives. does seek a halance between competing factors. As stated in tiie 'Tindings for 
the Vintner's Square Shopping Center Project" there are seven over-riding factors that 
""i?-arrant approvsi o f  the project despite each and every unavoidable impact described in 
the Find EXt. Specii;caliy these factors with overriding considerations are: 

I .  ' r ~ , ~ ~ ~ ~  ital al In~ras~ructure I 

' l lmugh the deveIop!nen~ ofthe prqject, a number o f  public infrastructure 
projects will be constructed on the project site and in the project vicinity. As 
described i n  I.)EIR pgs. 32-14 through 3.2-1 7, t.he project will construct planned 
roaciway iInpr~veineiits at Lower S a ~ ~ a n i e I i ~ o  Road. near I-iighway 12. and along 
that poi-toii of Highway 12 that fronts the project site. This i s  an economic 
benefit of the project in that these iinprovei~~ei~ts would otherwise not be made 
vvitliout approval and iuipleine~tation of  the project. 

with Lodi's adopted I~eve~opnient Impact ~ i t i ~ a t i o n  Fee program, which i s  
aiithorired lby City of  I.,odi ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~ i e i p a ~  Code Chapter 15.64 as established by 
Resolution ?lo. 20101 -242. ~ c ~ , e l o ~ ~ i n e ~ i t  Iinpiict Mitigation Fees can be applied 
towards ~ i ~ n ~ ~ ~ p a l  improvemenl.s such as water7 sewer, stoni: drainage, and 

tire vital inunicipal ~ i i~prove~er i t s  necessary to the function ofthe City and the 
qii:ilitq- of ! i k  for Lodi residents providing anotlier ccoiiomic benefit as we11 as 
social berrrfii of the project. 

The infra~t.ri~e~Lirc i I i ipro~en~e~~ts  that will be constructed with tiie project or 
made through payiient of ~ e ~ c I ( ~ p n i e n t  Impact Mitigation fees are overriding 
ccxmoinic aiid social benefits of the project that outweigh the significant effects on 
ihe environnieni. 

The project wili also he coiitlitioned to pay impact fees to the City in accordance 

eels and poiice, fire, parks aid recreation, and general City government. Th.e,se 










































































































































