
proposed application for the Eilers Reorgani­
zation and detachment of territory from the 
Woodbridge Rural Fire Protection District was 
int-roduced by Community Development Director 
Schroeder. Diagrams of the subject area were 
presented by Mr. Schroeder for the perusal of 
the Council. A lengthy discussion followed with 
questions being directed to Staff. 

The matter died for lack of a motion by the Lodi 
City Council. 



TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

" CITY OF LODI COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 

CIty Counc 11 

City Manager 

March 30, 1981 

Request for Sewer Service from Highway Development at 
Highway 12 and 1-5 

During January of this year, the Staff had discussions with the developer of the 
proposed 52 -acre hIghway oriented commercia I deve I opment proposed at the south­
east corner of Highway 12 and 1-5 as shown on the attached plan. These dis­
cussions were all relative to allowing their development to tie Into Lodl's 
sanitary sev1er outfall line and asked that the City treat the sewage fro:,m 
this County development. We, the Staff, made it clear to the developer that 
the Lodi City Code prohibits connections from outside the City limits. Section 
20-15 of the Lodl City Code is as follows: 

Sec. 20-15. Prohibition on connections outside city limits. 
\o dist:har~e from facilities outside the limits ot the city 
.;;)lJII b~,.· ~dlow~.·d into tilt' ~.,.·ommunity St.'Wt.'f. (Ord \\1 II~~~­

:1.1 

The developer ask;!d.lf the Council could change the City's position in ttis mattfr, 
we Indicated Council did have the authority to change the existing sewer 
ordinance and City Code. The City then received the attached letter dated 
February 13, 1981, requesting the City Council to allow their development to 
tie Into our sewer facilities. We asked our sanitary sewer consultants, Black & 
Veatch, to determine what impact this proposal would have on our facilities and 
specifically the future plant capacity. Black & Veatch's attached letter of 
February 24, 1981, indicates that based on present flows, this development would 
use 6-8% of our existing reserve capacity and would displace appro~imately 260 
residential dwelling units. 

It Is Important for the Council to remember that at the time our sewer plant 
expansion grant application was submitted, the City's position was that we 
would design the plant for more than the allowed 10-year future capacity. 
The City of Lodi designed their plant for 15 years of service area growth 
and used City funds to pay for this additional 5 years of growth potential. 

In making a decision on this matter, the City Co,ncil should be aware that at 
least three other highway oriented developments in the area have received general 
plan amendment and are currently being processed through the County. The 
acceptance of this development would make it difficult. to deny other requests. 

APPROVED: FILE "lO. 

HENRY A. GLAVES, City Manager 
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Council Communication 
March 30, 1981 
Page 2 

If It is the Council's desire to make the Lodl plant a regional facility, It 
Is requested that Staff be given reasonable time to work up the use 
conditions. 

JLR/eeh 
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lurtsem~ .. Patick financial Company 
'tl'1t3 NO. PttASHING A VENUlE SUIT£ 1£ o STOCKTON, CAt...U"ORNIA. \U20'JI e 209/iii!U•"'t9t 

February 13, 1981 

Dear Sirs, 

We are the 01-mers of approximately 52 acres l'f land in the 
southeast quadrant of Interstate S and lliglll"l'Y 12 in Lodi. We 
are ready to begin a major highway service COITUl\ei.ial d:::velopment 
which should total over ~30 million when complet "d. This project 
should provide significant tax revenue, and many do:\ars of income 
for the local economy. We are projecting over 500 new jobs to be 
added to local employment with this development. 

Our present problem is that we have run into a stumbling 
block in the sewer service. According to the City ~unager of lndi, 
their is no l·my 1ve can presently tie into your plant. Hmvever, 
the City Manager and City Attorney, did state that if the council 
so decided, this could be d1anged. We are proposing a plan which 
over a 10 year term through the use of an assessment on our project, 
would provide additional dollars to expand your plant. We are more 
than willing to pay our own way on this project, but do seek your 
assistance. We Houl d appreciate an appearance in front of the 
council to explain our plans in detail. 

Wi tl)..warnt regards. 

~b~ 
Corey<jqti~k: 
Executive Vice President 

.I 
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BLACK & VEATCH 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS 

City of Lodi 
City Hall 
221 West Pine Street 
Lodl, California 95240 

Attn: Mr. Jack L. Ronsko 

Gentlemen: 

Re: Review of Development Proposal 
Thornton Road & Highway 12 

TEL (415) 944·5770 

~470 DUSKIRK AVENUE 

P.O. SOX 4241 

WALNUT CREt:K. CA 941'$96 

February 24, 1981 
File 9010.003 

As per your request, we have reviewed the subject development plan. Our 
review Is based upon the Information shown on the architectural plan which 
Is subject to considerable Interpretation. Therefore, while the data presented 

·--· In this letter will give the City a basis for evaluating the request for sewer 
services, more detailed analysis at a future date Is recommended before a 
final agreement is reached regarding flow and costs. Our review comments 
are as follows: 

I. 

2. 

c: 

Estimated Discharge: 

Average Daily Flow 74,000 gpd 
Maximum Dally Flow 146.000 gpd 

·Peak lnst. Flow 300.000 gpd 

Impact on Existing Capacity: 

Based upon current flows at White Slough, which are lower than 
historical r·~cord because of the drought, this development repre­
sents 6-8 p:'!rcent of the existing reserve capacity and would 
displace 264 two-bedroom dwelling units (Sewer Service Units). 
Should flow characteristics return to pre-drought conditions, the 
development would represent 25-30 percent of existing reserve 
capacity. 

About half of the flow will be domestic In nature (I.e.; hotel, 
motel, restaurants. etc.) with the balance being wastewater of 
various types. Ov"rali, the strength characteristics of the 
wastestream should be similar to the existing wasteflow to the 
plant. 

RECEIVED 
rt:t1 2 G 1981 

... ~tCITY OF LQDJ~~~,·~-----~ 



f31LACK & VEA1~-.... ~ . . 
City of Lodl 
Attn: Mr. Jack L. Ronsko 

3. Estimated Cost of Expansion: 

Febru2ry 24, 1981 
Page 2 

The smallest reasonable expaw:ion at White Slough Is from 5. 8 to 
7.0 mgd at an estimated project cost of 2.5 million dollars. The 
proposed development share would be $160 ,000. 

Assuming that the development is able to contract with a local farm 
for effluent disposal at no cost, construction of on site treatment 
would cost about $1,150,000. The cost of conveyance facilities to 
White Slough in lieu of on site treatment would cost about $420,000. 
Thus, the development realizes a capital cost savings of $730,000, 
not including the value of the 7.8 acre treatment plant site which 
could be developed and the administrative costs of obtaining a 
discharge permit, If wastewater Is conveyed to White Slough. 

Based upon the apparent capital costs involved, a negotiated 
connection fee between $160,000 and $730,000 would benefit the 
developer and protect the City. 

4. Other Considerations: 

The overall impact of this development upon the White Slough treat-· 
ment facility Is minimal from a technical sense. Political considera­
tions are the significant factors. The following items came to mind 
during the analysis which should be considered In the decision 
process: 

a. A decision early in the planning of the highway development 
regarding wh.,ther or not to allow discharge at Whit". Slough 
would reduce the potential of future technical problems. The 
City should Insist upon adequate collection facilities to lim1t 
Infiltration and maintenance problems. Also, the City must be 
assured that an Industrial discharge with an Incompatible waste 
Is not allowed Into the development without pretreatment 
requirements. 

b. Should the City decide to accept wastes from the development, 
but not annex the area, then the in<;tallation of a permanent 
flow monitoring station is desirable for billing purposes. An 
additional service charge would be necessary for users In this 
area to offset costs paid by residents of the City through 
general taxes. 

c. Collective or individual pretreatment at the development for 
oil and grease due to the large number of restaurants and 
service stations should be considered. 

2 



BLACK & VEA·{~ 
City o"f lodl 
Attn: Mr. Jack l. Ronsko 

0 
February 24, 1981 
Page 3 

Supporting calculations are attached for your information. Should you have 
any questions, please call at your convenience. 

Very truly yours, 

BLACK & VEATCH 

~~ 
J5v David A. Requa 

DAR/JRT:sg 
Enclosure 

3 



Following a presentation by Corey Patick, Execu-
tive Vice President of Lurtsema-Patick Financial \ 
Company requesting sewer service for the proposed 
Saddleback Junction located at I-5 and Highway 
12, Lodi, Councll directed the City Manager to 

t with Mr. Patick to resolve questions raised 
ing his presentation to the City Council. [,. 
lowing the meeting between Patick and the City 

Ma.naqer, this matter is to be brought back to 
the City Council for consideration. 



l~~~~~~~~~~~]!i~~=:·: ··~~·o'•~:~ .. Comf.allion of ·San Joaquin County Officer . 

Phone: <209) 944.-2196 Date: 3-23-81 

the, proponent& of the eubjeet propoeel, hereby give notice 

0 dbineorporate a dty 
D dhwlve a dhtrict . 
liJ detach territory fr0111 an agency 

... 
fwt>.tll4t~~L~~~~~~~':f1~f.Oi\& by ·tlle. Cou•nheton, w oobmit the following: 

of this t!oolpleted "Justification of Proponl" 

coJ~l·.e; of legal metes and bounds deecdptlon of affected territory -
et;mclat~d• acceptable to the County Surveyor's Office 

map11 aho..dns affected territory end affected agencies 
t:()i· •. IJ.tl~;n<l) 1;111118.ll•erthan 8':111 x 1111 which h the 1110111: preferable abe and 

~;;~~~~~]~~;!:'~· . than 18" x 26". schedule 

exceed three) are W be maf.led copl11111 of .. the .Executtve 
'•:· Kepo1~t. an•:l r10.tic1~ c•f c011111iesion hearings regarding the subject: proposal •. 

22t W. Pine Street, lodl, CA 95240 

·· E. till ton Road 

Development Director, 221· 

. COMPLETE ALL.· QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS 
U' a questlon.'.fa'not'applicable to your proposal, you may 80 state. 

--<·;_-.,.·'<'_- :~<~t:(~}-;ff ... _._. --,. __ : --. 
· 1~ LOc~l'agency :organb:ation changes hereby proposed--designate affected agencies and 

annexations' by name: . 
.· EILERS REORGANIZATION . Annexation 

from.thcdloodbrldge Fl re Dl strict. 
of terri tory to the City of .l..odl. Detachment 
Annexation Includes the Woodbridge Senior 

Elementary School grounds. 
·.· .... 

. . 2~. sl:~t~tbry provisions governing proceedings: 

,,Tit1" ( Dlvl~lon 1 (commencing with Sec. 56000) of the California Government 
,:Code·Distrlct Reorganization Act of 1965. 

· · · · Page l 
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.~~jif~~,.~;;l~~i~~'~*~~\v;~~;;:;.·;~</·~;:;. . . .... .. ·. , .. · 8 .· . .. . . 

.:;w;:j~i(ifp(i p'I;J;Q.~:'bOUful&rteal create' am hiand or corridor of unincorporated terri tory? . 

iilf!~i~~~~ .. opl!~~1M• oi ...:,_,.or -roh1p1 

lf6.3" 
aerea ----------

U~' heeant' land uee of aubjec:t area: 11.5 acres are being used as elementary school; 
'/·31'acres are. being farmed to. supply an on-slte fruit and vegetable stand. 

,.: ,:> 

U.. .What b ~e·tntended developme~t of thh area: The vacant acreage Is 
· · Reslde!itlafd~ densl~y. In the lodl General Plan (1-10 units/acre). 
,; .;,:;·.,deve1c)pcftent plan submltted.by. applicant. . 
~U~ ''''l'ierin~'zonf.D8r''' · ·· · ·. . · 

:: • · .··;·:Si!:t/;Joaqiiln cO~ty Zoning CA-l, general agrlcul ture - .1 acre minimuM. 
;~ty~-: -.--· .-. ,fy•··,--·'· ',\·'._,·: ., 

designated 
No specific 

''14~ De~g~i~~ proposed Zoning chang~s: Will b~ annexed. as U-H, Unclassified Holding. 
>: i:· Probable. future zoning will be R,-1 ~ R-2 or Planned Development 
>;·,,··-

].~{ ~leas~d v~l~it of ·1-~d: $ 35,700 

i&~i: ..i~e~•~ vatlle of tlftprovementll: $ . ;6.5 
·:t;~i ~~lue of publicly. OWned land in areaf r ·. 0 .-. ~..;.... ___ _ 
.lfl;' Covern~~~ental aervf,ces required .by tllf.a proix>aal which are not presently available: 
·<J;~'fciiii:';,;,H!Ih~n\clt\velo~d the property will require municipal water, sewer, storm drainage 
,;r,'-li¥<('ii',l~!lincfrpo1tC:eiand fh'e protection; . Schoolcur:rently'has own water & sewer plus county 
<:1.9&Pmuat alternative liMiaaures would provide services Hated 1n 'xtem 18 above? . ·. · .·.· .. · service 
: . · .. <cOunty services and/or connection to special service districts In Woodbridge. : 

(f/:_-~·:'_:_:c:. ::.;:._,_:-- .·:,-.:·\_-..-.:· .. '--."~;·-'} __ -:;--;",':'~·';~:::.. . .... :, ... ··_:- .. __ : ' ... - . ---.<-','-·._., . ,: ;_ ; 

.)_~g,;. ' What ,;.;oolff.~~ti~na ~~u·~t -be made to ~xisting utU ity and .governmental facl.U. tie a to 
'.<'iif.?i'·provlde. aerY"icea..inll:lated by this proposal'l . . < .. 
~--._I ,''>",•,•:-(- _:, •'- -·---. ' ',- ...... .-.- : . •. ·' -.- - . - "·:"'-"_' -_·._ 

>'::;";[!.~.Extend water,. seWer and storm drain lines when property Is developed~·;· 
• ' • -,,- • ---- • + • 

2l.t;!.;;wt\.lt approxlaiate coats will 
_:~--~"'.-\_A.-:' . . - . . - . 

be incurred in accomplishing requirements of Item 20.above? 

/-~ .• L ·Unknown. 
2k . HoW. wlll such costs be Ill'.! I:?. 

J, , Developei;ofproperty will pay for utility line extensions. . . 
·---~i~ __ :i: :_~1-~~: p~~_yi&i_O~~-: of_ ~is ·proposal impo!le greater than normal burden On serv~c_it:lg.)ag!:_nCy 

~~~~~~l~~~~=·~ wboi<Hog fuHh« •-•" ond ovdu.,~o- odd!::~olp,.o 
' ' .;· .. , " 

Page 2 
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EILERS REORGANIZATION 

··· .... A P<>rtlon ~f the Sol!'theast Quart~r of Section 3lt, Township %, 
NorthRange 6 East, Mount Diablo Base and.l1erldlan, being described 

·as follows: · ·· · · · · · 

. ' ' ~ginning at 8 point In the West ltneM said Quarter, said 
point lying .North 1 lt9' 00" West,_27.gtfeet' from the Southwest 

.corner of said Quarter; thence North .h· lt9r .. 0011 West, along said. 
Vest Hne, 1295,lt feet; thence North 89~;t.3• 00" East, 660.92 feet 
tc) a point In the East. line of LILAC .STREE'I'> said point also being 
the Southwest corner of ACADEMY BLOCK as'isllOWO on map of .THOMS' 
ADDITION TO THE TOWN OF WOODBRIDGE flled;fo(record June 27, 1878, 
San ,Joaqul.n County Records; thence N(;irthe}lY> along said East line 
of. LILAC STREET, and the West line of-sajc:IACADEMY BLOCK to the 

. Nort~st corner of said ACADEMY BLOCK; said point also being In 
the South line of ACADEMY STREET; thencf! Easterly, along the 

.North;Jine of said 1\CADEtiY BLOCK and the;south llne of said ACADEMY 
STREET to a point In the Westerly rlght()fway .line of the 
SOUTHERN PACIFIC RAILROAD COI'IPI\NV; thene(!.SO'u~heasterly,, along 

. said Westerly right of way line to <! polnt:fn;cthe West ,line of 

. L~R SACRAI'IENTO ROAD; thence Southerl\'i/alo~g sald West line to 
a point In the North line of the. South.oi'iet.half..of' safd Southeast 
Quarter of Section.' 3'+,;sald point also:beJ~g{.the NortJn.rest· corner 
of NORTH GENERAL KILLS ADDITION as annexe~~·tc) the City of lodl, 
June 5, 1967, by Ordinance No. 836; thence\S()uth. 7° 12' .. oo•• West, 
almig the existing City limits line, andaloog said West line of 
LOWER SACRAI'IENTO ROAD, 1312.05 .. feet .. t() al>otnttn .the .North line 
of WEST TURNER ROAD. ADDITION as annexed}to the City of .lodl ~­
Augus(15, 1975, by Resolution No. lt100;{salc:l point also being 
In the North line of TURNER ROAD; thencc.\olest, along the existing 
City Limits Hne, and along said North line of TURNER ROAD, 1204.28 

· feet· to the_ point of beginning. 

Containing lt6.31t acres, more or less • 
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.. . E!I.EI\S REORGANIZATION 
: .. -::-:~,\~ 

IReSp(,nsib1e Agency:· I.Odi Planning !kpt. 
··\ -- ' 

Contact Person: JAMES 8. SCHROEDER 
.··.~>- _:_ ... :.,.)§~:>:>.:-.:·.- ... --:\'t\·'-'~-~:::::_:-\_/· . 

~IT'fOr LOo,l:~';:;,;<.~: ··• 
,' .:;' _-_ '·' ··::: ._,. :- .~ 

tHy:· 

lOOI 

Phone· . . .. 
County: 

SAN JOAQ.U IN 

. . < , ·· , PROJECT DESf.RIPTION OF NATURE, PURPOSE, AND lOCATioti 
· ·-:--->;_ <-<---~--.''.'_:'~~i:;;;?o-'·::;_:~~Yi·:·::.;: -.:· -- ,·, __ --:·\.-.:>_-~ :: : · :·_ ·. _ "+ .··: .-::,- . _· _· 

_..__Th!!-~ ;appHC:ant:~ tierin('Eit'elrs. Is requesting annexatloq of a 46- acre parcel 

of t&rict t~ the cl~}''~i""'[';;di. The property, locat~d at the nort~st carne~ 

-:· ., 

·. '.··:-- --".' -·-.· 

relliOVe the property from the Woodbridge Fire Dlstrlctand Woodbridge ·· 
;_. . ' . ' . , .. 

·.Irrigation District 

Project Location COunty 
SAN JOAQUIN .COUNTY 

'·: -.·· i' . 

. . 

. ' 

:- : ', . :. : ·.::~_,._ 
'· ·,-



Environmental Assessment 

)NITIAL STUDY 

''. . PROJECT. TITlE __ ·...;·..!:E.!.!Il::!:E:.'!RS~R~EO~R~GA~N!!.I ZA!:!!!T.!.:I O~N~-------------
2 •. I.OcATIOI( . North of Turner Road between lower Sacramento Rd & Lilac Street · 

). I'ROJEc;T DESCRIPTION ··. The applicant, Henry Ellers, has requested annexation· ', , .. +. . ' . . . 
. of a lt.6~acre parcel_:to the City of lodL The annexation also ·Includes the' 

'Woodbridge Senior Elementa'ry SchOol. · Th:' re.)l·ganb:atlon would also resiYire · 

.whhdrai.lal from the \.loodbrldge Fire District and the 'lloodbrldge Irrigation ;.,;. 

District~ ·'·'· ' 

~lo. ~eral Plan .Designation (A) Exlstlng (city), (B) Proposed (A low Density ·.·.·· ·.' 
·,::-.:·:- J,'-::'\..:,··,.·::--'~_,-_,_::' _.·. - y- _·-- .'· ___ ,;,, ... ;•' • . ' . ' .· - ..• 

''·'"Residential· (1.;10 units/acre) s Publlq (B) No Change~ · · · · · 

Sl tedescrlptlon imd surroulldi.ng land use The property contaIns a commerCIa 1 

,.;;{~~~t ·~l~ilion !the sbutfwi~:portl~n and a school on the northern portion. 
·:;.The'property'ls surrounded by residential, commerclal & agricultural uses.· 

· 6 •. ZOning (A)Exlstlng~ (B)· Proposed· (A) GA-1, ·San· Joaquin County;· {B) U-H, • · 

· tlnclasstfled llol'dt~g & P~bil~. .?;,''' · · 

, H? >0\il·it";the ProJ~~·Have a st911iftcant£ffect 
·V? Through Any of the Following Impacts? 

·-~,:_.. ''"·' ,-. ; ,.::_:.~~~·:_-_~_}:[:_,. __ ~-~-- -_ •.<·'; ~-,~----

7. a.;·/.Substantla1 altercation ,of natural. tOP.OlJraphy, soil .. 

_-.:_._:;::·.-; ;!'~ ,,~:; ~-~~----.\S,~~~I_l,_ ~~~~~~e~. ~--~- ff~·:.-~ ;:.~: ~~-.~4~ ,· -· --~ ;·~ -~-~ -~ • • :.~~.~. • • ~ '· .. •• ·.-

b. ·substantially degrade surface or_groundwater quality •• 

·.c. Substantlally'deplete·su~face or groundwater 
·--·resources • •••••••••••• -... --••• :. •••• · ........ .- .......... o ..... ., ... "' • 

d. 's~bstantla11y interfere with groundwater flow 
··.· _~_or· ~c~rge .••. 0 a. 0. 0 • ............ 0 • ••••• 0 ••• ....... ~ ... b."' 

.·.-.· .. e. ·ca~se' a slgnlfleant affect related i:o flood, erosion 
:::t-;"'-~~~_-?:::~:·:~---~~:·c:ir st1 tat ton ...................................... ~ ................. .. -..:-:::: .... ' . -· . ----- ·-. ··'.- . - . 

. f. Substantial Interference with the habitat of any 
species of fish, wildlife or plant •••••••••••••••••• • • 

g.· Violate ambient air quality standards or.create 
-substantial air emissions or objectionable odors •••••• 

h. Substantially Increase ambient noise or glare 
.. ,_:level for' adjoining areas ............................................... .. 

I. ·S~~sta!ltJ~l red~ctlon of existing cropland •••••••••••• 
. •. -~ ·-.'~··:--'"'- •',\;-~_--·- -:-.·:.o-··-·::'0 . 

.. .J~: Expose .Individuals or property to geologic, public 
· health, traffic, flood, seismic or other hazards ••••• • 

.... 
;_:' 

. ' :'· . 

. ~; . \ .' .. 

"'' .: 

.-
)( 

... . ·.': _; · .. 

)( 

·X _.__. 

. :~. ~-- .:. ~ 

-· 
)( ···.· .- -
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•. ,<·· 

ff~''''?lliivf.l;a .s~b~tanttal, demonstrable, negative aesthetic 
p effeCt.·.· •• o •·• oo. o ••• ~ •• oo. Ill ... I> .. o oo• oo o o .... o .... 0 .. o (110" o o . ' 

Result In the disruption or alteration of an 
.archeOlogical. historical or p.a1~ntologlca1 site •••• 

, ~~~~ Caus~.or allow substantial Increase In consumption fn 
·-any' n8_tura1 reSourCes •• -!~;:·: ... ~. o- ~. o-.o-. ~,~ ... ~. ~ .;,-~ .-.~ ...... 

. Results In the use o/ ~aste: of substantial amounts ol' 
fuel; or energy. 0 o 0000 ~-0 -~~ 00,0~0 o.o- 0 DDO 00 o'& & 0 CO 0 .. ~~0 Q)q>O>O .• ~ 

. 1 (: o~. Hecessl.tate major: extensions of water • sewer •. storm, , 

Yes "No 

)( 

)( 

)( 

)( 

. drain, electrical Hnes or public roads ••• ~· ••• ~ •• ~.~. 
:i·:·r!_---~·_, .. _.; .. ,-.. ·,.;.·'-:·-'.7":··~((': -~- .. -~~..t·-t--.f'; .• ;~.' ~;-,·!tr·1 ' r"-"·t······-~ ',\." .,!.(~1;_, 

p. Substantially Increase delliand for or utll h:atfon of -· · 
public .services such ·as schools or fire or pollee 

i ,._ p'rotectton •••• o;.. ~ · .. ~-~--~.; ~·"'-. ~ •• '. ~ ..;~ o ••••••• · •• ~. o- .:~ ... ~-0 
. - '·_· .. :' -· ::----.- ~- :".:.".':"--. ', .. ,.,.-:,;~. t.<. :·:.- ~.;:._ ... "/ :"f:~." ::;-: .. ·'"•}· ~ ,•: -~: :. t: -:; :~ -:·:·. lf;:-~ ·< ,~. - :· -~- ----:"' > 

q. Substantially, change .transsiortatlon patterns related,·, 
··.· 'to" existing 'traffic toad, street capacity~ parking ·· ,_,. i) ~, .. :e··,n . .. -x 

• 

May~ 

·-
·,-;,' 

.. . .- ·- •'" 

· ,··~ava11ab111ty 'or trafflc'safety.~~-~~.~ •• -.~~-~ •• ·.:.~··· · 
~b:'l(:•;y·,··,·· ·' ·rt\1,;1ndu~ s..lbstan'tlal 'grc>Wth?eoocerltration''o~: dlsp,1ace- · .. '.: :· ' .... ;. ·<'­

_r:_M&nt' ~f;_··_poput at Ion~.· • __ •. o •. .-~.; • •·• o- ;; __ ~_._ ~~-:~ ~ .. • ~-~-~. :· ~. :··~·-. _· __ o·-· -.·_-! ·. ,..._;_ j:!.., 
;:-;;;·"':it:.\s. , ·~sut ~A~~:an. a 1 terat ton _or confltct'~li:h ;~·rsttn~'~r" · · ·~· · - ·• . 

·· P1 afn\t!d-· 1and. uses. o. ·• .. -~ ... ~--. ~'~·-:';}-~ .-~·~ ~~-~ ;~,~\'~'-~·~-~-:-;-~~:~~-~~-.: : .·.·.··t·· .. ·.·., , .··.·_._: ___ . __ ·, ·,.···,_·_ :,:!~.~ .. _·. x_ · 

.·;._.·;; ~· · _.:: · ·-' - j r.-'p--: '! . ,.rt·t· i: " 
t. <Conflict with adopted plans. goals or. pollcfes of ' · .. )( 

·< --~--:-·_;·::::_-:·· -:-~the. c_tty 'of Lodl-..... 0 •• ..:· •• o- 0 0 ••• •. _.~_-.:_. 0 •• •. ~. ..... .......... . ._ -

.... \.- -: -· . ·~:_ ~ .·. ·- - .. , · ~. --· · . ,_:,::.~::!Yt&~t\;~~~0_.~::- ·;1 ;~:-~;.~:i_,_;;::~~-_;-.. ~;~.~:-~--~ ,1:;~-· ;_~;:>: >::~ , .. ":, ~ :_ ·. · · J •• -

.Adverse Impacts of project and their magnitude: None. The school will be 
-·.-.... '. __ ;. -. -~·:-:·;·.~- -- ·_' ., ·,, _,, ... ,, .. ~.~--·.;:.·i .... '.·::.:;,;.:/;'·.:·-:.,_~:-_·:;:;-,\,.-:," ... _ ... . ..., .. :_... . ' . --:. ·--<~··;'·: 

·provided City pollee and fire 'protectlon'but this will not substantially affect·· ... 
n.•:· 'the Pollee or Flre Departments.· 'Annexation will not affect the functioning of. the-.' 

' .. · schOol. . ....... :·:•··· <'•:' ,,,,, 

~~~--~--~----~--~~~~~~--------~~~--
~. ~~ ' ·, ' .. ~--, .. ' . ' I .. -1 ;_ ·-· •• -· •• • _-. -, : 

""'"'- ---~_;·; .. _{ ......... ; ',~;..· • .-.- ~-~;. • .,, ·,.- •.• 1 .,., :. 

.-.-, .. , ... ·, . 
Study:. __ _ Hltlgatloo ,.easures to Reduce Ad~erse linllacts Identified by lnftla1 .. ' . ~ . . ·. . 

···' .- -'~. ... .-

ES a: scHROEDER · .. 

I nmen ta ~~v I ewf\....J"-.o:. ~u1N::P<,.,..., 

. :.,.,:,··· 
,,, ... 

....... ·'i : 

- I 



ktNRv .. "-ciA~s, ~.···· . . . OlyMariap 

AtiCO.l. R£1~ ' 'ti< 
City Cieri!.· . 

:-·.·.·-./'\->\ 
·· IIONAtb f': ~!N~.i.r ~\ 

0·~: .- -· -~,:_,_ -•. _,. -,_ -·-.- -. ·;- >> 

. . . 

. AprllS, .1981 

serve . as·· foxi.t~l.\~bh!Icatibn hat . the 
,at its regular me~gng of~Aprill,··. 

· to take ·action< on j(>ui<;applica tion •• for 
and detachment froai· the· ~Woodbridge· Fire 

have any quesuC>:j~~~{J'~r8",#~£~9n, 
~!:::e~~~~~~~f~:r~~e~··.~~~~~t~::J::!!n~f~f~:c~~~~ • ·• 

Very. t:fuil" yours, 

~~.~l~ 
;:City' Clerk' · • · · · 

. c_--,.-~ - ' . '·,. . 

. _·. :_·, -. .. - -:· .: -, 

Sullivan ·~nd. Newton ·Litts~- Mullen, Perovich, 
·Attorneys at Law 

· .Tames scnroE!der 
oammunity Development Director 

· Gerald l1'. Scott 
LArCO Executive Officer 

._,_ 

-":--:·· •, :: 

... ·_ 

-.. :_.'_ 

' ..... 

-·; -


