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Introduction

This Final ZEnvironmental Impact Report (FEIR} has been
prepared for the City of Lodi (City) in accoraance with City
requirements and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
(Public Pesources Code Section 21000 et seq.) and State CEQA
Guidelines (14 California idministrative Code Section 15000 et
seq.}. The document includes the comment letters received
during the reguired public review period, which began on July
27, 1987 and ended on August 28, 1987, During this time the
Dr~ft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)} was reviewed by various
state and local agencies. Written comments were received from
the following agencies: City of Lodi/Department of Public Works
and Departme t of Park: and Recreation, California State Office
of Planning and Research, California Department of Conservation,
and the California Depertment of Transportation.

The DEIR, of which this FEIR is a part, identified the
potential environmental effects of a proposed residential devel-
opment, known as the (entury Meadows project, on a 11l60-acre
parcel adjacent to so.thwest l.odi. The proposed project in-
cludes the development of 806 s:ngle-family homes and a 2.4-acre
church site with attendant streets and public services.

The project site is located outside of the City limits, in
ar. area covered by the Measure A election process, which re-
guires annexation, a General Plan Amendment, rezoning, and
specific development approval. This EIR is being prepared as
part of the voter-mandated Measure A review process.

How to Use This Report

This report is divided into four sections: "Summary of
Environmental Impacts”; "Project Description”"; "Comments and Re-
sponses”; and “"Appendices."™ Each of these sections has its own
purpose and serves to aid the reader in fully understanding the
project and its implications. A brief description of each
section follows.

The “Summary of Environmental Impacts” section lists all of
the potential impacts of the project and presents any mitiga-
tions that woula reduce or eliminate project impacts. This
section 1is taken directly from the DEIR. This section is in-
cluded to facilitate understanding of the comments and re-
sponses. Each mitigation measure is numbered to correspond with
the Summary Table (Table 1). The level of significance of each
‘impact with and without mitigation is identified. This section
is an overview intended for use during discussion of the project
and does not include any discussion of the identified impacts.
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€ oI the summary only, witho-t reading the supporting text,
could lead to an incomplete understanding of the project.

The "Project Description" section presents a full descrip-
ticn of the project, including its location, the project compo-
nents, the project objectives and phasing, and any other rele—
vant information. This section is included verbatim from the
DEIR and is provided to aid the reader in understanding the
project as well as the comments and responses.

The "Comments and Responses" section includes each letter
received during the public review period. The 1letters are
reproduced in the section, with the response to each letter
immeciately following. There are five tables located in this
seccion. Two of these tables are revised from the DEIR (Revised
Tcoles 14, 15), one is included with no revisions (Table 1), and
two include new information {Tables 2, 3).
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Summary of Environmeiial Impacis

The following list (Table 1) itemizes all significant and
less-than-significant impacts that were identified during the
course cof this environmental analysis. The mitigated impact
implies that all mitigation measures should be followed, unless
otheérwise indicated in this Summary. Adverse impacts that are
unavoidable, and whiclk cannot be mitigated to a less-than~-sig-
nificant level are noted. The Initial Study prepared on the
project has detailed all areas of investigation. All effects
deemed potentially significant have been evaluated in this
report.

This Summary should be wused in coniunction with a thorough
reading of the entire Draft EIR report. The Summary is intended
as an overview; the report serves as the basis for this Summary.




Table 1. Summary of invirommental Impacts

Mitigation Measure

Impacts - No. in Text Mitigation Measures

Geology and Soils

Lccation of project in area of
potential seismic activity

Conversion of agricultural soils

Implement Uniform Building
Codes (UBC) requirements
when designing stxuctures.

None available if project
is approved.

Hydrology

Generation of increased stommwater
runoff

Design storm drain facili-~
ties in accordance with
requirements of Lodi Public
Works Department.

Plants and Wildlife

Potential loss of mature oak trees

Encourage retention of ma-
ture oaks in an open-space
buffer, park, or drainage
basin area if feasible.

Consider implementing tree. -
protection ordirance or °
restrictmns to encourwe .

Traffic

Generation of .ncreased traffic
volumnes

Signalize intersection Of
ILower Sacramento Road and

Sacramento Road and Harney| -

Lane, and Kettleman Lane and
Mills Avemie. :
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Tabie 1.

Con ipued

Mitigation Measure

regional air quality program

Impacts No. in Text Mitigation Measures
Traffic (Continuea} 7 Minimize puwber of collector
streets that intersect major
arterials.

8 Limit the use of parallel §
through-streets. {(Use Mills
Averue as only throuch-
street.)

Contribution to cumlative 9 Fignalize intersection of

traffic growth Kettleman Lane and Mills
Avenue.

Noise

Tempcrary increase of construction—- 10 Restrict construction to

related noise nomal daytime pericds.

11 Provide proper equipment
maintenance.

Generation of increasei traffic- 12 Use state noise
related rioise levels insulation standards.

13 Orient buildings to minimize
window exposure to roadWay
traffic.

Air Quality ,

Localized increase of carbon 14 None required. s

monoxide levels S

Generation of construction dust  15 Use standardi constructlm :
dust reduct).m practloes

Consistency with regional air 16 None reqmred ‘ o

quality plan

Incremental contribution to 17 Nore required.




Table 1. Continued

Mitigation Measure

Impacts Ne. in Text Mitigaticn Measures
Land Use
Reduction of agricultural 18 None required.
revenues
Inoompatibility of project with 19 Create 20-foot ufier area
adjacent agricultural uses between project and adjacent |

agricultural uses.

20 Provide a é-ifoot, chain-link
fence to separate residential]
parcels fram drainage basin.

Conversion of prime agricultural 21 No feasible mitigation )

soi1ls to urban uses measure exists if project is
implemented.

rancellation of Williwmson Act 22 None required.

Contract

Water

Increase in damestic water 23 None required.

consurmption

Effect on groundwater table 24 None required.

Sanitary Sewer

Development of project in an area 25 Restrict development ﬁntil b

of insufficient sewerage treat- ' sufficient treatment o

ment capacities capacity has been developed
{est. 1989). EN

Generation of increased storm 26 Tnstall trunkline parallel

water 1unoff to and south of Century.
Boulevard.

Police and Fire e

Development of project could 27 Provide additional fire and
necessitate provision of police personnel and equ1p~
additional fire and police ment as required.

protection
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Table 1. Continued

Mitigation Measuve

solid waste

Impacts No. in Text Mitigation Measures
Schools
Generation of 806 school-age 28 Collect school mitigation
children tees as specified by state
Resources Code.
Generation of increased 29 None reguired.

-

Parks

Development of project would 30
establish a need for park
acreage within the project site

provide neighborhood park of |
2-3 or 5-6 acres within the |
project site, depending on
development of G-Basin.

Cultural Resquces

Location of project in an area 32
with no known archeological
resaurees

Consult archeoldgist if
resonrces are discovered
during construction.

~J
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Project Description

Project Location

The Century Meadows parcels are located in southwestern
Lodi, adjacent to the City limits (Figure 1). The project sice
is bordered by Harney Lane on the south, the Woodbridge Irriga-
tion District (WID) on the east, the G-Basin and agricultural
uses and Lower Sacramento Road on the west, and Century Boule-
vard on the north (see Figure 2). The site comprises assessor
parcel numbers 058-210-1, 058-210-2, 058-210-3, 058-210-4,
058-210-9, and 058-230-2. As the Century Meadows property 1is
not located within the City limits of Lodi, annexation to the
City would be required to have City services made available.

Project Characteristics

The project would result in the development of 806 single-
family homes on 160 acres (5.0 dwelling units per acre). The
site plan includes a loop street system with eight cul-de-sacs
and three primary project entrances off of Century Boulevard and
two entrances off Harney Lane (see Figure 3). The project also
includes a 2.4-acre church site. A 4-acre portion of the proj-
ect site is separately owned and not currently a part of the
proposed project.

Construction of the project would include the installation
of necessary public service infrastructure such as sewer lines,
water mains, and other utilities. Stormwater from the site
would be piped to a proposed storage basin located directly west
of the project. Sewage from the project would flow by gravity
to the White Slough Water Pollution Control Treatment Facility
located southwest of the City.

General Plan and Zoning

The subject parcel is not located within the Lodi City
limits and, therefore, has San Joaquin County General Plan and
zoning designations. The project site has a General Plan desig-
nation of "Agriculture® and "Low Density Residential®™ and a
zoning designation of "General Agriculture - 40-acre minimum
parcel size."

Approval Process

. As the subject parcel is located outside of the Lodi City
limits, it would require annexation prior to development with
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City services. The pioperty is therefore subject to- the re-
quirements of Lodi's Measure A Growth Initiative.

Measure B requires that annexation of properties to the
City for development purposes must be approved by a vote of the
electorate. The annexation would also require City Council and
Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) approvals (see "Land
Use” section for further discussion).
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CITY COUNCIL

TVELYN M OLSON, Mayor

JOHN R {Randy) SNIDER
Mayor Pro Tenpove

CITY OF LODI

CITY HALL, 779 WEST Pl STRESY

DAVID M HINCHMAN CALL 80X 1008
JAMES W PINKERTON, jo LODI, CALIFORNIA 952411910
FRED M RiID {2091 ) 345604

HHLICOPHR (30W 313418

August 1B, 1937

Community Development Department
City of Lodi

Call Box 3006

Lodi, CA 95241-1910

SUBJECT: Century Meadows DEIR

The City of Lodi Public Works Department has the following cosments on

the Century Meadows Draft Environmental Impact Report:

1. Page 7 - The tota) size of the G-Basin will not be determined
unt

the park plans are developed and approved. A 9-hole golf
course concept s now being reviewed which would require an

approximate addition of 18 acres, providing 3 total ares of 45 acres.

S1

~3

Page 7, Project Characteristics - Revise {nfrastructure statements

to agree with statements in tic Services section,

3. Page 23 (A-Sh Kettleman La»e{l.mr"Sacnmnto Road -~ A traffic
yignal for s intersection is in sign stage. The project is
ge{rt\g done under an agreement between San Joaquin County and

altrans. : )

4, Page 25 ‘A-ﬂa Tuming Movement Counts - We understand:that use of

e »odel for turning movements .is questionable. We would

Tike to know how the model's results compared to the intersections
that were actually counted,

5. Page 25 (A-9), Kettleman Lane @ Hﬂis Avenue ~ Our obéerntlons
are that this fntersection doss not operate as poorly as indicated,

6. Page 25 (A-10), Lower Sacramento Roid ¢ Harney Lane - We would not
sEate that signal warrants are met without having actual traffic
counts, According to San Joaquin County, signals are not warranted
at this time, ' ’

7. Page 29 - Table references st the bottom are incorrect.

8. Page 31 - Second %arairngh (A-14 - Las% ?gnggagh).- The statement
s made that “... mpact... (at) Rettleman Lane/Mills Avenue

pa
would be very su\l_'. Without the Century Boulevard extension, the

THOMAS A 1 TERSOM

Cory Matager

ALICE M REWACHE
City Chorb

RONALO M STEIN

ity Attorney

|

l

Y
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Cosmunity Development Department
August 18, 1987
Page 2

10,

11,

12.

e,

heavy northern traffic will yse Mills Avenue and Ham Lane. Since
Lower Sacramento Road ts a major north-south route, it would seem
the extension would relteve traffic on Mills Avenue, This fs the
type of question which the traffic model should be used to help
answer,

Page 31, Mitigation Measures - These appear to combine those in C7
the Appendix. Also, no mention is made of Century Coulevard/Ham I

Lane. Measuyres 7 and 8 will require & major redesign of the
development, They are, however, important and should be done,
Recommendations for realignment will ba made to the Planning
Commissfon.

Page 33 (A-16), Cumylative Conditions - 1t is not clear what was
Used Tor this analysis - 15 Tt the same as the list in Table 12, //
Page 721 It would appear not, based on examination of Figure A,

Page A-24. The mitigation measure 9 is included in 6. 15 this what

was intended? The development should pay for a portion of these and

other traffic improvements.

| 10

The HINUT® traffic model’'s calibration to existing conditions and

results for future land uses has not been completely reviewed by /0?
City starf, Because of this and the problem mentioned in Comment

13, we are reluctant to iake comments on the accuracy of the traffic

analysts. We are confident however that the planned lane

configurations for the streets involved are adequate.

The project was analyzed as & whole, however, 1t may be approved as
separate projects, The design would result in many half streets
which create many problems in & residential area. Also, the
disposition of the four-acre parcel "not included® should be
determined as it may affect the street layout.

| /3
| /4

| /5
| /G

/7

Pages 59 8 60, Water Wells - The addition of two wells and
oversTze Tines will cost the City over $500,000. Some means to
nitigate this impact should be developed. :

Page 60, Sewer System - The collector mentioned will be north of
arney 'l'.ane, pumped 8t the south end of G-Basin to the trunk (ine
in Lower Sacramento Road.

Pages 60 & 76, Wastewater Troatment pPlant Capacity ~ The City's
plant 1s currently at capacity. Ihe pTant Is now processing up to
6.1 mi1lion gallons per day. First phase capacity of 6.8 million
gallons per day s not indicated. The City's present schedule is to
have the first phase completed by the winter of 1989. There are
many variables in this scheduling. It is vory possitie that ¢
connection moratorium will be needes at some time during the next
two expansion phases {f all the cumulative projects are approved and
built. This development may not be able to be served until the
first phase is comp'=ted,

i



Community Development Department
August 18, 1987
Page 3

16.

17.
18.

19.
20.

If you have any questions about our comments, please contact Richard
Prima, Chief Lyvil Engineer, or me at your convenience. ~

Jack\L. Ronsko L b
PuLlic Works Director

JLR7RCP/ma 8

[of o

Page 61, Storm Drainage Basin - The basin is west of the project, //C?

" Jones & Stokes Associates, Inc.

not east. It needs to be expanded as part of the project. Until
the park plan for the G-Basin has been developed, the total size of
the basin is unknown. The additional required eight acres is the
absolute minimum just to handle the drainage requirements.
Presently, a 9-hole golf course concept is being evaluated. If
this concept is approved, the total G-Basin would be approximately
45 acres.

In addition, the Beckman Pump Station needs a major expansion., The
pump station work is budgeted for 1987/88. Development of master
storm drain facilities in this area (G) has been left to the
developers. They have been required to install facilities as a
credit against drainage fees.

Page 65, Park Needs - Drainage basin construction does not provide /’C7
for park appurtenances, i.e., trees, barbecues, benches, walkways,
recreation facilities, etc. Some means to mitigate this impact
should be developed.

Page 75, Cumulative Water Consumption - This table reflects all G:?C)
the projects in lable 12. 1he impact on the City system will be
less since Table 12 includes Woodbridge projects “%ich are not
served by the Clity system.

Pages 75 & 76, Cumulative Wastewater Generation - It is not clear
which of the Table 12 projects are included in these figures. é;%/
Woodbridge developments should not be included as they are served by
a separate sanitary district. Present flows are as high as 6.1, not
5.7.

Page 78, Additional Park Land - Statements under this paragraph

are not consistent with those on Page 65. If lack of park land is c;2=2
significant under the cumulative impacts, then this Department must
question why it's unavoidable. Means to mitigate this park land S
deficiency should be developed. R

16




Comment

No.

1

=3

Response to Comments - City of Lodi

Response

Comment noted; no response required.

The wastewater would be pumped to the collector line ang
then flow by gravity to the water pollution control
facility.

Comment noted; no response required.

It—is-acknowledged -that-existing-traffic counts-and-the

e

MINUTP projected counts are not _n agreement. This may
be due to either seasonal vari:tions in traffic flow
and/or additional development of land uses, since 1985,
which are not reflected in the data base used in prepar-
ing the analysis of area traffic volumes. However, in
analyzing the impacts of both the Century Meadows proj-—
ect and cumulative growth, a compa:ison of existing
volumes projected by the model (with cumulative plus
project traific volumes) provides an adequate analytical
tool to determine nrecessary mitigation measures. In
evaluating incremental impacts to street systems, MINUTP
is an acknowledged tool for identifying appropriate
mitigation measures, even in those s .tuations where the
MINUTP projections concerning existing volumes do not
directly correlate to known or counted volumes. At this
peint in time, the citywide 1985-86 model is being
updated as a portion of the general plan process. Once
this updating and recalibration is complete, the MINUTP
model should more accurately reflect current traffic
data. However, in the meantime the MINUTP does identify
appropriate mitigation which will adequately mitigate
project-related impacts.

The analysis used the 1985 Highway Capacity Manual/
Unsignalized Intersectior Traffic Capacity method. The
LOS indicated is for the most congested at :the inter-
section (i.e., 1left from Mills onto Kettleman). All
other movements are at a higher LOS.

Since 24-hour ccunts are not available for the inter-
secticen and San Joaquin County indicates that warrants
are not met, the FIR consultant recommends that a pro-
gram for monitoring this intersection be initiated.

17
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The reference to Table 3 in the last paragraph on page
29 should read Table 7.

The model was used to analyze the effects of construct-
ing the Century Boulevard extension. The evaluation
indicated that the extension would not attract a signif-
icant proportion of the traffic from Ham Lane and Miils
Avenue onto Lower Sacramentc Road.

Mitigation measure 6 was formatted incorrectly. The
measures identified will be required toc improve traffic
flow in the area with or without the project and are not
project specific mitigation.

Measures 7 and v would necessitate project redesign. 1In
the absence of design direction from the applicant and
the City, it is not possible to prepare a revised site
plan for this FEIR. The recommended mitigation measures

11

12

13

14

could be included in the site plan during the review
process. However, if the plan revisions are substan-
tial, it is possible that supplement-~l environmental
review would be required.

The cumulative analysis included all of the projects
shown in Table 12 (page 74), except for the Woodbridge
projects. The traffic model wused did not include
Woodbridge in the analysis study area.

The traffic volumes shown on Figure A in the report were
complete.

Mitigation measure 9 was a duplication of mitigation
measure 6 and should not be included.

The project should pay its share of the area-wide trans-
portation improvements. An assessment district or
citywide mitigation fee could be set up to collect fees
to pay for area transportation improvements. The fees
could be collected based on a per project basis.

See comment 4.

If the projects are separately -approved, then each
project should be required to develop all streets to an
adequate street section.

Without direction from the City and the applicant, it is
not possible to determine the deposition of the 4-acre
"not included"” parcel. The ultimate use of this parcel
will directly affect, and be affected by, the develop-
ment of the rest of the project site. Access to the
parcel could be provided/ensured by stubbing streets at
the parcel boundary but designing the development so
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that these streets, 1f built, would not provide primary
access to the site.

Currently, the City has no means to collect the $250,000
cost of the well and oversize water lines. Some mitiga-
tion measures to pay for the new well and lines are as
follows:

o Form an assessment district in which participants of
the district pay the cost.

o The City can charge the developer for the cost of the
new well and lines.

o Charge on a first-come, first-serve basis with either
the first develop::r paying the installation ccsts with
reimbursement con ng from subsequent developers on a
prorated basis, ox the last developer using the infra-

20

21

22

structure paying the total cost.

Consideration of this 1issue should be made by City
Council.

Comment noted; no response necessary.
Comment notec.; no response necessary.
Comment noted; no response necessary.

Currently, the City has no development reguirements for
drainage basins 1in regard to park appurtenances. The
City could require the developer to prepare a recre-
ational master plan for the drainage basin. The City
could further require review of this plan by approprizte
agencies.

Revised estimated cumulative consumption would be
3,080,762 gpd (see revised Table 14). '

Revised estimated cumulative wastewater generation would
be 1,360,510 gpd (see revised Table 15).

The difference between the statements is because the”'

analysis on page €7 refers to the project site only,

while that on page 80 refers to cumulative growth in the:

area. There does not appear to be sufficient vacant
land to accommodate the park demands resulting from
cumulative growth. Therefore, this impact appears to be
unavoidable, as vacant land cannot -be created. The
means to mitigate this deficiency will need to be iden~-
tified and evaluated by the City as part of both its
overall project review and General Plan revision pro-
cess.

19




Revised Table 14. Estimated Cumulative Water Cons'.lmptiona

Consumption
People/ Population b

Residential Acres du du Generated Rate  Unit gpd
Single—family —  3,0419 2068 8,150 320 gpad 2,607,962
Multi-family - 6208  2.00 1,360 320 gpod 435,200
Subtotal® 761.3 3,721 — 9,579 320 gped 3,043,162
Industrial 37:6 — — -— 1,000 gpcd 37,600
Tctal 3,080,762

See page 77 of the Draft EIR for original table.
Damenichelli pers. conm.

Includes Lakeshors Meadows.

Includes multi~-family and duplex units.

Sum does not equal total due to rounding.

o0 oTN
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- Revised Table 15. Estimated Wastewater Generation
Consurption %
Land Use zone® Acres® Rate® Unit gpd :
Residential
Single-family R-1 183.05 1,200 gpad 219,660
Single-family/
duplex R-2 492.25 1,800 gpad 886,050
Multi-family R-GA 24.4 4,000  gpad 97,600
Multi-family R-MD 15.0 6,000 gpad 90,000
Industrial M-2 37.6 2,000 gpad 75,200
Total 1,368,510
g City of Lodi Cammnity Development Department 1987.
Appelfeller pers. coamm. ;
See page 79 of the Draft EIR for original table.
’ﬁ 21



Comments - City of Lodi Department of Parks and Recreation

The following comments were submitted by the City of Lodi
Department of Parks and Recreation:

o]

"Regarding the 1loss of potential native oaks: The
recommendation is to allow for a park. If this is

feasible it should be pursued -~ page 2. Mature oaks are

often protected in many communities through a tree
ordinance. Extensive evaluation of the life expectancy
of the ocaks is an important consideration.

"Project reguires 5-6 acres of park and is near G-Basin.
Perhaps oaks could be included in park area. It wouid
appear that this development should be tied to the golf

course development if that option is to be exercised.”

"Agree with Scott to try and add the 5-6 acres to exist-
ing G-Basin as "high ground” acreage where tennis
courts~soccer fields-buildings might be built.”

"Consider a separate area in this development away from
G-Basin. Our finding is you shoulé not put a general
park 5-6 acres along side a golf course facility.
Locate it away from this area, more in the center of the
developed area. I see this facility bhaving a lot of
open area tennis courts, basketball court, play area,
etc. Incorporating the cak trees would be an excellent
idea.

"Scott Essin’s suggestion of adopting a park dedication
fee should be seriously considered. We're letting some
developers off the hook in some areas because there's
already park land set aside in their tract; it would be
fairer for every developer to pay into the fund and

parks could be developed out of the fund--wherever

needed and however many acres, etc.”

22
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Response to Comments - City of Lodi
Department of Farks and Recreation

An evaluation of existing oak trees by a tree specialist
is recommended to identify those trees which have the
potential to withstand development.

Please refer to page 21 of the "Mitigation Measures,
Plants and Wildlife" chapter.

Comment noted; no response necessary.

b

e g

¥y 4

=

27

28

Following review of the comment letter, it appears that
the creation of a separate park facility would be appro-
priate.

Comment should be considered by Lodi City Council.

23
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Police and Fire

A A
) L e tTINd Tos SR Ay Existinc Conditions /5
| The Lodi Folicé Cepartimgnt s es the area withiy the Lodi
3 city limits., T department has sworn officers, patrol
officers, and patrol cars. There is one central dispalch ;D

station, and the City is divided into seaven patrol areas. The

avarage response time for the City is 2.9 minutes. Development

of the proposed project will not adversely affect the service
0

level of the ce departmen o 'y as Lon
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The City of Lodi 11 provide fire protection to the

project area. The Lodi Fire Department provides service within
the city limits, an area of approximately 8.5 square miles with
a population of 45,794, The Department has 48 firefighters with
42 on line. It has four 1,500-gallon pumpers, one elevated
platform, truck and one equipment truck. The equipment s
distributed among three stations. The station closest to the
project afite is the main station at West Elm and Church Street,
Emd;gency response time to the project area is estimated to be
3.8 to 4 minutes which 1is beyond the Fire Department's
recommended l-minute driving time. The area is currently under
consideration for an additional fire station. Due to the
increased responge time, the project would have a negative
impact on the Department’'s Class III 1SO grading unless another
fire station was added. The City has a site on Lower Sacramento
Road just north of Elm Street,

ve

Development of the proposed project will not adversely
affect the service level of the Fire Department. Although it
would require the addition of two firefighters and increese the
amount of response calls by 12 per year.

Asgessment of Impact

Development of project site will necessitate provision of
additional flre and pollce protectlion

The City has 3 present raiio of 1.02 firefighter per 1,000
people. The deveolopment of the Batch project would
necegsitate the provision one firefighter to maintain this
ratio. According to the Fire Department, increased density
and gopulati:n may create the need for a higher number of
firefighters per thousand people (Hughes pers, comm.].

Hitigation Measures .

28) None required.
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Response to Comments - City of Lodi, Police Department

The police department has 61 sworn officers, 45 patroil
officers, and 15 patrol cars. The development of the
proposed project will not adversely affect the service
level of the police department as long as the 1.5 offi-
cer to 1,000 population ratio is maintained.

25
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LTE OF (CanEDRMA—LFFICE OF THE GOVERNDSR

GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN  Governos

TRICE OF PLANNING AND RESFARCH o N

I TENTH STREET ' ' St j‘%

CRAMENTO, CA  9581e »Q‘”%‘.
August 26, 1987

James Shroeder

City of Lodi
Community Development
221 West Pine Street
lodi, CA 95241-1910

Subject: Century Meadows
SCH# 87072802

Dear Mr. Shroeder:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named draft Envirommental Impact

Report (EIR) to selected state agencies for review. The review period is

closed and the comments of the individual agency(ies) is(are) enclosed.

Also, oo the enclosed Notice of Completion, the Clearinghouse has checked

which agencies have commented. Please review the Notice of Completion to.
ensure that yc.r cament package is complete. If the package is not in

order, please notify the State Clearinghouse immediately. Your eight-digit -
State Clearinghouse number should be used so that we may reply promptly.

Please note that recent legislation requires that a responsible agency or
otber public agency shall oaly make substantive camments on & project which
are within the area of the ageacy's expertise or which relate to activities
which that agency must carry out or apjrove. (AB 2583, Ch. 1514, Stats.
1984.)

These ccmments are forwarded for your use in preparing your final EIR., 1If
you need -more information or clarification, we suggest you contact the }3 O
commenting agency at your earliest convenience.

Please contact Norma Wood at 916/445-0613 if you have any questions. N
regarding the eanvirommental review process. v S

Sincerely,

pavid C. Nunenkamp s
Chiet
Office of Permit Assistance ;

cc: Resources Agency -

Enclosures

26



Resoonse to Comments - State Office of Planning and Research

&

30 Comment noted; no response required.
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© L. Srate of Colifernia THE RESOURCES AGENCY OF CAURORNIA

" "Memorandum
Yo Dr, Gordon P. Snow o o A 1887

Assistant Secretary for Resources Subinch
Draft Environmental

Hr. Janes Shroeder Impact Report (DEIR)
City of Ledi for Batch, Century
221 West Pine ) Meadows, Bridgetowne
lodi, CA 95241-1910 Estates

From ; Depertment of Conservatien—Office of the Direrter

The Dapartment of Conservation is responsible for monitoring
tarmland conversion on a statewide basis., The Departsent also
adninisters the California lend Conservation {Williamson) act.
" Wa have reviewed the City of Lodi's DEIR's for the three projects
reforenced above (Batch, BCH{ 670602037 Century Meadovs, SCH{
B7072802; and Bridgetowne Estates, SCH{ $7072801) and have noted
that the proposals will involve conversion of valuable farmland.
.The Department, therefore, offers the folloving comnents. .

The Bridgetown Estates project would convert 61 acres, Century
Headows would convert 160 acres, and Batch would convert 100
acres of nostly prime agricultural land for residential
dévelopment. Most of the land is under Williamsrn Aot contracts
and Would be .annexed by the City of.Jma{,

The Department is concerned with the . growth inducing impacts of
thess projects. Although it is stated in all thres EIR's that
these projects would not gensrats new grovth because of- Measure
A, ve would like to point out that these projects, if approved,
demonstrate ihat this mschanisn canriot be assumed to always be an
effective tool to limit the growth inducing effect of projects,

We are also concerned with the continuing loss of agricultural
lands, especially prime agricultural land. ' The State's recently
adopted u analyzed figures from the
Department of Water Resources' land use surveys which indicated
that between 1972 and 27> California cropland has been
converted to urban uses at a rate of 44,000 acres a year,
Because the conversion of agricultural and open space land is
considered significant- and unavoidable, mnitigation wmeasures
should be considered and discussed in the FEIR, .

These measures might include ‘minimizing agricultural. conversion

impacts’ 6n high quality soils by directing convarsion onto lower
quality soils and establishment of greendbelt areas. Farmland

trusts, such-u® @sjablished by the Zonoms Parmland Trust and the
Marin FPa X .&an_be another effective way to presarve
agricult lands. N :

¢

ATt 9

8¢

44
°
£

ot

3

32

323

Or. Snov and Mr. Shroeder
Page vo

The Department appreclates the opportunity to comment on the
DEIR. ‘;h nope thag the farmland conversion impact and williniason
Act i{ssues are given adequate consideration in the FEIR. If 1
can be of further assistence, pleass feel free to call me at

(916) 322-5873.
QAM.,AO%W

Dennis J. OBryant )
Environmental Program Coordinator

oc: Staphen Oliva, Chief
0ffice of land (anservation

pai
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Response to Comments -~ State Department of Conservation {DC})

31

32 and
33

While the commentator is correct that Measure A does not
guarantee the preservation of agricultural land, the
deterrent effect of having to obtain voter approval has,
in fact, significantly slowed farmland conversion 1in
Lodi since 1981. As shown in the attached Table 2 and
Table 3, the rate of annexation to the City has dramat-
ically decreased since the enactment of Measure A.

The conversion of agricultural land to urban uses ©n
this site creates a significant impact for which no
mitigation measures are available. For this reason, 1t

was identified as "unavoidable.”

The mitigation measures identified in the DC letter
would not mitigate conversion of the subject parcel from
agricultural uses, but do represent overall management
techniques which are available to the City.

29




Table 2. Annual Annexations to Lodli Since 1970 Table 3, Election Results Under Measure A

Number of Total Acres Election Primary Proposed Results of
Yeax Annexations Annexed Year Project Lard Use Icres Election
1970 6 154,05 1982 No proposed
arnexations ha - -
1971 2 80,25
1972 5 73.61 1983 Batch Single-family 100.0 Di sapprovest
residential
1973 7 50.54
Swmest Single-family 54.65 Disapprovesi
1974 6 131.34 reaidential
1975 4 107.20
1984 Batch/Mills single-family 120,06 Disapproved
1976 2 54.80 reaidential
1977 3 70.61 Surmest Single-family 54,65 Aproved
. ’ residential
1978 2 98.90
1979 3 152.38 1985 Batch/Mills Single-fanily 120.0 Disapprovesd
residential
[} 1980 5 225.44
© : Wine & Roses Bed and 2.196  Approved
1981 5 169.63 Ommntry 1on bresk fagt inn
Measure A Enacted Maggio Industrial 7.6 Disapproved
1982 0 )
1986 Batch single~family 100.0 Disapproved
1983 0 0 ! residential
1984 b 110.001 Parkview Terxace Senior/adult 20.0 Approved
(Mills) housing
1985 2 83.76
Maggio Industrial 37.6 Aprroved
1986 1 2,196
Towne Ranch Single-family 78.3 DL proved
1987 2 67.90 residential
Total 56 1,660,06 Johnsen Ranch Single-family 30.6 Disapproved
residential
1 Noncontiguous public land (wastewater treatment plant and
drainage basin) -no vote was required.
A S TS T S T A ; i !



STATE CF CALIFORNIA—BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY GEORGE DEUXMENAN, Goveror

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION v 2,
F.O. BOX 2048 (1976 £ CHARTER WAY)

STOCKTON, CA 95207

DD (209) 948-7833

(209) 948-7906

August 19, 1987 10-83-12-15.68
City of Lodi
Century Meadows
Draft EIR
SCH #87072802

Ms. Norma Wood

State Clearinghouse
1400 Tenth Street
Sacramento, CA 35814

Dear Ms. Wood:

Caltrans has reviewed the Draft EIR for the Century Meadows
Project and offers the following comments:

A project is now in progress which will signalize the Route
12, Lower Sacramento Road intersection. Further improvements are égllf
recommended at Mills Avenue and Route 12. Financial responsibility
for these and other measures should be more fully addressed in the
mitigation section.

Commute Management measures should also be discussed in
terms of keeping pace with the development proposals in the Lodi j§j§
area. Participation in increasing the capacity of the Park and -
Ride facilities is an effective measure for reducing traffic and
congestion. :

Caltrans appreciates thé opportunity to comment on the Draft
EIR. Any questions concerning these comments may be directed to :
Al Johnson at Caltrans, telephone number (209) 948-7838. R

Very truly yours,
“7:><p4qz?,;61/
DANA COWELL

Chief, Transportation
Planning Branch

Attachments

32 B O



Response to Comments - State Department of Transportation

34 The only available funding mechanisms are 1) the forma-
tion of an assessment district, and 2) the adoption of
mitigation fees via a City initiated ordinance.

35 Comment noted; no response required.
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Seate of Colidernie

Memorandum

Yo '

From .

i

Ma, Norma Wood

State Clearinghouse

Office of Planning and Research
1400 Tenth Street, Room 121
Sacramento, Calitornia 93814

Do : August 25, 1987

Mece 1 Sacramento

Depertment of Food and Agricubture = 220 N Street, Room 104
. 3acramento, CA 95814

SCH Noa. 87060201, 87072801, 87072802 - Batch, Bridgetowne
Estates, & Century Meadows: Annexation, General Plan Amendment,
Razoning, Agricultural Preserve Contract Cancellation, and
Specific Development Approval

The California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDPA) has
revieved the draft Eanvironmental Impact Reporzs (DRIR) concerning
the above referenced projects and has the following comments and
recommandation,

1. These projects would result in the permaansent conversion of

100, 61, and 160 acres of farmland, currently soned General
_ Agriculture - 41 acres minimum parcel size (GA-40), deaig-

nated as Agriculture in the San Joaquin County General Plan,
to urban uses. This land is all considered to be prime
agricultural land, currently planted in irrigated vineyards,
irrigated fruit orchards, irrigated field crops, and
Christmas trees, with 83 acres vacant on the Batch site,

2. The proposed projects could lead to premature conversion of
agricultural land due to the pressure to develop other agri-
culturally productive parcels located in close proximity.

3.. The proposed projects would require the cancellation of Cali-
fornia Land Conservation Contracts with 8an Joaquin County on
100, 51, and 40 acres of each project site respectively.

This office is unaware if Williamson Act contracts are a
consideration for the Tcwne Ranch or Johnson Ranch projects.

4. The City of Lodi is currently in the process of updating its
General Plan. BExpected completion is nld-lsll,

S. This project is one of several proposed for this area. Six
of these reaidantlial progcctl requiring annexation repre-
senting over 450 acres of prime agricultural land will be
submitted to the voters for approval on the November ballot
under Measure A,

Ms. Norma Wood
August 25, 1987
Page Two

While the CDPA does recoqnize the right of local governments to
develop and implement land use policy, we are compelled to com-
ment on the conversion of ‘agricultural land. Ultimately, the
voters will decide the merits of these projects, however, thay
should be able to make an informed decision with guidance from a
detailed o~d current Generz. Plan, Given the importance »f
agriculture to this region, a comprehensive agricultural land use
element in the General Plan is recommended, This element should
include appropriate mitigation measures which would ensure the
conservation of prime agricultural land. Mitlgation measares
might include "he use of land conservation easements, Williamgon
Act contracts, and urban transition zoning. Establishing right-
to-fars ordinances and a site evaluation system such as onea used
by Presnc County or the USDA-SCS are other mathods which might be
employed. The use of general obligation bonds to fund a local
government land protection program, the use of development
sasessments to fund a land protection foundation such aa the one
in Solano County, and the purchase and transfer of development
rights can be very effactive programs which should be investi-
gated, The implementation of such mitigation measures ensuring
the protection of surrounding agricultural land i{s strongly en-
couraged, With the foregoling in mind, we recommend approval of
the DEIRs for the above reterenced projects.

s S

Stave Shaffer
Research Analyst
(916) 322-5227
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Response to Comments - Department of Focod and Agriculture

Comment noted; no response required.
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Introduction

This Fiaal Environmental Impact PReport (FEIR) has been
prepared for the City of Lodi (City} in accordance with City
requirements and the California Environmental Quality Act {(CEQa)
{Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) and State CEQA
Guidelines (14 California Administrative Code Section 150060 et
seqg.}. The document includes the comment letters received
during the required public review period, which began on July
27, 1987 and ended on August 28, 1987. During this time the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR} was reviewed by various
state and local agencies. Written comments were received from
the following agencies: City of Lodi/Department of Public Works
and Department of Parks and Recreation, California State Office

cf Planning and Research, California Department of Conservation,
and the California Department of Transportation.

The DEIR, of which this FEIR is a part, identified the
potential environmental effects of a proposed residential devel-
opment, known as the Batch project, on a 100-acre parcel adja-
cent to northwest Lodi. The proposed project includes the
development of 325 single-family homes &ond 246 senior citizen
units with attendant streets and public services. The original
project description and site plan showed a total of 571 dwelling
units (325 single-family homes, 246 senior citizen wunits).
After commencement of the EIR review, the site plan was revised
to show a total of 562 units (316 single-family homes, 246
senior citizen units). All of the analysis in this document is
based on the original numbers (571 dwelling units) and therefore
represents a "worst case® analysis.

The project site is located outside of the City limits, in
an area covered by the Measure A election process, which re-
quires annexation, a General Plan Amendment, rezoning, and
specific development approval. This EIR is being prepared as
part of the voter-mandated Measure A review process.

How to Use This Report

This report is divided into four sections: "Summary of
Environmental Impacts”; "Project Description®; “Comments and Re~
sponses”; and "Appendices." Each of these sections has its own
purpose and serves to aid the reader in fully understanding the
project and its implications. A brief description of each
section follows.

The "Summary of Environmental Impacts" section lists all of
the potential impacts of the project and presents any mitiga-
tions that would reduce or eliminate project impacts. This




section is taken directly from the DEIR. This section is
included to facilitate understanding of the comments and
responses. Each mitigation measure is numbered to correspend
with the Summary Table (Table 1). The level of significance of
each impact with and without mitigation is identified. This
section is an overview intended for use during discussion of the
project and does not include any discussion of the identified
impacts.- Use of the summary only, without reading the
supporting text, could lead to an incomplete understanding of
the project.

The "Project Description" section presents a full descrip-
tion of the project, including its location, the project compo-
nents, the project objectives and phasing, and any other rele-
vant information. This section is included verbatim from the
DEIR and is provided to aid the reader in understanding the
project as well as the comments and responses.

The "Comments and Responses" section includes each letter
received during the public review period. The letters are
reproduced in the section, with the response to each letter
immediately following. There are five tables located in this
section. Two of these tables are revised from the DEIR (Revised
Tables 14, 15), one is included with no revisions (Table 1), and
two include new information (Tables 2, 3).
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Summary of Environmental impacts

The following list (Table 1) itemizes all significant and
less-than-significant impacts that were identified during the
course of this environmental analysis. The mitigated impact
implies that all mitigation measures should be followed, unless
otherwise indicated in this Summary. Adverse impacts that are
unavoidable, and which cannot be mitigated to a less-than-sig-
nificant level are noted. The Initial Study prepared on the
project has detailed all areas of investigation. All effects
deemed potentially significant have been evaluated in this
report.

This Summary should be used in conjunction with a thcecrough

reading of the entire Draft EIR report. The Summary is intended
as an overview; the report serves as the basis for this Summary.
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Table 1. Summary of Envircnmental Impacts

Mitigation
Measures
Impacts in Text Mitigation Measures
Geology and Soils
Location of project in area of i Implement Uniform Building

potential seismic activity

Codes (UBC) requirements
when designing structures.

: Conversion of agricultural soils 2 None available if project is
| approved.
' Hydroliogy
Generation of -increased stormwater 3 Design storm drain facilities
runoff in accordance with require-
ments of Lodi Public Works
: Department.
é Plants and Wildlife
Potential loss of mature ocak trees 4 Encourage retention of mature
i ocaks in an open-space buffer,
i park, or drainage basin area
: - if feasible.
b
3
] 5 Consider implementing a tree
i protection ordinance or
i restrictions to encourage
j long-term maintenance of
: mature or specimen. oaks on
% private property.
!
1
Traffic
Generation of increased traffic 6 Install northbound turn

volumes

pocket for project entrance
to south of Elm Street on
Lower Sacramento Road
entrance.

wE



Table 1. Continued

Mitigation
Measures
in Text

Impacts Mitigation Measures

Contribution to cumalative traffic

Close off frontage road and
revise site plan tc provide
an access for units located
to the east of the site.

Redesign driveway confi
ations for parcels fronting
on Elm Street.

Signalize intersection of

Lower Sacramento Road/Wood-
haven Lane/Turner Rnad
intersections; widen and im-
prove intersection of Lower
Sacramento Road and Lake
Averne; widen Lower Sacra-
mento Road between Kettleman
Lane and Lodi Avenue.

Noise

Temporary increase of construction-
related noise

Generation cf increased traffic-
related noise levels

10

11

12

13

Restrict construction to
normal daytime periods.

Provide proper equipment
maintenance.

Use state noise
insulation standards.

Orient buildings to mmmze
window exposure to roamay
traffic and increase, o
setbacks.

Air Quality

Localized increase of carbon
monoxicde levels

Regional increase in ozone levels

15

None required.

None available.




Tavie 1. JContainuea
Mitigation
Measures
Impacts in Text Mitigation Measures
Generation of construction dust 16 Use standard constrction

dust reduction practices.

o

Consistency with regicnal air 17 None reguired.
quality plan
Incremental contribution to i8 None required.
regional air quality program
Land Use
Reduction of agricultural 19 None required.
revenues
Incampatibility of project with 20 Create 20-foot buffer area
adjacent agricultural uses between project and adjacent
agricultural uses where
required.
21 Provide a 6-foot, chain-link
fence to separate residential
parcels fram drainage basin
where none exists.
Conversion of prime agricultural 22 No feasible mitigation
soils to urban uses measure exists if project is
implemented. : .
Cancellaticn of Williamson Act 23 None required. '
contract e
[ 3 ]
Water &1
Approval of project would require 24 None required.
development of additional well and 5
necessary infrastructure §
Effect on groundwater table 25 None required.




Table 1 Continued
Mitigation
M=asurcs
Impacts in Text Mitigation Measures
Sanitary Sewexr System
Development of project in an area 26 Restrict development until
of insufficient sewerage treat-— sufficient treatment.
ment capacities capacity has been developed
(est. 1989}.
Generation of increased storm 27 ‘None required.
water runoff :
Police and Fire
Development of project could 28 Provide additional fire and
necessitate provision of police personnel and equip-
additional fire and police ment as required.
protection
Schools
Generation of 227 school-age 29 Collect school mitigation
children fees as allowed by state law.
Generation of increased 30 None required.

solid waste.

Parks

No impact

31 None required.

L wltural Resources

Location of project i~ an area

with no known archec.ogical
rescurces

32 Consult archeologist if
during construction.
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Project Descripfion

Project Location

The Batch Residential parcel is located in northwestern
Lodi (see Figure 1), adjacent to the City limits. The project
site is bordered by the WID Canal on the west and south; the
Parkwest Residential Subdivision cn the north; and Lower Sacra-
mento Road on the east (see Figure 2). The site comprises
assessor's parcel number 029-030-33. As the Batch property is
not located within the City limits, annexation to the City will
be required in order to make City services available.

The subject parcel contains about 83 acres of vacant farm-
1and and 17 acres of agricultural uses (vineyards and Christmas

trees). The adjacent land uses include agriculture to the south

and west, and residential subdivision to the north. A church
and the proposed Parkview Terrace Project, currently in agricul-
tural use, are located to the east (see Figure 8 - Surrounding
Land Use}).

Project Characteristics

The Batch project would result in the development of 325
single-family homes and 246 senicr citizen units on 100 acres
{5.7 du/ac overall} (See Figure.3.) The original project de-
scription and site plan showed a total of 571 dwelling vunits
(325 single-family homes, 246 senior citizen units). After
commencement of the EIR review the site plan was revised to show
a total of 562 units (316 single-family homes, 246 senior citi-
zen units). All of the analysis in this document is based on
the original numbers (571 dwelling units) and therefore repre-
sents a "worst case” analysis. The site plan includes a loop
s:reet system with two cul-de-sacs and two primary project
entrances off Lower Sacramento Road. Construction of the proj-
ect would include the installation of necessary public service
infrastructure, such as sewer lines, water mains, and other
utilities. Stormwater from the site would be piped to a
proposed storage basin located on the project site. Sewage from
the project woul@ flow by gravity to the treatment facility
located southwest of the City.

General Plan and Zoning

The subject parcel is not located within the Lodi City
limits andn therefore, has San Joaquin County General Plan and
zoning designations. _The Batch property has a general plan
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designation of "Low Density Residential" and a zoning of "GA-20"
(General Agriculture - 20 acre minimum parcel size}.

Approval Process

As the parcel is located outside of the existing City
limits, it would require annexation prior to development with
City services. The property is therefore subject to the re-
guirements of Lodi's Measure A Growth Initiative, which requires
that annexation of properties to the City four development pux-
poses must be approved by a vote of the electorate. The annex-
ation would also require City Council and Local Agency Formation
Commission (LAFCOQ) approvals (see "Land Use” section}.
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CITY COUNCIL THOMAS A PTTERSON

CHy Mansger

. EVELYN M. OLSON, Mayor C ITY O F LO D I ALICE M REIACHE

FOHN R (Randy} SNIDER

Maver Pro Tempoce CITY MALL 22 WEST PINT STREEY Citv Cheed
DAVID M HINCHMAN CALL SOX X008 RONALD M STUIN
JAMES W. PINKERTYON, LODI, CALIFORNIA 952411910 Cuy Atiorney
FRED M REID (209) 3)4-56 04

bt

TELECOPIER .120%; L13-0798

August 19, 1987

Community Development Department
City of Lodfl

Call Box 3006

Lodi, CA 95241-1910

SUBJECT: Batch DEIR

The City of Lodi Public Works Department has the fo)llowing comments on
the Batch Oraft Environmental Impact Report:

1. Pagte 7, Project Characieristics - No mention 1s made of the school i I
ste,

2. Page 10, Development Layout - The basin site (Nestgate Park) does -
not cantorm o tEc Fark Haster Plan approved by the City Council. l ,\)
This will reduce the number of lots that can be developed.

s Page 21 (A‘sl - £lm Street is planned for four lanes and has “
sufficient widih, The street will be restriped when volumes warran® l o
four lanes,

Lodi Avenue, East of Lower Sacramento Road wil) have an additional I éf’!-

westbound Jane when the Parkview Terrace project is constructed,

probably in the spring of 1988. o

Kettleman Lane/Lower Sacramento Road - A traffic sfgnal for this |
Tntersection 1S In the design stage. The project 15 being done ‘ -2
under an agreement between -Joaquin County and Caltrans,

4. Page 3 (A-6), Tuning Novemant Counts - We understand that use of :
t wodel . for, turning movements 1s questionable. We would l Cp
1ike to know how the model's vresults compared to the {mtersections
that were actually counted, A o .

levee af the Woodbridge Irrigation District Canal at Lower
Sacramento Road snd Lodi Avenue. There may have to be an sccess
:atement c‘bdicated to keep the entrance to the levee sway from the
ntersection,

5. There may be a need to provide an improved access to the northerly ‘ }_

6. Page 27 - Bottom table references are incorrect. |-

Community Oevelopment Oepartment
August 19, 1987
Page 2

2.

14,

Page 28 - Table 5 {s not the same as the corresponding table in
the Kppendix.

Page 29, Mitigation 7 - We strongly agree that the frontage road
shouTd be eT1iminated. This will be recommended to the Planning
Commission.

Page 29, Mitigation B - We strongly a%ree with this recommendation
and w111 recommend to the City Counctl that the City Design
Standards require this type driveway or reverse frontage on srterial
streets.

It fs recommended that Mitfgations 7 and 8 be detafled znd shown a5
part of the report.

page 31 (A-16), Cumulative Conditions - It s not clear what was
used Tor this analysis - Ts 1t the same as the 1ist in Table 12,
Page 747 1t would appear not, based on examination of Figure A,
Page A-23 for the intersection of Lower Sacramento Road and £lim
Street. It also appears traffic for the project is incorrect.
There should be an exhibit showing all the traffic volume
assignments,

Page 33 (A-l7E 19) Mitigation Measures - Although this project
3Tone does not require 4 traffic signal at Lower Sacramento Road at
woodhaven, the development should pay for a portion of this and
other traffic improvements.

The easthound approach at Lod{ Avenue needs no mitigation accerding
to the traffic appendix,

There are no volumes shown or capacity discussfon in the text
regarding widening Lower Sacramento Road to four lanes.

Right-of-way on Lower Sacramento Road at Lodi Avenue should mirror
that required at Parkview Terrice.

There 1s no discussion on the southernmost access point at Lower
Sacramento Rosd. Since Lower Sacramento Road fs planned as a
divided facility, this access would allow right turns only. The
question of a median opening should be analyzed.

The MINUTP traffic model's calibration to existing conditions and
results for future land uses has not been completely reviewed by
City staff, Because of this and the problem mentioned {n Comment
98, we are reluctant to make comments on the accuracy of the traffic
analysis, We are confident howsver that the ultimate lane
configurations for the streets involved are adequate.

Page 51 - Surrounding land use is incorrect,

+
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Community Development Department
August 19, 1987
Page

15.
16.

7.

19.

20.

21,

22,

23.

Page 52 - This figure {s for Bridgetowne Estates, not Batch.

Page 6], Water Wells - The water use ﬂ?ures appesr to not include
ﬂé school s1te. The additton of & well and oversize lines will
cost the City over $250,000. Some means to mitigate this impact
should be developed,

Pages 62 & 78, Wastewster Treatment Plant Capacity - The City’s
ptant s currentily at capacity. ant 1s now processing up to
6.1 million gallons per day. First phace capacity of 6.8 milifon
gallons per day is not indicated. The City's present schedule fs to
have the first phase ccmpleted by the winter of 1989, There are
many variables in this scheduling. It is very possidle that a
connection moratorium will be needed at some time during the next
two expansion phases {f all the cumulative projects are approved and
built. This develuﬁaent may not be able to be served until the
first phase {s cumpleted.

Page 62, Lower Sacrsmento Road 15* Sewer - Prelfminary work done

Tn the Wastewater Collection System Haster Plan indicates this line
does not have capacity for a1l the developments on Lower Sicramento
Road. Some means to mitigate this fmpact should be developed.

Page 63, Storm Drainage Basin ~ Development of master storm drain 1
?acilif‘es Tn this area (E Area, Westgate Park) has been left to the

developers. They have been required to install factlities as a
credit against drainage fees,

The design of the basin as shown fn the site plan does not conform
to the Basin Master Plan ado tcdux.thn City Counctl.
revisions that will reduce the n r of lots will be necessary.

Page 65, School Site - Is the school site large enough ta provide
Tor onsite tescher and public parking ard bus loading?

Page 67, Westgqate Park - Draihige basin construction does not
provide Tor park appurtenances, i.¢., trees, barbecues, benches,
Some means to mitigate this impact

walkways, recreation facilicies.
should be developed.

Page 77, Cumslative Water Consumption - This table reflects all
the proiects Tn Yable 12. wpact on the City system will be
Jess since Table 12 fncludes Woodbridge projects which ars not
served by the City system.

Page 79, fumulative Wastewater Gengration - It is not clear which
of the faBle TZ prajects are included in these figures. ¥oodbridge
developments should not be included as they sre served by a separate
sanftary Jistrict, e

|
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Community Development Department
August 19, 1987
Page 4

24, Page 80, Additional Park Land - Statements under this paragraph
3re not consistent with those on Page 67, [f lack of park land is

stgnificant under the cumulative impacts, then this Department must{

question why 1t's unavoidable. Means to mitigate this park land

deficiency should be developed.

If you have any questions about our comments, please contact Richard
Prims, Chief Civil Engineer, or me at your convenience.

o gwf/

L. Ronsko
i¢ Works Director

RYRCP /ma

cc: Jones & Stokes Associates, Inc,

WECEIL .
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Comment

No.

1

Response to Comments - City of Lodi,
Department of Public Works

Response

The site contains a 10-acre school site in the northwest
corner of the parcel (see Figure 3, "Project De-
scription” in the "Project Description” section}.

The basin site plan may need to be revised to ensure
compliance with the Master Plan. Any lot reductions
would need to be reflected in this revised plan.

Comment noted; no response required.
Comment noted; no response required.
Comment noted; no response required.

It is acknowledged that existing traffic counts and the
MINUTP projected counts are not in agreement. This may
be due tO either seasonal variations in traffic flow
and/or additional development of land uses, since 1985,
which are not reflected in the data base used in prepar-
ing the analysis of area traffic volumes. However, in
analyzing the impacts of both the Batch project and
cumulative growth, a comparison of existing volumes
projected by the model (with cumulative plus project
traffic volumes) provides an adequate analytical tool to
determine necessary mitigation measures. In evaluating
incremental impacts to street systems, MINUTP is an
acknowledged tool for identifying appropriate mitigation
measures, even in those situations where the MINUTP
projections concerning existing volumes do not directly
correlate to known or counted volumes. At this point in
time, the citywide 1985-86 model is being updated as a
portion of the general plan process. Once this updating
and recalibration is complete, the MINUTP medel should
more accurately reflect current traffic data. However,
in the meantime the MINUTP does identify appropriate
mitigation which will adeguately mitigate project-
related impacts.

If access to the northerly levee is required, it will be
necessary to revise the site access easements according-
ly. If these revisions are not made during the public
hearing/election process, they can be made at the use
permit/tentative map stage.

17




o0

The reference to Table 5 in the bottom two lines on page
27 should be a reference to Table 7, page 32.

9 Table 5 in the text does: not agree with the table shown
in DEIR Appendix A, page A-12. The table shown in the
Appendix is the correct table and should be used in
evaluation of trip generation for the project.

10 Comment noted; no response required.
11 Comment noted; no response required.
12 In the absence of design direction from the applicant

and the City of Lodi, it is not possible to prepare a
revised site plan for this FEIR. The recommended
mitigation measures could be included in the site plan
during the review process. However, if the plan re-
visions are substantial, it is possible that supple-

mental environmental review would be required.

13, 14

and 15 The cumulative analysis included all of the projects
shown in Table 12 (page 74 of the DEIR) except for the
Woodbridye projects. The traffic model used did not
include Woodbridge in the analysis study area.

The traffic volumes shown on Figure A in the report were "
not complete. The correct traffic volumes are shown on
the following exhibit:
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16

17

18

19

20

The p.m. peak hour traffic volumes for the existing,
existing + project, cumulative, and cumulative + project
conditions are shown on Figure 4 (attached).

Comment noted; no response required.

Correction noted; there is no requirement for mitigation
measures for the eastbound approach to Lodi Avenue.

The traffic analysis indicates that the widening of
Lower Sacramento Road to four lanes is not necessary.

Comment noted; no response required.

Based on evaluation of traffic volumes, the use of a
median opening on Lower Sacramento Road would not be
appropriate or necessary. The use of a right turn only
access will be adeguate.

21

22

23

24

See response to comment 8.

Additional surrounding land use includes a commercial
shopping center &t the southwest corner of Lower
Sacramento Road and Sargent Road.

See attached Figure 8 - Surrounding Land Use. {Figure
number refers to numbering in the DEIR, not to figures
contained in this FEIR.)

The school would require approximately 10,875 gallons of
water per day {gpd) {(based on a worst case enrollment of
725 student generating 15 gpd) (Domenichelli pers.
comm.). Therefore, the project would reguire a total of
391,675 gpd.

Currently, the city has no means to collect the $250,000
cost of the well and oversize water lines. Some mitiga-
tion measures to pay for the new well and lines are as
follows:

1. Form an assessment district in which participants
of the district pay the cost.

2. The city can charge the developer for the cost of

the new well and lines.

3. Charge should be on a first-come, first-serve basis
with either the first developer paying the
installation costs with reimbursement cowing from
subsequent developers on a prorated basis or the

last developer using the infrastructure paying the
total cost.

Consideration of this issue should be made by City
Council. '

19
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26

27 and
28

29

Comment noted; no response required.

Preliminary work by Black & Veatch, consultants prepar-
ing the Wastewater Master Plan, indicates deficiencies
in existing capacity. The existing 15-inch and 18-inch
lines need to be paralleled with an additional 18-inch
line. Currently, the City has no means to assess the
cost of improvements. See comment 16 for available
mitigation measures.

Project applicant must revise site plan to conform
city's Basin Master Plan.

A preliminary review indicates that the site has ace-
guate space to accommodate public and teacher parking as
well as school buses. However, in the absence of more

30

31

32

33

precise design information, this is not assured and will
need to be evaluated before final approval of the site
plan for the project.

Currently, the City has no development requirements for
drainage basins in regards to park appurtenances. The
City should require the developer toc prepare a
recreational master plan for the drainage basin. The
City could gurther require review of this plan by appro-
priate City ‘agencies.

Revised estimated cumulative water consumption would be
3,080,762 gpd (see Revised Table 14 following).

Revised estimated cumulative wastewater generation would
be 1,368,510 gpd (see Revised Table 15 following).

The difference between the statements is because th~
analysis on page 67 rxefers to the project site only,
while that on page 80 refers to cumulative growth in the
area. There does not appear to be sufficient vacant
land to accommodate the park demands resulting from
cumulative growth. Therefore, this impact appears to be
unavoidablq, as vacant land cannot be created. The
means to mitigate this deficiency will need to be iden-
tified and evaluated by the City as part of its overall
project re’iew and General Plan revision process.

22




Revised Table 14. Estimated Cumilative Water Consumptiona

Consumption
People/ Population b

Residential Acres du du Generated Rate’ Unit gpd
Single-family S 3,041C'd 2.68 8,150 320 gpcd 2,607,962
Malti-family - GSOd 2.00 1,360 320 gpcd 435,200
Subtotal® 761.3 3,721 — 9,579 326 gpcd 3,043,162
B Industrial 37.6 - - - 1,000 gpcd 37,600
Total 3,080,762

See page 77 of the Draft EIR for original table.
Narenichelli pers. comm.

Includes Lakeshore Meadows.

Includes multi-family and duplex units.

Sum does not equal total due to rounding.

oo o

[S)
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Revised Table 15.

Estimated Wastewater CGeneration

Consumptilon
Land Use zone® Acres® Rateb Unit gpd
Residential
Single-family R-1 183.05 1,200 gpad 219,660
Singi>-family/
duplex R-2 492,25 1,800 gpad 886,050
Multi-family R-GA 24.4 4,000 gpad 97,600
Malti-family R-MD 15.0 6,000 gpad 90,000
Industriai M-2 37.6 2,000 gpad 75,200
Total 1,368,510

g City of Lodi Community Development Department 1987.

c 2Appelfeller pers. oamm.

See page 79 of the Draft EIR for original table.
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Comments - Lodi City Parks Department

There are mature oak trees in the development. These
should be preserved if possible. However, any trees preserved
should be checked for health to make sure they can withstand the
development around them.
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Response to Comments - Lodi City Park Department

An evaluation of existing oak trees by a tree specialist
is recommended to identify those trees which have the
potential to withstand development.

i
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Police an¢d Fire

. Existing Condjitions 155
The Lodi Police Department s es the area withiy the Lodi .
city limits. 7T department has sworn officers, patrol !
officers, and patrol cars, There is one centra dispatch‘

station, and the City is divided into seven patrol areas. The
average response time for the City is 2.9 minutes. Development
of the proposed project will not adversely affect the service
<
e

level of the 7,Wa??mm)/da‘5 ums i

a4 the 1S

The City of Lodi 11 provide fire protection tc the
project area. The Lodi Fire Department provides service within
the city limits, sn area of approximately 8.5 square miles with
3 population of 45,794. The Department has 48 firefighters with
42 on line. It has four 1,500-gallon pumpers, one elevated
platform, truck and one aquipment truck, The equipment |s
distributed among three stations. The station closest to the
project site is the main station at West Elm and Church Street.
Emd;qency response time to the project areas is estimated to be
3.5 to 4 minutes which isg beyond the Fire Department's
recoamended J-minute driving time. The area is currently under
consideration for an additional fire station, Due to the
increased response time, the project would: have a negative
impact on the Department’s Class IT{ IS0 grading unless asother
fire station was added. The City has a site on Lower Sacramento
Road just north of Elm Street,

¢

st
/o

Development of the proposed project will not adversely
affect the service level of the Fire Dapartment., Although it
would require the addition of two firefighters and increase the
amount of response calls by 32 per year.

Adsegswent of Impact

Development of reject site will necessitate provision of
add{tional fire { )

and poiice protect git] .

The City has a present ratio f 1.02 firefighter per 1,000
people, The development of the Batch project would
necessitate the proviaion one firefighter to maintain this
ratio. According to the Fire Department, increased density
and population may cr. ‘te the need for a higher pumber of
firefighters per thousand people (dughes pers., comm.).

Mitigation Measures .

i

28) None required.
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Respcnse to Comments - City of Lodi, Police Department

The police department has 61 sworn officers, 45 patrol
officers, and 15 patrol cars. The development of the
proposed project will not adversely affect the service
level of the police department as long as the 1.5 offi-
cer to 1,000 population ratio is maintained.

ey

ey

sy
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~TE OF CaUFORMAOFFICE Or THE GOVERNOR

SEORGE DEURMENIAN. Go vemer

sFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCHK

£y
X0 TENTH STREET : : : - e Y

. : e TS
CRAMENTC Ca 935814 @

August 26, 1807

James Shroeder

ity of Codi

Community Development Department
221 West Pine '
Lodi, CA 95241-1910

Subject: Batch Project
SCii# 87060203

Dear Mr. Shroeder:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named draft Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) tc selected state agencies for review. The review period is
closed and the comment; of the individual agency(ies) is(are) enclosed.
Also, oo the enclosed No:ice of Completion, the Clearinghouse has checked
which agencies have coiwmented. Please review the Nctice of Completion to "
ensure that your comment package is complete. 1f the package is not in -
order, plesse notify the State Clearinghouse immediately. Your eight-digit
State Clearinghouse numt:r should be ised so that we may reply promptly. o

Please note that recent legislation requires that a responsible agency or
other public agency shsll only make substaptive caments Ga a project which
are within the area of the agency's expertise or which relate to activities
which that agency must cCArTy out or approve. (AB 2583, Ch. 1514, Stats.

1984.) o
These comments are forwarded for your use in preparing your final EIR. If! - .
you need more information or clarification, we suggest you contact the )
compenting agency &t your earliest conveanience. -

-

Please contact Norma Wood at 916/445-0€13 if you have any questious
regarding the environmental review process.

Sincerely,

David C. Nunenkamp
Chief
Office of Permit Assistance

ol Ve TR

cc: Resources Agency

Enclosures

B R



Response to Comments — Cffice of Planning and Research

‘36 Comment noted; no response required.
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"Memorandum

b . AUG ) 5 1ag7

Dr, Gordon F. Snow
Assistant Secretary for Resources

Mr. James Shroedaer
City of Lodi
221 West Pine
Lodi, CA 95241-1910

for Batch, Cgntury
Meadovs,
Estatas

Department of Conservetion--Office of the Directer

3

The Departmunt of Conservation is responsible for monitoring
farmland conversion on a statsewide basis. The Department also
administers the California land Conservation (Williamson) Act.
Wa have rovisved the City of lodi‘'s DEIR's for the three projects
refarenced above (Batch, SCHf 87060203 Century Meadows, 5Ci{f
87072802;: and Bridyetowne Bstates, SCH# 87072802) and have noted
that the proposals will involve conversion of valuable farmland.
The Department, therefore, offers the following comments. .

The Bridgetown Estates project would convert 61 acres, Century
Meadows would convart 160 acres, and Batch would convert 100
acres of wmostly prime agricultural land for residential
dévelopment. Most of .the land is under Williamson Aot contracts
and Would be annexed by the City of.lodi.

The Dgpartment is concerned vith the growth inducing impacts of
these projects. Although it is etated in all three BIR's that
these projects would not generate new growth becauss of Measure
A, we would like to point out that these projects, if approved,
demonstrate that this mechaniss cannot be assumed to alweys be an
effective tool to limit the growth inducing effect of projects.

We ars also concerned vith the continuing loss of agricultural
lands, especially prime agricultural land. The Steste's recently
adopted analyzed figures from the
Department of Water Resources' land use surveys which indicated
that ietween 1972 and 1980 California cropland has been
converted to urhan uses at & rate of 44,000 acres a year.
Bacsuse the conversion of agricultural and open space land is
considered significant.- and unavoidable, mitigation measures
should be considarsd and discussed in the FEIR.

These measures night include ainimizing agricultural. conversion
impacts ‘on high quality soils by directing oomnion onto lower

quality soils and establishment of grosnbelt areas. . Farmland

truste, such-#8 @Stablished by the Sonoma Parmland Trust and the
xarin Fa 1 g5y, Can bs another effective way to presarve
agricult

y Draft Environmental
Inpact Report (DEIR)

THE RRSOURCES AGENCY OF CALFORN. .

Bridgetowne

)

Dr. Snov and Mr, Bhroeder
Page Two

The Department appreciates the opportunity to comment on the
DEIR. We hope that the farmland conversion impact and.ﬁilliamaon
Act issues are given adequate consideration in the FEIR., If I
can ba of further assistance, please fesl free to call ne st

{916) 322-5873,
s A.O‘C‘aoawf

pennis J. OBryant
Environmental Program Crordinator

cc:  Stephen 0Oliva, Chiaef
Office of Land Consarvation




Response to Comments - Department of Conservsation (DC)

37 -

38 and
39

While the commentator is correct that Measure A does not

guarantee the preservation of agricultural land, the
deterrent effect of having to obtain voter approval has,
in fact, significantly slowed farmland conversion in
Lodi since 1981. As shown in the attached Table 2 and
Table 3, the rate of annexation to the City has dramat-
ically decreased since the enactment of Measure A.

The conversion of agricultural land to urban uses on
this site creates a significant impact for which no
mitigation measures are available. For this reason it
was identified as "unavoidable.”

=N

The mitigation measures identified in the DC letter
would not serve to mitigation conversion of the subject
parcel from agricultural uses but do represent overall
management techniques which are availablie to the City.
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Table 2. Annual Annexations to Lodl 8ince 1970 Tabla 3. Election Results Under Measure A
Number of Total Acres Elactir, Primary Proposed Results of
Year . Annexations Annexed Yom, Project lard Use Acres Election
1970 6 154,05 1982 No proposed
annexations - - -
1971 2 80.2%
1972 L] 73.61 1983 Batch Single-family 100,0 Disapproved
residential
1973 7 58.54
Surwest Single~famil s 54.65 Digaggaroved
1974 6 191.34 residential
1975 4 107.20
1984 Batch/Mills Single-family 120,0 Of sapprove)
1976 2 54.80 ) residential
1977 3 7¢.6) Surmest Single~family 54,65 Approved
¢ residential
1978 H 98.9¢
1973 3 152.38 1985 Batch/Mills Single-family 120,0 Disapproved
w residential
&~ 1980 s 225.44
Nire & Roses Bed and 2.196 Approverd
1981 S 169.63 Country Tnn breakfast imn
Measyre A Enacted Maggio Industrial 37.6 Disapproved
1982 0 0 .
1986 Batch Single-family 100.0 Dipapproved
1983 0 [+ residentisl
1984 1 110.00} Parkview Terrace Sentor/adult 20,0 Approved
Milis) housing _
1985 2 83.76
Maggio Industrial 37,6 Apprcave
1986 1 2.196
: Towne Ranch 8ingle-family 78.3 Disapprorrid
1987 2 67.90 residential
Total 56 1,660,006 Johasan Ranch Single~family 30.6 Disapprived
PR, rasidential

1 Honcontiguous fublic land (wastewater treatment plant and
drainage basin)--no vote was required.




ATE OF CAUFORNIA—BUSINESS TRANSPORIATION AND HOUSING AGENCY GEORGE DEUKMEAAN, Guossmor

'EPARTMENT OF TRAMNSPCRTATION
3. BOX 2048 (1976 E. CHARTER WAY)

QCKTON, CA - 95201

¥ (209) 948-7853

208) 948-790¢

Y

August 18, 1987 10-8J-12-15.15
City of Lodi
Batch Develcpment
Praft EIR
SCH 87060203

Ms. Norma Wood

State Clearinghouse
1400 Tenth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Ms. Wood:

Caltrans has reviewed the Draft EIR for the Batch Project
and offers the following comments:

Mitigation measures include widening of Lower Sacramento | .
Road to Route 12 and signalizing and widening the Route 12 P
intersection to accomodate turn lanes. Some discussion should
be included regarding the method and responsibility of funding:
these projects.

Caltrans appreciates the opportunity to comment on the
Draft EIR. Any questions regarding the comments may be directed
to Al Johnson at Caltrans, telephone number (209) 948-7838.

Very truly furs,
,)Q.@]' .

DANA COWELL
Chief, Transportation
Planning Branch

cc:PVerdoorn/SJCCOG
VRodman/SJCAPCD

RECEIVED Y
A2 01087 »

o=y
ASSISTANCE
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Response to Comments - Department of Transportation

40 The only a.ailable funding mechanisms are 1) the forxma-
tion of an assessment district and 2) the adoption of
mitigation fees via a City of Lodi initiated ordinance.
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$Srete of Colidernie

Memorandum

To '

From

8¢

Ms, Norma Wood

State Clearinghouse

Office of Planning and Research
1400 Tenth Street, Room 121
Sacramento, California 95814 '

Dote : August 25, 1987

Poce : Sacramento

Deportment of Fsed and Agriculte -~1220 N Streat, Room 104
. Sacramanto, CA 9581¢ v

SCH Nos. 87060203, 87072801, 87072802 - Batch, Bridgetowne
Estates, & Century Meadows: Annexation, General Plan Amendment,
Rezoning, Agricultural Preserve Contract Cancellation, and
Specific Devalopment Approval

The California Department of Pood and Agriculture {(CDPA) has
reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Roports (DEIR} concarning
the above referenced projects and has the following comments and
recommendation,

1. Thesa projects would result in the permanent coaversion of

100, 61, and 160 acres of farmland, currently soned General
. Agriculture ~ 41 acres minimum parcel sise (GA~40), desig-~

nated as Agriculture in the San Joaquin County General Plan,
to urban uses. This land is all considerod to be prime
agricultural land, currently fxcntnd in irrigated vineyards,
irrigated fruit orchards, irrigated field crops, and
Christmas trees, with 83 acres vacaat on the Batch site.

2. The proposed projects could lead to premature conversion of
agricultural land due to the pressure to develop other agri-
culturally productive parcels located in c)ose proximity.

3. The proposed projects would require the cancellatfon of Cali-
tornia Land Conservation Contracts with San Joaguin County on
100, 51, and 40 acres of each project sits respectively.

This office is unaware if Williamson Act contracts are a
consideration for the Towne Ranch or Johnson Ranch projects.

4. The City of Lodl {s currcntlx in the process of updating its
General Plan. BExpected completion is mig-l1988.

5. This profoct is one of several proposod for this area. Six
of these residential projects requiring annexation repre-

senting over 450 acres of prime agricultural land will be
subnitted to the voters for approval on the November ballot
under Measure A.

)

~end

Mg, Norma Wood
August 25, 1987
Page T

While the CDPA does recognize the righ% of local governments to
develop and i{mplement land use policy, we are compelled to com-
ment on the conversion of ‘agricultural land. Ultimately, the
voters will decide the merits of these projects, however, thay
should be able to make an informed decision with guidance from a
detailed and current General Plan. Given the importance of
agriculture to this region, a comprehensive agricultural land use
element in the General Plan is recommended. This element should
fnclude appropriate mitigation measures which would ensure the
conservation of prime agricultural land. Mitigation measaras
might include the use of land consarvation sagementa, Williamson
Act contracts, and urban transition zoning., Establishing right-
to-farn crdinances and a site evaluation system such as cren used
by Fresno County or the USDA-SCS are other mathods which amight be
employed, The use of general obligation bonds to fund a looal
government land protection program, the usa of development
assedgsments to fund a land protection foundation such as the one
in Solano County, and the purchase and transfer of development
rights can be very effective programs which should be investi-
gated. The lmplementation of such mitigation measures ensuring
the protection of surrounding agricultural land {s strongly en-
couraged. With the foregoing in mind, we recommend approval of
the DEIRs for the above referenced projects.

ST

Steve Shaffer
Research Analyst
(916} 322-%3227
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Response tc Comments - Department of Food and Agriculture

41 Comment noted; no response required.
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infroduction

This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) has been
prepared¢ for the City of Lodi (City) in accordance with City
requirements and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
(Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seqg.) and State CEQA
Guidelines (14 California Administrative Code Section 15000 et
seq.). The document includes the comment letters received
during the required public review period, which began on July
27, 1987 and ended on August 28, 1987. During this time the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) was reviewed by various
state and local agencies. Written comments were received from
the following agencies: City of Lodi/Department of Public Works
and Department of Parks and Recreation, California State Office
of Planning and Research, California Department of Conservation,

and the California Department of Transportation.

The DEIR, of which this FEIR is a part, identified the
potential environmental effects of a proposed residential devel-
opment, known as the Bridgestowne project, on a 6l-acre parcel
adjacent to northwest Lodi. The propesed project includes the
development of 127 single-family homes with attendant streets
and public services.

The project site is located outside of the City limits, in
an area covered by the Measure A election process, which re-
guires annexation, a General Plan Amendment, rezoning, and
specific development approval. This EIR 1is being prepared as
part of the voter-mandated Measure A review process.

How to Use This Report

This report is divided into four sections: "Summary of
Environmental Impacts”; "Project Description”; "Comments and Re-
sponses”; and "Appendices."™ Each of these sections has its own
purpose and serves to aid the reader in fully understanding the
project and its implications. A brief description of each
section follows.

The "Summary of Environmental Impacts™ section lists all of
the potential impacts of the project and presents any mitiga=-
tions that would reduce or eliminate project impacts. This
section is taken directly from the DEIR. This section is in-
cluded to facilitate understanding of the comments and re-
sponses. Each mitigation measure is numbered to correspond with
the Summary Table (Table 1). The level of significance of each
impact with and without mitigation is identified. This section
is an overview intended for use during discussion of the project
and does not include any discussion of the identified impacts.

o ma s e e




Use of the summary only, without reading the supporting text,
could lead to an incomplete understanding of the project.

The "Project Description" section presents a full descrip-
tion of the project, including its location, the project compo-
nents, the project objectives and phasing, and any other reile-
vant information. This section is included verbatim from the
DEIR and 1is provided to aid the reader in understanding the
project as well as the comments and responses.

The "“Comments and Responses" section includes each letter
received during the public review period. The letters are
reproduced in the section, with the response to each le:ter
immediately following. There are five tables located in this
section. Twe of these tables are revised from the DEIR (Revised
Tables 14, 15), one is included with no revisions {(Table 1)}, and
two include new information {Tables 2, 3).
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Summary of Environmental Impacts

The following list (Table 1) itemizes all significant and
less-than-significant impacts that were identified during the
course of this environmental analysis. The mitigated impact
implies that all mitigation measures should be followed, unless
otherwise indicated in this Summary. Adverse impacts that are
unavoidable, and which cannot be mitigated to a less-than-sig-~
nificant level are noted. The Initial Study prepared on the
project has detailed all areas of investigation. All effects
deemed potentially significant have been evaluated in this
report.

This Summary should be used in conjunction with a thorough
reading of the entire Draft EIR report. The Summary is intended

as an-overview; the report-serves as the basis for this Summary.



Table 1. Summary of Environmental Impacts

Mitigation

Measure Number

Impacts in Text Mitigation Measures
Geology & Soils
Location of project in rea of 1 Irplement Uniform Building

potential seismic activity

Codes (UBC) requirements when
designing structures.

Conversion of agricultural soils 2 None available if project is
approved.

Hydrology

Generation of increased stormwater 3 Design storm drain facilities

rancff in accordance with require-
ments of Lodi Piblic Works
Department.

Plants and Wildlife

No impact 4 None required.

Traffic

Generation of increased traffic 5 None required.

volumes

Contribution to cumulative traffic 6 Signalize and improve tiie

growth intersection ¢ € Lowexr
Sacramento Re. .i/Woodhaven Lane
with Turner Road, install +arn :
pockets to project access .
roads, improve the intersec-
tion of Lowe: Sacramento Road
and Lodi Avemies, and widen
Avenue. .

Noise '

Temporary increase of construction- 7 Restrict construction to

related noise nommal daytime periods.

8 Provide proper equipment main-

tenance. . :




Table 1. Continued

Mitigation
Measure Number
Impacts in Text Mitigation Measures
Noise (continued)
Generation of increased traffic- 9 Use state noise insulation

related noise levels '

standards.

i0 Orient buildings to minimize

windowr exposure to roadway
traffic and increase sethacks
fram roadway.

Air ality

localized increase of carbon mono- 11 None required.

xide levels

Generation cf construction dust 12 Use standard construction dust
reduction practices.

Consistency with regional airx 13 None required.

quality plan

Incremental contribution to 14 None required.

regional air quality program ‘

Land Use

Reduction cf agricultural revenues 15 None required.

Incampatibility of project wiil 16 Create 20-foot buffer area

adjacent agricultural uses between project and adjacent
WID canal is deemed insuf-
ficient. ,

Conversion of prime agricultural 17 No feasible mitigation measure

soils to urban uses exists if project is zpproved.

Cancellation of Williamson Act 18 None required.

Contract




Table 1. Continuec

Mitigation
Measure Number
Impacts in Text Mitigation Measures
Water
Approval of project would require 19 None required.
the development of an additional
well and necessary infrastructure.
Effect on groundwater table 20 None required.
Sanitary Sewer System
Development of project in an area 21 Restrict development until
of "insufficient sawerade treatment sufficient treatment capacity
capacities has been developed (est.
1989} .
Stormwater Runoff
Location of project in area of 22 Evaluate the plscement of
potentially insufficient runoff retention faciiities on the
detention facilities project site or elsewhere in

the project area if the
E-Basin is not developed. L

Police and Fire

Development of project could 23 None required.
necessitate provision of additional
fire and police protection

Schools : o
Generation of 227 school-age 24 Collect school mitigation _,
children " fees. L
Generation of increased solid 25 None required. - ~l
No impact 26 Ncne required. o o
Cultural Resources
Location of project in an area with 27 Consult archeologist only if e
no known archeological rescurces resource is discovered during s

construction.

(@23
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Project Description

Proiect Location

The Bridgetowne Estates parcel is located in northwestern
Lodi (see Figure 1), adjacent to the City limits. The project
site is bordered by Turner Road on the south, the Woodbridge
Irrigation District Canal on the north and west; and Lilac
Street on the east (see Figure 2). The site comprises asses-
sor's parcel number 15-170-5, 7, 8, 9 and 15-230~-28, 29. As the
Bridgetowne Estates property 1is not located within the City
limits of Lodi, annexation to the City will be required in order
to have City services made available.

The subject parcel is currently in agricultural uses (vine-
yards and row crops). The adjacent land uses include agricul-
ture to the north, scuth, and west, and a residential subdivi-
sion to the east. The proposed Towne Residential Project, cur-
rently in agricultural use, is located to the south (see Figure
8).

Project Characteristics

The Bridgetowne Estates project would result in the Qdevel-
opment of 227 single-family homes on 61 acres (3.7 du/ac over-
all). The tentative map (see Figure 3) for the Bridgetowne
project also provides for expansion of the Wine & Roses Country
Inn, located on 2.6 acres to the east of the property. The
expansion plans include renovation of the Towne family home,
relandscaping, improvement of the pool, remodeling of existing
shops, construction of a restaurant and boutique and the
creation of an arts and crafts center open to the public. The
site plan includes a loop street system with nine cul-de-sacs
and two primary project entrances off of Turner Road and one
primary entrance off Lilac Street. Construction of the project
would include the installation of necessary public service
infrastructure such as sewer 1lines, water mains, and other
utilities. Stormwater from the site would be piped to a
proposed storage basin located on the Batch property. Sewage
from the project would flow by gravity to the treatment facility
located southwest of the City.

General Plan and Zoning

The subject parcel is not located within the Lodi City
limits and, therefore, has San Joaquin County General Plan and
zoning designations. The Bridgetowne properties have a general
plan designation of "Agricultural” and "Low Density Residential"
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Approval Process

As the parcel is 1located outside of the existing City
limits of Lodi, it would require annexation prior to development
with City services. The property is therefore subject to the
reguirements of Lodi's Measure A Growth Initiative. Measure A
requires that annexation of properties to the City for develop—
ment purposes must be approved by a vote of the electorate. The
annexation would also require City Council and Local Agency
Formation Commission {(LAFCO) approvals (see "Land Use" section).
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CATY COUNCIL THOMAS A
EVELYN M OLSON, Mavor

CITY OF LODI

IOHN R (Randy} SNIDFR

Mavor Pro Tempore
DAVID M HINCHMAN
JAMES W PINKFRTON, It
FRED M REID

€1

CITY HALL, 371 WESY PINE STREET
CALL 8OX 008
LODI, CALIFORNIA 95241:1910
(209) 34-5634
THICOMER (08 1334798

August 18, 1987

Community Development Department
City of Lodt

Call Box 3006

Lodi, CA 95241-1910

SUBJECT: Bridgetowne Estates DEIR

The City of Lodi Public Works Department has the following cosments on
the Bridgetowne Estates Oraft Envirorwmental Impact Report:

Traffic

1. Page 19 (A-a;‘ Kettleman Lane/Lower Sammto Road - A traffic
s{gna s {intersection {5 in ge. The project ts
ge:ng done under an agreement between San Joaquin County and

altrans.

2. Page 19 (A-8), Project Access - The project should have an
additions| access point on aven Lane, This will be
recomvended to the Planning Commission.

3. Page 22 ‘A-s}a Tuming Movement Counts - We understand that use of

'm0 rning movemants is questicnable. We would

er to know how the model’s results compared to the intsrsections
that were actually counted.

4. Pages 26 B 27 - Tadle and figurc references are incorrect.

5. Paae 26 !A 14) - The question of the alignment of Evergreen Orive
and the Bridgetowne entrances has fairly long-term implications for
Turner Rozd and the adjecent subdivisions. No volumes for these
intersections ave shown in the report. ~They should be provided and
should include the Towne Ranch md Plrk Mast profects a3 well as
Bridgetowne and Batch. .

6. Page 27, Mitigation Measure o;TM 1lprovmnts listed are shown
35 needed. Some Beans t nid this fmpact should be developed.
7. “ Ccumilative Co ng & 1t A3 ot clear what was
y s same 4$ the list in Tadble 12,
Page 70? It would appear not, based on examination of Figure A,

;age A-25 for the intersection of Lower Sacramento Road and Elm
trert,

PETERION
City Mot g

ALICT M REIMUNE

Caty Clert

RONALD M 4TEIN

City Allorney

|

Community Development Department
August 18, 1987

Page 2

12,

{A-16) Turner Road Left Turn Lanes - Proviston of these lanes will
mean no parking on Turner Road or additional street width shculd be
provided.

Page 29 (A-19, 21) Mitigation Measures - Although this project
aTane does not require a traffic signal at Lower Sacramento Road at
Woadheven, the development should pay for a portion of this and

other traffic {mprovements.

O
/

The need for missing street improvements (curb, gutter and sidewal\ l / ;L
and street \ddening? between Lot 226 and Lot 225 should be discussed
and mitigated,

The alignment of Towne Circle with curves at the northeast and
northwest corners will be 3 speeding and traffic safety concern of
the future residents, Mitigation of the sight distance problem at
Dresser Court should be discussed, Recommendations for realignment
will be made to the Planning Commission,

—

The MINUTP traffic model’'s calidbration to existing conditions and [
results for future Yand uses has not been completely reviewed by

City staff. Because of this and the problem mentioned in Comment

¢5, we are reluctant to make comments on the accuracy of the traffic
analysis, We are (onfident howcver thst the planned lane

configurations for the streets involved ore adequate,

Page 47, Surrounding Land Use - Commercial development east of the 1 }A\'
project should aiso be shown.

Page 48, Figure 8 - This shows the Batch development and not ] l 4»
Br#agefown Esfafcs.

Pages 57 & 58, Water Wells - Based onm the existing well productiva
needs of the City, there will be one or possibly two City well sites
located withtn the boundaries of this development,

E

The addition of one well and oversize lines wil) cost the City over
$250,000, Sowe means to mitigate this impact should be davelopad,

Page 58, Wastewster Collection System - Bath 11ft ,cations /(
mentioned discharge into & gravity Tine in Lower Sacramento Road. P
Preliminary work cn the Wastewater Master Plan indicates this iine

does not have sufficfent capacity to serve all the developments cn

Lower Sacramento Road. Some means to mitigate this impact should be
developed,




Community Development Department
August 18, 1987
Page 3

17, Pages 58 & 15, Vastewster Treatwent Plant Capacity - The City's
piant s currently at cepacity. piant s now processing up to /?‘
6.1 million gallons per day, Ftrstrnnc capacity of 6.8 militon
gallons per day is not indicated. City's present schedule 1s to
have the first phase completed by the winter of 1989. There are
many varfables in this scheduling, It {s very possible that o
connection moratorium will be needed at sume time during the next
two expansion phases 1f a1l the cumulative projects are approved and
butlt,  This.development may not be able to be served untti the
first phase fs completed, .

18, l{gg_e 59, Storm Orainage Basin - Development of Bridgetowne with a
enporary basin would 1equire specific Counctl approval 2nd would /g
not be recommended by the Public Works Department. Comment should
be made about the City using its condemnation powers to acquire
expansion of Westgate Park and public utility easements required for
trunk lines through the Towne pmrrty. Costs 1nvolved would be the
developer's res s1bmt£. Development of master storm drain
facilities in_this ares {E Area, Mestgate Park) has been loft to the
developers, They have been required to fnstall factlities as a
credit against dratnsge fees.

19. Page 63, Westqate Park - Drainage basin construction does not /C?
provice Yor park appurtenances, {.e., trees, barbecues, benches,
walkways, recrestion. facilities, etc, Some means to mitigate this
impact should be developed.

20. Page 73, Cumulative Water Consumotion - This table reflocts all
the projecf: in hﬁh 12, The ; ct on the cm's{sm will be l QD
Tess since Table 12 {ncludes ridge projects which are not
served by the City system, . w

21, Pages 74 § 75, Cumulative Wastewater Gemeration - It {s not clear
Gﬁicﬁ of the faSlo T2 projects are Included IR these figures, a /
Woodbridge developments should not be included &5 they are served by
4 separate sanftary district.

22. Page 76, Additional Park Land - Statements under this paragraph o
#re not consistent with those on Page 63, If lack of park land is RQ
significant under the cumylative impacts, then this Department must
question why ft's unevoidable, Means to nitigate this park land

deficiency should be developed.
If you have any questions ibout our comments, please contact Richard

Prima, ChiefZivn Engineer, or me at your convenience.

I

T ees “Jones & Stokes Associates; in;.«




Comment

No.

1

2

Respcnse to Comments - City of Lod:i
Department of Public Works

Response

Comment noted; no response required.
Comment noted; no response redgquired.

It is acknowledged that existing traffic counts and the
MINUTP projected counts are not in agreement. This may
be due to either seasonal variations in traffic flow
and/or additional development of land uses, since 1985,
which are not reflected in the data base used in prepar-
ing the analysis of area traffic volumes. However, in
analyzing the impacts of both the Bridgetowne project

w

and _cumulative growth, a comparison of existing volumes

projected by the model (with cumulative plus project
traffic volumes) provides an adequate analytical tool to
determine necessary mitigation measures. In evaluating
incremental impacts to street systems, MINUTP 1is an
acknowledged tool for identifying appropriate mitigation
measures, even in those situations where the MINUTP
projections concerning existing volumes do not directly
correlate to known or counted volumes. At this point in
time, the citywide 1985-86 model is being updated as a
portion of the general plan process. Once this updating
and recalibration is complete, the MINUTP model should
more accurately reflect current traffic data. However,
in the meantime the MINUTP does identify appropriate
mitigation which will adequately mitigate project-
related impacts.

The references to Table 5 in the first two paragraphs on
page 26 should be to Table 7. The reference to Table 3
on page 26, paragraph four, should be to Table 7. The
reference in paragraph four on page 27 should be to
Table 7 rather than Table 6.

The alignment of Evergreen Drive with the project en-
trances was considered in the analysis, however, no
graphic or drawing was provided. Figure 4 (driveway
locations) illustrates projected p.m. peak-hour vclumes
and turning movements for Turner Road. Figure 3 in the
Traffic Appendix on page A-16 also addresses this issue.

The identified mitigations are not specific to the

project but would be the result of cumulative growth in
the area without the project. The only available

15
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mitigation measure would be to deveiop an arsawide
impact fee or assessment district. Funds collected
could be used to finance traffic improvements based on

trip generation by individual projects.

The cumulative analysis included all of the projects
shown in Table 12 (page 74), except for the Woodbridge
projects. The traffic model used did not include
Woodbridge in the analysis study area.

The traffic volumes shown on Figure A in the report were
not complete. The correct traffic volumes are shown on
the following exhibit:

- | 310} 44
- | 3371 44
19 14841 75
19 {496 75

VAR BN

LEGEND

—f— \_ I ind 5230

®|of! M A Dl b EXISTING

- T lele EXISTING + PROJECT
ot e ° b B CUMULATIVE

alal o lealele CUMULATIVE + PROJECT

oo ‘\‘ f/—u>¢>¢>m

Nt I

- {427 ]147
- 14711147
166 | 650 | 155
166} 694 155

The p.m. peak-hour traffic volumes for the existing,
existing + project, cumulative, and cumulative + project
conditions are shown on Figure 5.

Comment noted; no response required.
See comment 6 above.

Since there is no through traffic, no attraction as a
"shortcut," and since the street would be used primarily
by residents, the actual probability of speeding 1s con-
sidered to be low. No mitigation measure has been
identified. Realigning the street would certainly
reduce the chance for speeding; however, it does not
appear to be necessary.

18
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12

13

14

15

Te allow adequate line of sight at Dresser Court, &
setback on lots 100-102 would be required. The setback
would reguire that buildings be constructed toward the
rear of these lots and that vegetation be planted which
is either low-growing (1-2 feet} ox high-growing {(more
than 6 feet).

Require sufficient right-of-way to allow for development
of sidewalk and gutters for lots 201, 207, and 224
through 227 as needed.

See comment 3 above.

Figure 8 on page 48 is not correct. Corrected Figure 8
follows. (Figure number refers to numbering in the
DEIR, not to that in the FEIR.)

Currently, che City has no means to collect the $250,000
cost of the well and oversize water lines. Some mitiga-
tion measures. to..pay . for . the new well -and -lines-are as

16

e
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18

follows:

© Form an assessment district in which participants of
the district pay the cost.

o Charge tie developer for the cost of the new well and
lines.

o Charge on a first-come, first-serve basis with either
the first developer paying the installation costs with
reimbursement coming from subsequent ~developers on a
prorated basis, or the last developer using the infra-
structure paying the total cost.

Consideration of this issue should be made by City
Council.

Preliminary work by Black and Veatch, consultants
preparing the Wastewater Master Plan, indicates defi-
ciencies in existing capacity. The existing 15~inch and
18~inch lines need to be paralleled with an additional
18-inch 1line. Currently, the City has no means to
assess the cost of improvements. See comment 15 for
available mitigation measures.

Comment noted; no response necessary.

It appears from this comment that a temporary drainage
basin on the Bridgetowne property may not be feasible.
Condemnation measures to acquire expansion of Westgate
Park could be necessary in order to service the
Bridgetowne project. Alternatively, approval of the
project would need to be delayed until the Batch project
and Westgate Park expansion are approved.

19
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Currently, the City has no development requirements for
drainage basins in regards to park appurtenances. The
City could require the developer to prepare a recre—
ational master plan for the drainage basins. The City
could further require review of this plan by appropriate
City agencies.

Revised estimated cumulative water consumption would be
3,080,762 gpd (see Revised Table 14 following).

Revised estimated cumulative wastewater generation would
be 1,368,510 gpd (see Revised Table 15 following).

The difference between the statements is because the
analysis on page 67 refers to the project site only,
while that on page 80 refers to cumulative growth in the
area. There does not appear to be sufficient vacant
land to accommodate the park demands resulting from
cumulative growth. Therefore, this impact appears to be

unavoidable, as vacant land cannot be created. The
means to mitigate this deficiency will need to be iden-
tified and evaluated by the City as part of its overall
project review and General Plan revision process.

20
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Revised Table 14. Estimated Cumulative Water Consunptiona

Consmu;:tidn

People/ Population

b

Residential Acres du du Generated Rate Unit gpd
Single—family —  3,041?% 2.68 8,150 320 gpod 2,607,962
Multi-family -— 6806 2.00 1,360 320 gpcd 435,200

Subtotal® 761.3 3,721 - 9,579 320 gpod - 3,043,162
Industrial 37.6 — - — 1,000 gpcd 37,600
Total 3,080,762
1; See page 77 of the Draft EIR for original table.

Damenichelli pers. camm.
Includes Lakeshore Meadows.

o an

Includes multi-family and duplex wunits.

Sum does not equal total due to rounding.

22



Revised Table 15. Estimated Wastewater Generation

Consumption
Land Use zone® Z‘\cresa Rateb Unit gpd
Residential
Single-family R-1 183.05 1,200 gpad 219,660
Single~family/
duplex R-2 492.25 1,800 gpad 886,050
. Multi-family R-GA 24.4 4,000 gpad 97,600
Multi-family R-MD 15.0 6,000 gpad 90,000 ;
Industrial M-2 37.6 2,000 gpad 75,200
Total 1,368,510

¢ City of Lodi Cammnity Development Department 1987.
c Appelfeller pers. camm.
See page 79 of the Draft EIR for original table.
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Comments - City of Lodi Department of Parks and Recreation

- The following comment was submitted by the City of Lodi

Department of Parks and Recreation:

O

"The need for additional park lard is mentioned in this
report. The adjacent parks will service these homes.
However, for consideration should be the adoption cf a

~park land dedication fee. The builder would be charged

a fee for each house tc ailow the City toc purchase
additional park land. This approach would allow us to
continue to expand our park acreage to meet the growing
need."

A
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Police and Pire

Existinc Conditions
15 5

The Lodi Po)/(c-e Departmant s es the area withiy the Lodi
city limits. T department has sworn officers, patrol
officers, and patrol cars. There is one central dispatch
station, and the City is divided into seven patrol areas. The
average response time for the City is 2.9 minutes. Development
of the proposed project will not asdversely affect the service
level of the

as The City of LLodL wlll provide fire protection to the
project area. The Lodi Fire Department provides service within
the city limits, an area of approximately 8.5 square miles with
a4 population of 45,794, The Department has 48 f{refighters with
42 on line. It has four 1,500-gallon pumpers, one eclevated
platform, truck and one equipment truck. The equipment is
distributed among three stations. The station closest to the
project site is the main station at West Elm and Church Street.
Emd}qency response time to the project area is estimated to be
3.5 to 4 minutes which is beyond the Fire Department's
recommended J-minute driving time. The area is currentiy under
congideration for an additional fire station. Due to the
increased response time, the project would have a negative
impact on the Department's Class III ISO grading unless another
fire station vas added. The City has a site on Lower Sacramento
Road just north of Elm Street,

Development of the propogsed project will not adversely
affect the service level of the Pire Department. Although it
would require the addition of two firefightars and increase the
amount of response calls by 32 per year.

Asgessment of [mpact

Davelopment of oroject site vili necessitate provision of
additional fire and police protection

The Clity has a present ratio of 1.02 firefighter per 1,000
peopls, The development of the Batch project would
necessitate the provision one firefighter to maintain this
ratio, According to the Pire Department, increased density
and population may create the need for a higher number of
{iretighters per thousand people (Hughes pers. comm.).

Hitigation Measures f
28) None required.
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Response to Comments - City of Lodi
Department of Parks and Recreation

23 Comment should be considered by the Lodi City Council
during review of the project.

PP AR R

26 sy




24

Response to Comments — City of Lodi, Police Department

The police department has 61 sworn officers, 45 patrol
officers, and 15 patrol cars. The development of the
proposed project will not adversely affect the service
level of the police department as long as the 1.5 offi-
cer to 1,000 population ratio is maintained.

28



S
TTATE OF CALFORNIA—OFFICE OF TaE GOVERRMNS

GEWGE DEUKMENAN. Governo-
¥

OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH
5800 TENTH STREET
~CRAMENTO. (A QS81a

= August 26, 1987

James Shroeder

City of Lodi

Community Development Departmen
221 West Pine '
todi, CA 95241-1910

Subject: Bridgetowne Estates
SCH# 87072801

Dear Mr. Shroeder:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named draft Environmental Impect
Report (EIR) to selected state agencies for review. The review period is

closed and the comments of the individual agency(ies) is(are) enclosed.
Also, on the enclosed Notice of Completion, the Clearinghouse has checked
whicbh agencies have commented. Please review the Notice of Campletion to
ensure that your comment package is complete. If the package is not in
order, please notify the State Clearinghouse immediately. Your eight-digit
State Clearinghouse number should be used so that we may reply promptly.

Please note that recent legislation requires that a responsible agency or
otber public agency shall only make substantive caments on a project which
are within the ares of the agency's expertise or which relste %o activities

which thet agency must carry out  or approve. (AB 2583, (h. 1514, Stats.
1984.)

These camments are forwarded for your use in preparing your final EIR. 1If
you need more information or clarification, we suggest you contact the
camenting agency at your earliest conveanience. '

Please contact Norma Wood at 916/445-0613 if you have any questions
regarding the eavironmental review process, ’

Sincerely,

it

David C. Nunenkamp

Lo Chiet

Office of Permit Assistance
cc: Resources Agency

Enclosures

29
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Response to Comments - State Office of Planning and Ressarch

25 Comment noted; no response required.
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THE RESOURCES AGENCY OF CALFEORMA

Memorandum

To f

From

1€

-agricultural ands. . %

owe  AUG | 3 1987

Dr. Gordon r. Snow
Assistant Secretary for Resources Subinc
Draft Environsental

Mr. James Shroeder Impact Report (DEIR)

City of todi for Batch, Century
221 West Pine Nesdows, Bridgetowne
Lodi, CA 95241-1910 ’ Estates

Depurtment of Consarvationy-Office of the Divester

The Department of Conservation is responsible for wmonitoring
faraland conversion on a statevide basis. The Department also
administers the California lLand Conservation (Williameen) Act.
We have revieved the City of Lodi's DEIR's for the three projects
refarenced above (Batch, SCHI 8706020); Cantury MHeadows, SCHI

-87072802; and Bridgetowne Estates, SCH) 97072801) and have noted

that the proposals will invalve conversion of valuablae farxland.
The Department, therefors, offers ths follovwing comments.

The Bridgetown Rstates project would convert 61 acres, Cantury
Keadovs would convert 160 acres, and Batch would convert 100
acres of mostly prime agricultural land for residentisl
development. Most of the land is under Milliamson Act contracts

and ‘'would be annexed by the City ot Lodi..

The Department is concsrned with the t.grovt.h inducing impacts of
these px‘ogoc\:l. Although it fs sta in all three EIR's that ?{p
thess projects would not generate nev growth because of Meoasurae| .

A, ve would like to point out that thess projects, if approved,
demonstrate that this mechanism cannot be assuned to always be oan
effective tool to limit the growth inducing eftect of projects’

We are also concerned with the continuing loss of agricultural
lands, especially prime agricultural land. The State's recently
adopted anaslysed figures from the 27
Department of Water Resources' land use surveys which indicated

that between 1972 and 1980 Califoxrnia cropland has besn
converted to urban uses at a rate of 44,000 acres a year.
Bscause the convevsion of agricultural and open space land {s
considered significant and unavoidable, uitigation wmessures
should be considers3 and discussed in the FEIR.

These measures might inciude .ainimizing agricultural oonversion

. impacts on high yuality soils by directing conversion onto lower g 8

ent . of greendelt areas. Farmland
the Sonoma Farsland Trust and the
another effective way to preserve

quality soils And-":;uhu
trusts, such as establliihi

-

Marin rarmland Trust, can

AT IS F PR by g Wt ALY e Pon i S i S A

T AR g i g

Dr. Snov and Mr. Shroedsr
Page Two

The Department appreciates the opportunity to comment on the
DEIR. We hope that the farmland converwion hfact and ¥illlamson
Act iswues are given adequate consideration in the PEIR It ¥
can be of further asaistance, please fesl free to call me »t

(916) 332-587).
L) - Orsgat

Deniis J. OBryant :
Environmental Program Coordinator

cc:  Stephen Oliva, Chief
Office of Land Conservation
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Response to Comments - State Department of Conservation (DC)

6

andg

While the commentator is correct that Measure A does not
guarantee the preservation of agricultural land, the
deterrent effect of having to obtain voter approval has,
in fact, significantly slowed farmland conversion in
Lodi since 1981. As shown in the attached Table 2 and
Table 3, the rate of annexation to the City has dramat-
ically decreased since the enactment of Measure A.

The conversion of agricultural landé to urban uses on
this site creates a significant impact for which no
mitigation measures are available. For this reason, it
was identified as "unavoidable."

The mitigation measures identified in the DC letter
would not mitigate conversion of the subject parcel from
agricultural uses, but do represent overall management
techniques whick are available to the City.

32
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Table 2. Annual Annexations to Lodi Since 1970

Number of Total Acres
Year innexations Annexed
1970 6 154.6065
1871 2 80.25
1972 5 73.61
1973 7 58.54 f
1974 6 151.34 E
1975 4 107.20
1976 2 54.80 |
1977 3 70.61
1978 2 98.90
1979 3 152.38
1980 | | 5 225.44
1981 " 5 © 169.63
Measure A Enacted
1982 0 X 0
1983 0 0
1984 1 110.061_
1985 2 83.76'
1986 1 2.196
1987 _2 65.90‘
Total 56 7 1,660.06

1 . . ' '
Noncontiguous public land (wastewater treatment plant and
drainage basin}--no vote was required.
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Election Results Under Measure A

Table 3.
Election Primary Proposed Results of
Year Project Land Use Acres Election
1982 Nc proposed
ammexations - - -
1983 Batch Single—family 100.0 Disapproved
residential
Surwest Single-family 54.65 Disapproved
residential
1984 Batch/Mills Single-family 120.0 Disapproved
residential
Surwest Single-family 54.65 Approved
residential
1985 Batch/Mills Single-family 120.0 Disapproved
residential
Wine & Roses Bed amd 2.196 Approved
Country Inn breakfast inn
Maggio Industrial 37.6 Disapproved
1986 Batch Single-family 100.0 Disapproved
residential
Parkview Texrrace Senior/adult 20.0 Approved
(Mills) housing
Maggio Industrial 37.6 Approved
Towne Ranch Single-family 78.3 Disapproved
Johrson Ranch Single~family 30.6 Disapproved
residential
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" DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTAT&QN

e

STATE OF CAUFCRNIA—BUSINESS. TRANSPORTATION AND HCOUSING AGENCY CEORGE DEKMENAN  Carernos

PO BOX 2048 (1976 E. CHARTER WAY) F'
STOTKTON, CA 95200
DD (20%) 948-7853

{209) 948-7906

August 19, 1987 10-83~12-15.15
' City of Lodi
Bridgetowne Estates
praft EIR
SCH #870728301

Ms. Norma Wood

State Clear:inghouse
1400 Tenth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Ms. Wood:

Caltrans has reviewed the Praft EIR for the Bridgetowne
Estates and offers the following comments:

The Mitigation Measure portion of the Traffic Study 1‘26?
should more fully address the financial responsibility for
the recommended improvements.

Along with the many development proposals in the Lodi
area, and the trend toward longer commute trips, more capacity in
the existing Park and Ride lots may be required. Participation
in the Commute Management programs should be addressed.

30

Caltrans appreciates the opportunity to comment on the
Draft EIR. Any questions regarding these comments may be
directed to Al Johnson at Caltrans, telephone (209) 948-7838.

Very truly yours,

’174"‘@5/ /

DANA COWELL
Chief, Transportation
Planning Branch

Attachments
cc:PVerdoorn/SJCCOG T T

VRodman/SJCAPCD ;% il -
VS




Response to Comments - State Department of Transportation

29 The only available funding mechanisms are 1) the rorma-
tion of an assessment district, and 2) the adoption of
mitigation fees via a City initiated ordinance.

Comment noted; no response required.

(98]
o

36




* Swate of Colifernie .

Memorandum

To 1

M8, Norma Wood

State Clearinghouse

Oftice of Planning and Research
1400 Tenth Street, Room 121
Sacramento, Caiifornia 95814

Oole + August 25, 1987

Mace : Sacramento

Ms. Norma Wood
August 25, 1987
page Two

while the COPA does recognize the right of local governments to } 3,

develop and implement land use policy, we are compelled to cowm-
ment on the conversion of ‘agricultural land, Ultimately, the
voters will decide the merits of these projects, however, they

by

¢ Department of Agricuburs =123 “
o ' ‘h.‘.“‘ :z:g;:‘:::..éi R:g:1}04 should be able to make an informed decision with guidance (rom a
) detailed and current Genera} Plan. leo? the lTpo{:ancT ?f 5
Subject ¢ Nos . - . agriculture to this region, a comprehensive agricuiturs and usa
:5§at::, 2722213:; :12:2:2%‘ ::gz::zzon,‘;:::;ugréﬁz:f::::ducnt. element in the General Plan is recommended, This elament utf:ld
Revoning, ageiouitoral Praserve Contsact Cancellation, and Lt oDl o et band.  Hiklgation meassies.
Specific Development Approval might include the use of land conoervation easements, Williamson
Act contracts, and urban transition soning. BRatablishing right-
to-farw ordinances and a site evaluatlo: .y-tc: ;nchh:uhongah:ngd
- thods which might be
The California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDPA) has by Presno County or the USDA-SCS are othev e oal
reviewed the draft Bavironmental Impact Reports (DRIR) coacerning employed. The use of q:neral °°“°'§§§"u33"3? §:v:ngm:ni°°°
the above referenced projects and has the following comments and government land protection program, dati h as the one
recommandation. assessments to fund a land protection foundation suc e
{n Solano County, and tho‘purchaao and ;ia:s!gt gg SOVTLOQTSTL
. 7T tights can bm very effective programe which shou e investi-
LT e o e e Peerrastis sores Gonecal GATed: “The laplesentation of sech aitigation weasures engcing
“J Agriculture - 4} acres miniwum pltéol size (GA-40), desig- the protection of surrounding agricultural land is strong {lnn;
"nated as Agriculture in the San Joaquin County General Pian, couraged, With the foragoing in :#“d' :'t:°c°'"°"d approval ©
to urban uses, This land is all considered to be prime the DEIRs or the above refarenced projects.
agricultural land, currently ?lautod in ircigated vineyards,
irrigated fruit orchards, irx gated field cropas, and
Christmas trees, with 83 acres vacant on the Batch site, _E;;::/
A ¢ il
2. The proposed projects could lead to premature conversion of haft
agricultural land due to the pressure to develop other agri- Steve sh‘A '{ .
culturally productive parcels locsted in close proximity. Research Ana.ys
. (916) 322-5227
3. The propossd projscts would require the cancellation of Cali-
fornia Land Conservation Coantracts with Can Joaquin County on
100, 51, and 40 acres of each project site respectively.
This office is unaware if Willlamson Act contracts are &
consideration for the Towne Ranch or Johnson Ranch projects.
4. Tha City of Lodi {s currintly in the process of updating ite
General Plan, Bxpected completion is mid-1988, :
S. This project is one of lpiornl proposaed for this area. S8ix
of thesa residential projects requiring annexation repre-
senting over 450 acres of prime agricultural land will be
submitted to the voters for approval on the November ballot
under Measutre A,
JRNAME ‘
108
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Response to Comments - State Department of Food and Agriculture

31 Comment noted; no response required.
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Mr. Ron Bass

Jones & Stokes Associates, Inc.
17258 23rd Street, Suite 100
Sacramento, CA 93816

August 3, 1987°
RE: Bridgetowne Estates B.I.R.

Lear Ron,

Please £ind enclosed a.copy of the proposed site plan for the
Wine and Roses expansion.. Preliminary information was initially
sent to your office concerning this. expansion that wvas not
included in your draft B.I:R.; other: than a brief mention in the
project characteristicd on page Ss K

On page 48, the project site in figuve 8 should be changed to
reflect the correct site, '« ° o

A £inal comment to the E.I.R. {8 in response to the ainor impact
the project would have on traffic traveling north on Woodhaven .:
acrosa the W.I.D. irrigation canal. Currently, residents in the
area are petitioning the Lodi City Council to close down Eihlers
Lane due to the traffic problems associated in the area.

Ron, if I can be of any'tutthjr asa;itnneo please call.

Sincerely,

Russ Munson

|32
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Response to Comments - Russ Munson, Project Developer

The project description submitted to the EIR consultant
did not include development of the Wine and Roses Coun-
try. Estate. Therefore, the DEIR did not address the
development of this project. It is not possible to
assess the impacts of this project in the FEIR.

Comment noted; no response.required.
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Response to Comments - Russ Munson, Project Developer

32 The project description submitted to the EIR consultant
did not include development 0of the Wine and Roses Coun-
try Estate. Therefore, the DEIR 4did not address the
development of +this project. It is not possible to
assess the impacts of this project in the FEIR.

33 Comment noted; no response required.
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