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Introduction 

This Final :Snviron1nental Impact Repo:r.t (FEIR) has been 
prepared for the City of Lodi (City) in accor<iance with City 
requirements and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
(Public P.esources Code Section 21000 et seq.} and State CEQA 
Guidelines (14 California .t-.dministrative Code Section 15000 et 
seq.). The document includes the co~~ent letters received 
during the requireC: public review period, which began on July 
27, 1987 and -:nded on August 28, 1987. During this time the 
Dr~ft Envirolli~ental 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 
.3.nd Departme· t of Park·; and Recreation, California State Office 
of Planning and Researt'h, California Department of Conservation, 
and the California Depcrtment of Transportation. 

The DEIR, of whic.. h ttis FEIR is a part, identified the 
potential environmental effects of a proposed residential devel­
opment, known as the Century Meadows project, on a 160-acre 
parcel adjacent to so Athwest 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 Measu::-e A election proces·s, 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 wAppendices." 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 imp~cts of the project and presents any mi tiga­
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 sianificance of each 
impact with and without rn~tigation 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. 

1 



Csr: o: t.nc: S'J.I:"tTI'tary only., ~~'it!1o~·t :r:ead~ng the suppo·~:t.ir1·g text, 
coLld 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
nen;':.s, the project objectives and phasing, and any other rel•,­
vant information. This section is included verbatirr. 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 lett~r 
irnroPc iately following. There are five tables located in this 
sec~ion. Two of these tables are revised from the 9EIR (Revised 
T2~les 14, 15), one is included with no revisions (Table 1), and 
two include new information lTables 2, 3). 

2 



Summary of Environmental Impacts 



Summary of Environmer,lal 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 mitigatioh 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 'lSed 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. 
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Table l. Surrrnary of Environmental Impacts 

Impacts 
Mi ligation Measure 

No. in Text 

Geology arrl Soils 

I.J::.cation of proja-t in area of 
potential seismic activity 

Conversion of agricultural so~ls 

Hydrology 

2 

1 

Generation of increased sto:cltlWater 3 
:runoff 

Mitigation Mt:asures 

Implement Unifonn Building 
Cedes (UBC) requirements 
when designing structures. 

None available if project 
is approved. 

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

~------------------------------------------------------------------- -
Plants and Wildlife 

Potential loss of mature oak trees 4 

Traffic 

Generation of .JlCreased traffic 
VOltm'eS 

4 

5 

6 

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

Consider imp4menting tree 
protection ox:diJ".ance or · 
restrict;ions to encour"lge 
l0ng-·tenn maintenance of 
mature or SpeCimen oaks on 
private •prq;erty. .•· 

Signalize intersection of 
L:::wer Sacran:ento Road and 
Kettleman . Lane, 'LcMer 
Sacrcmmto Road and Hanley 
Lane, and kttleman Lane and 
Mills Avenue. 

'; t 
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Tab:e L Con i.D•.1ed 

I l 
1 Mi tigati<?n Measure . . . I 
\_:I.rn~::~a ___ c_+-__ s _____________ No_._m_'l1_ex_ .... _~ ______ Mitl.gatl.:>n Measures ~ 

i Traffic (Continuea) 7 Minimize number of collector I 
I streets that intersect rna jor j 

I arterials. i 
i 

Limit the use of parallel I 

Contribution to currulati\. ~ 
traffic grcrwth 

Noise 

8 

9 

tlrroogh-streets. (Use Mi.llsi 
Avenue as only t.hroush-1 
street.) 

Signalize intersection of 
KettlE!llal1 Lane and Hills 
Avenue. 

I 
I 
I 

Temp::.rarj increase of construction- 10 
related noise 

Restrict construction to 
norrnal daytinE periods. 

Generation of increaseJ traffic­
relatei'. noi::re levels 

Air ~ity 

Localized increase of carl:>::!n 
IOOilOXi.de levels 

Generation of C'alStruction dust 

Consistency \-tith regional air 
quality plan 

Incremental contribution to 
regional air quality prcgram 

11 Provide _proper equipnent 
maintenance. 

12 Use state noise 
insulation standards. 

13 Orient buildings to minimize 
WindCM exposu...re to roadwi:iy 
traffic. 

14 

15 

16 

17 

5 

None required .... ···· 

Use standarrl construCtion 
dust reduction practices • 

None required. 

Nor.e required. 



Table l. Continued 

I Impacts 
Mitigation Measure 

No. i.'1 Text 

j 

Land Use 

Reduction of agricultural 
revenues 

18 

Incompatibility of project with 19 
adjacent agricultural uses 

20 

Conversion of pr.ine agricultural 21 
soils to urban uses 

1 rancellation of Willi 1rnSO!l Act 22 

---------------. 
I 

Mitiqation t·leasures ~ 

I 
None required. 1 

I 
Create 20-foot bt1f.:er area I 
between project arld adjacer.t 1 
agricultural uses. I 

i 
Provide a 6--foot. ::lJ.ain-link I 
fence to separate residentia~ 
parcels fran drainage basin· I 
~K> feasible mitigation I 
measure exists if project is 
.i.npl~ted. 

None required. 

l--COn __ tr __ a_ct __________________________________________________________ ~ 
Wat.er 

Increase in domestic water 
COI15umption 

Effect on cp.:-oundwater table 

I Sanitary Sewer 

?eveloprent of project in an area 
of insufficient ~age treat­
ment capacities 

Generation of increased stonn 
water l"'l.'10ff 

Police and Fire 

Developrent of project could 
nPCessitate provision of 
additional fire and police 
protection 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

6 

None required. 

None required. 

Restrict develq:ment until 
sufficient treatment 
capacity has been aevelop¢ 
(est. 1989). 

:nstall trunkline parallel 
to and south of Centw:y 
Bculevard. 

Provide additional fire and 
police personnel and equip­
r~'1t as required. 
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Table 1. Continued 

Inpacts 

Mitigatio~ Measul-e 
No. in Text 

Schools ---
Generation of 806 school-age 

children 

Generation of increc.sea 
solid waste 

Parks 

Develq:m::=nt of project -v.'Ulld 

establish a need for paric 
acreage ·.vithin the project site 

Olltural Resources 

I Location 0f project i.11 an area 

I with no kncwn archeological 

1__res.:xrrces 

-, 
I 

28 

29 

30 

' Mitigation Measures 
---.; 

Collect school mitigation 

tees as specified by state 

Rescurces Code. 

None resuired. 

I 
! 
i 
! 
\ 
I 
I 
l 

i 
i 

_J 
I 
I 

Provide neighborhood park of I 
2-3 or 5-6 acres within the i 

project site, depending on 

develOJ:Irent of G-Basin. 

Consult archeologist if 
reso.ux:es are discovered 
during con5truction. 
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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 si~e 
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 058-210-11 058-210-2 1 058-210-3, 058-210-4, 
058-210-9, and 058-230-2. As the Century Meadows property is 
not located w~ thin 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 acr-e). The 
site plan includes a loop street system with eight cul-de-sacs 
and three primary project entrances off of Centu=y 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 CityQ 

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 

9 
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City servi,es. The p1:operty is therefore subject to· the re­
quirements of Lodi's Measure A Growth Initiative. 

Measure A 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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DAVID M HINCHMAN 

JAMf~ W PtHICUTON, h 

FR£0 M AllO 

CIO HA.Il,ll!WUT PIHI IIIII I 
CALL tOJ to06 10NAt0 M \l(IH 

f-' 

Vl 

1001. CAUfmNIA 9Sl41-1910 

ll09))~.5f>~ 

fUICOf'ltl t-'1 UJ . ..,_ 

August 18, 19-37 

C011111unity Oevelop~~ent Oepartlllent 
City of Lodi 
Call 8o ~ 3006 
Lodi, CA 95241·1910 

SUBJECT: ~entury Meadows DEIR 

The City of Lodi Public Works ilepartlllent has the foll011in9 ca.ents on 

the Century Meadows Draft Envlron~~~ntal II!P'Ct Report: 

l. ~ · The total she of the G-Bas In w111 not bt deteMIIInt<l 
unfllthe park plans are developed and approved. A 9-holt golf 
course concept 1s n011 being revl-d which 11011ld require an 
approximate addition of 18 aeres, providing a total area of 45 acres. 

0 .. 

(!ty Altl)f,....,. 

3 
·· ~t~: .. 1-J ~~~·tlfe "i!!!::!~.~~~,~~r t:Mc:z~~~ -~~ 1s I 

::< 
;;; 

4. 

5. · ray~ "<;J \1\-71 1 M:'\\.tCWIGn 1-•mr ""Itt• 1\YcrtVW 

are that this lnterse<:tlon dOes no£ opera& 11 poorly 11 Indicated, 

6. Page 25 (A-10), l0111r Sacralll8nto ~d t Harnexfllne - V. would not 

state that signal w1rrants are Mt wtthout hav ng actual traffic 
counts. According to San Joaquin County, signals are not warranted 
at this time. · 

7. £!i!.1J!. ·Table references at the bottot~ are ln<:orrect. 

8. 

the 

~~l<r~~~~~-u~~~~ "'l'l-:"rn«"1,'~~>?'!'1~"!:"f.~~~~-~:""l~?:":"r';·ry~J-:t~'''S'?'~'"7:r:"'!~~,~n···<::--."-·-

4 
5 
(_p 

1 
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c-nlty Oevelop~~ent Oepartlllent 
Au9UH 18, 1987 
Page 2 

heavy northern traffic wtll ~S<! Mills Avenue and Ham Lane. Since 
Lower Sacramento Road Is a major north-south route, It wou 1 d seem 
the extenslun would relieve traffic on Mtlts Avenue. Thts Is th<• 

type of queHton which the traffic 1110del should be used to help 
bnswer, 

9, Page 31, Mitigation Measures - These appear to combine those In 
Uie Appendix. Also, no mention 15 ~~~ade of Century :oulevard/Ham 
Lane. MeiSures 7 and 8 wtll require a major redesign of th~ 

develoP!IIent. They are, hllW~ver, Important and should be done. 
Recomnendattons for realignment will be made to the Planning 
C01110hs ton. 

10. Pagd 33 (A-16), Cumulative Conditions - lt ts not clear what w•~ 
use for this analysis - Is it the same as the list In Table IZ, 
Page 721 It would appear not, bned on examination of Figure A, 

Page A-24. The mitigation measure 9 ts Included in 6. Is this whot 
was Intended? The development should pay for a port \on of the~r an<l 

other traffic 1mproveme"ts. 

11. The MIHIJTO traffic model's calibration to existing conditions and 

resulu tor future land uses has not been completely reviewed by 

City stu'f, Because of this and the problem mentioned in CO<IIIIt!nt 
13, we are reluctant to iMke cOtmlt!nts on the atcuracy of the traffic 

analysis. lie are confident however that the planned lane 
configurations for the streets Involved aro adequate. 

12. The project was analyzed ~s a whole, however, It tnay be approved ,,; 
separate projects. The design would ruult In mny half streets 
which creHe many prob1ems In a residential area. Also, the 
disposition of the four-acre parcel •not Included" should be 

determined as It NY affect the street layout. 

ll. Pages 59 & 60, Water Wells • The addition of two wells and 
oversize lines >~ill cost the City over ~500,000. Some means to 
11\tlgate this Impact should be developed, 

14. ~agt 60.,r Sewer System - The collector mentioned '11111 be nort~ o' 
u·ney Lane, pumped ot the south end of G-Basln to the t;:u;;t 1 In• 

In lower Sacramento Road. 

15. Pages 60 & 76, Wastewater Treatment P1 ant Capac It~ • The CIty's 
p !ant Is currently at Clpac lty. The p hnt h now processIng up to 

6.1 million gallons per day. FtrH phase capacity of 6.8 mtlltqr, 
gallor.s per day Is not Indicated. The City's present sched<de Is tu 

have the ftrH phase completed by the winter of 1989. There arc 

many variables In thts scheduling. It is V"ry po$S1~'e that a 
connect ion moratorium wi 11 be needtrJ at some time during the next 
two expansion phases 1f all the cumulative projects ara approved and 

built. Thts development may not be able to b~ served until the 

ftrH phase is comp'~ted, 

c/ 
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Community Development Department 
August 18, 1987 
Page 3 

) 
.i.) 

16. Page 61, Storm Drainage Basin - The basin is west of the project, C> 
not east. It needs to be expanded as part of the project. Until 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

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 agdinst drainage fees. 

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

Page 75~ Ct~mulative Water Consumption - This table reflects all 
the proJects in Table 12. The impact on the City system will be 
less since Table 12 inclt;des Woodbridge projects ···:·rich are not 
served by the City system. 

Pa~es 75 & 76t Cumulative Wastewater Generation - It is not clear 
wh1ch of the able 12 projects are included in these figures. 
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 wfth those on Page 65. If lack of park land is 
significant under the cumulative impacts, then this Department must 
question why it's unavoidable. Means to mitigate this park land 
deficiency should be developed. 

If you have any questions about our comments, please contact Richard 
Prima, ChJUEngine•r, or me at you•· convenience. 

Director 

JLR/RCP/ma 

cc: · Jones & Stokes Associates, Inc. 
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Response to Comments - City of Lodi 

Co!IUllent 
No. Res~0nse 

Comment noted; no response required. 

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

3 Co~ment noted; no response required. 

4 

5 

It is acknowledged that existing traff~c counts and the 
MINUTP projected counts are not :n agreement. This may 
be due to either seasonal vari ltions 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 cornp<t• ison of existing 
volumes projected by the model (wi::-h ~umulative plus 
project traffic volumes) provides an adequate analytical 
tool to determine r..ecessa1::y mitigation measures. In 
evaluating incremental impacts to street sys+-ems, MINUTP 
is an acknowledged tool for identifying appropriate 
ruitigation measures, even in those '.tuations 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 :UNUTP 
model should more accurately reflect current traffic 
data. However, in the meantime the MINUTP does identify 
appropriate mitigation which will adec;uately mitigate 
project-related impacts. 

The analysis used the 1985 Highway Capacity Manual/ 
Unsignalized Intersection Traffic Capac~ty method. The 
LOS indicateJ is for the most congested at ,the inter­
section (i.e., left from Mills onto Kettleman). All 
other wovements are at a higher LOS. 

6 Since 24-hour ccunts are not available for the inter­
section and San Joaquin County indicates that warrants 
are not met, the EIR consultant recommends that a pro­
gram for monitoring this intersection be initiated. 
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I The reference to Table 3 in the last paragraph on page 
29 should read Table 7. 

8 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 Mills 
Avenue onto Lower Sacramento Road. 

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

10 Measures 7 and ~ would necessitate project redesign. In 
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 
could be included in the site plan during the review 
procP.ss. However, if the plan revisions are subs tan·· 
tial, it is possible that supplement-::1 environmental 
review would be required. 

11 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 
COittplete. 

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

ThP. project should pay its share of the area-wide trans­
pot:tation improvements. An assessment district or 
citywide mitigation fee could be se~ up to collect fees 
to pay· for area transportation improvements. The fees 
could be collected based on a per project basis. 

12 See comment 4. 

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

14 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 thP. project site. Access to the 
parcel could be provided/ensured by stubbing streets at 
the parcel boundary but designing the development so 

18 
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15 

16 

17 

:: 8 

that these streets, if built, would not provide p=imary 
access to the site. 

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

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

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

o Charge on a first-come, first-serve basis with either 
the first develop~r paying the installation coats with 
reimbursement con. ng from subsequent developers on a 
prorated basis, o~ the last developer using the infra­
structure paying the total cost. 

Consideration of this issue should be made by City 
Council. 

Comment noted; no response necessary. 

Comment notec:; no response necessary. 

Comment noted; no response necessary. 

19 Currently, the City has no development requirements for 
drainage basins in regard to park appurtenances. The 
C i. ty could require the clevelo;>er to prepare a recre­
ational master plan for the drainage basin. The City 
could further require review of this plan by appropri~te 
agencies. 

20 

21 

22 

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 67 refers to the project site only 1 
while that on page 80 refers to cumulative growth in the 
area. The.t"e 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 Const.lnp+-.iona 

Cor.stmptlon 

Residential Acres du 
People/ Population b 

du Generated Rate Unit gpd 

Single-family 3,041c,d 2.68 8,150 320 gpcd 2,607,962 

Multi-family 680d 2.00 1,360 320 gpcd 435,200 

Subtotale 761.3 3, 721 9,579 320 gpcd 3,043,162 

Industrial 37.6 1,000 gpcd 37,600 

Tc.tal 3,080,762 

~ See page 77 of the Draft EIR for original table. 
Da:nenichelli pers. ccmn. 

~ Includes Lakeshore ~-
Includes nulti-family and duplex units. 

e Sum does not equal total due to rounding. 

20 



Revised Table 15. Estimat.ed Wastewater Generation 

Coi1Sllltption 

Land Use Zone a Acres a Rateb Unit g::d 

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 LOOi Camunity Devel~t Departuent 1987. 
Appelfeller pers. ccmn. 

c See page 79 of the Draft EIR for original table. 
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Comments - City of Lodi Depar~~ent of Parks and Recreation 

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

o "Regarding the loss 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 commur.ities through a tree 
ordinance. Extensive evaluation of the life expectancy 
of the oaks is an important consideration. 

o "Project requires 5-6 acres of park and is near G-Bas~ n. 1 ;;J_ ~ 
Perhaps oaks could be included in park area. It woui~ 
appear that this development should be tied to the golf' ~5 
course development if that option is to be exercised.~ 1 

c 

0 

0 

"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 should not put a g~neral :;2 T 
park 5-6 acres along side a golf course facility. 
Locate it away from this area, more in 1:he center of the 
developed area. I see this facility having a lot of 
open area tennis courts, basketball court, play area, 
etc. Incorporating the oak trees would be an excellent 
idea. 

"Scott Essin's suggestion of ~dopting a park dedication 
fee should be seriously considered. We're letting some l ~2? 
developers off the hook in sorqe 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 Parks and Recreation 

23 An evaluation of existing oak trees by a tree specialist 

is recommended to identify those trees which have the 

potential to withstand development. 

24 and 
25 Please refer to page 21 of the "Mitigation Measures, 

Plants and Wildlife" chapter. 

26 

26 ar.d 
27 

28 

Comment noted; no response necessary. 

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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£xistinc Conditions l5 I ~ 

The Lodi ro-C6 Cepa:rt;;:~nt s es the area withi t e Lodi 
city li,.its. T department has sworn officers, patrol 

o "'"" ' '"' YJ '' e<o' "'' . ~ '' o•• """ '"'""' I 'J q station, and th" City is divided into seven patrol arcH. T:,e .c.>, ' 

average response time tor the City is 2.9 minutes. Development 
ot the propose~rojer.t will not adverGely affect the service 
level of the ~~ ce d_epartm~••~ex fi'!'ta pun. co"',., l/ dS Una 
tU -Hu... r. s~ o f,ooo f.OIJ ·(!'(\. raf, o is r't'IOl.AI-a.i.iuJ. . J 

The City of Lodi will provide fire protection to the 
project area. The Lodi Fire Department provides service within 
the city limits, an area at approximately 8.5 square miles ~ith 
a population at 45,794. The Department has 48 firefighters with 
42 on line. It ha11 tour 1,500-gallon pumpers, one elevated 
platform, tt·uck and one eq11ipment truck. The equipment i~ 
distributed among three stations. The station closest to the 
project dte ia tho main station at West Elm and Church Street. 
Emd~qency resp~nto time to the project area la estimated to be 
3.5 to 4 minutes ~hich is beyond the Fire Department's 
roe~~ended )-minute driving time. The area is currently und~r 
consldnration for an additional fire station. Due to the 
incre4aed r~aponse time, the project would have ~ negative 
impact on the Departmnnt'a Class Iti ISO gradin9 unless another 
fire station was added. The City has a site on Lower Sacramento 
Road just north of elm Street. 

De'<e lopment o( tho proposed project. will not adverse 1 y 
affect the service level of the Fire Department. Although Lt 
would require th• addition of two firefighters and inr.rease the 
a.aunt of responue C5lls by 32 per year. 

Asa<lssment of Impact 

Development of orqj~~t site will necessitate provision of 
additional tire and~protection --

The City has a present ra~lo ot 1.02 firefighter per l,oon 
peopl<l. The development of the Batch project would 
necessitate tho proviaton one firefighter to maintain thlz 
ratio. Accordinq to the rire Departmene, increased density 
and population may create the need for " higher nu111ber ot 
fireti9hters per thousand people (Hughes pers. comm.). 

Hitiqation Measure! 

281 None required. 

64 



29 

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. 

25 



FFlCE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH 

CRAMtNTO. CA 93814 

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: 

'lbe et.a.te Clearinghouse sutmitted t.~ above named draft Environmental Impact 
Rep::>rt (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 Ctmpl.etion, the Clearinghouse has checked 
which agencies have coomented. Please review the Notice of Caupletion to 
ensure that yc.;r ccmnent pa.cka.ge is complete. If the package is not in 
order, please notify the State Clearinghouse imnedi.ately. Yo.n- tdght-digit 
Sta:te Oecingbouse number should be used so that we may reply promptly. 

Please note tha.t recent legislation requires that a reBJX>DSi.ble ageocy or 
other public agency shall only make substantive ccmDeOts oo a project which 
are within t.be area o! the agency's expertise or wbich relate to activities 
which the. t agency must carry out or ap11rove. ( AB 2583, 01. 1514, Sta ts. 
1984.) 

'Ibese canents are forwarded for your use in prepa.ring your final EIR. If I ? 
you n~d-more information or clarification, we suggest you contact the ~0 
ccmuentill& agency at your earliest convenience. 

Please contact Norma Wood at 916/445-0613 if you have any questions 
rega.rding the enviromneat&l review process. 

Sincerely, 

:;;?-~(/--:-~ 
ravid C. Nunenkamp 
Chief 
Office of Permit Assistance 

cc : Resources Agency 

Enclosures 
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Resoonse to Comrnen~s - State Office of Plannina and Research 

30 Comment noted; no response required. 
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or. Gordon r. Snow 
AasiRtAnt Secretary t~ Reaourcea 

Mr. J•••• Shroedar 
City ot Lodi 
221 Wast Pine 
Lodi, CA t5241-ltl0 

o.,.t-1 .. e.... ..,.... Offin ...... IIINdot 

0... ' AlJI.J l > 1987 

~ Draft Environmental 
Iapact Report iOEIR) 
tor latch, c,ntury 
K .. dovs, Bridqetovne 
Jtatatas 

The Oepart-nt of conservation ia reap'Cinaibla tor mon1torinc;, fanlend conversion on a atat-J.da baaia. 'l'ha ~nt also adainist.r11 ~·· Cal itornia .Land C:Onsarvadori (Williuaon) Act. · W.• have revi,wed tba city ot Lodi'• DEIR'• for- tha tbr•• projects referenced· above (8atcb, ICHf 1106020lr Century Meadows, SOif 870728021 and Bridqetovna Jtatataa, SCHf 17072101) and have noted tha't the propoaah will involve conversion of valuable tanaland . . The Oe~_rtment, therefore, otters tha.follovin9 caaaenta. 
The Brid9etovn Estates project voulcl convert 61 acres, Century Meadows would convert 160 acres, and Batch wuld convert 100 a~~es ot mostly priaa · a9ricul~~al land tor resi~ential development. Ho11t qt .ttw land. 18. under: lf1ll1 ... ,..,, Act. contracttr and \rould be .ann~ed b:( the ci~ ot.J,.,{, 

Tbe Department ia concerned vith. the qrovt:h 1n4ucinq iapaota of these projeota.. Althoup it 1a 11tated ·in all three I:Ilt'_. that these projectc would not 9anareta n- vravtb because ot·Maaaura A, ve would lilt• to point out .that th ... projac:ta, it approvtod, clellonatrate \:hat this ucbania cannot ba aasaed to always be an ettective tool to lWt the 9%'0Vth 1n4ucinq affect. ot p"'jec:ta. 
We are al•o concerned vith the continuinq loaa of aqricultural land•, espacially prime' agricultural land. · 'l'he State•• ·recently adopted Soil conseryation Plan analylad tigur.. trott the Oepartlllant of Water R.aourc.&' land u .. IIUrvaya vbic:b indicated that between lt12 and '~=:~ calitomia cropland baa been converted to u1·ban 1111~ at a rate ot 44,000 acres a year. Because the conver11ion ot aqricultural and open apace land 18 considered . significant· and unavoicSable, aiti9ation aeaaurea should be conaidered and diacuaaed in the FBIR. 

.0\'11"' v. \ 'i-""' .... o,1 y . 

}' 

Thell8 JI!Gasuru · ~9bt inclllde ·ainiabing' agricul,tunl· oonvenion I impacts on hi9h ¢uallty ao11a bt'41rectin9 oonvaraion onto lover quality soils and eatabllah!Mnt of qrHnbelt arus. Farmland truate, au~a blillbe<t· by th• Sonou l'araland 'l'ruat and the 
Marinf ,. · . · · · · .. oa_ n ba another attective way to preserve 
aqricul t~ land!i:> ~.~ 

~\>.~1:1 ~"\~~~~~~~ 
~~~~~ ~ .·. (.\ 

~- .. ,.., --~ •' • • I I /" 
' --

~I 

2) 

a::t 

Dr. snov and Hr. Shroeder 
Paqe ·ivo 

The Oepart11ent approciatea the opportunity to ccn1!lller>t on th•• DltiR. We hopa that the fanr~land conversion iapact and Williamson Act inu•• ara 9iven adequata consideration in· tho YEIR. !C I can be ot further aaailltanoe, pl·aaae teal tree to call 111<1 nt 
(916) 322-5873. 

~J.o-~..:t 
Oennia J. OBryant 
Enviro~ental Proqram cooictin~to< 

oc: Stephen Oliva, Chief 
Oftice of Land c n~aaervation 

:! 



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 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." 

The mitigation measures identified in the DC letter 

would not ~itigate conversion of the subject parcel from 

agricultural uses, but do represent overall management 

techniques which are available to the City. 

29 



ermetntWP@1::t?WWW'i&t"!t'W41'WrtM*htt'i' . . . I . "" em - ::!t . 'n ... . . WfMtt' Iii' il PO tf ,.._ .. \AW,.,;.o.w,. • ., ............... "' .... _... ...... ,"' ..... ~,.-·.-·~ ••• , .•• 

Table 2. Annual Annexation• to Lodi Since 1970 Tl!ble l. E lectian llf:su 1 ts Order Ml!asure A 

Nuaber of Total Acres El.ect.ian Pr itMiy PrcJpo&ed fl.e!A.Ilts of 

Year Annexations Annexed 'tear Project Lard USe h::res E1ecticr• 

--------· 
1970 6 154.05 1932 t«:>pr~ 

annexations 

1971 2 80.25 

19 72 5 73.61 1983 Batch Sing1o-family 100.0 0i5c"WrCNP,J 

residential 

1973 7 58.54 
s..'""'st Singlo-flll\lly 54.65 DiS<Wr""'·'l 

1974 6 151.34 residential 

1975 4 107.20 
1984 &tell/Hills Sing~e-fllll\ily 120.0 Dis"t'l'rovr;J 

1976 2 54.80 residential 

1977 3 70.61 ~ SincJle-family 54.65 A{.tlroved 
residootial 

1978 2 98.90 

1979 3 152.38 1985 B3tdl/Ml.lls Single-fllll\ily 120.0 Disapprov•:,J 
residtential 

w 1980 5 22S.44 
0 Wine i Poaes Bed ard 2.196 Af{lroved 

1981 s 169.63 D:>.Jntry lnn brei>!< taat inn 

Measure A Enacted ~io Indus trw 37.6 Di!l<lWrOVtd 

1982 0 0 
1986 Batch Single-!1111\ily 100.0 Disapproved 

1983 0 0 reai&ntial 

1984 1 uo.oo1 Parltview Ten:aoeo Senior/adult ~0.(1 Approved 

1985 2 83,76 
(Mills) l'Qleing 

Kaqqio ltDlstrial )7.6 ~'Wiled 

1986 1 2.196 
Tcwne IWlch Single-falllil y 78.3 Oi• prov«J 

1987 ..l. 67.90 reaidential 

Total 56 1,660,06 Jchulan Ranch Single-tandly 30.6 Di~rovcd 

residential 

Noncontiguous public land (vaatevater treatment plant and ---
draina9e basin)· -no vote vas required. 

f'' l ' f ' 



ST~T~ 0" c.At!P'ORN!A--SUSINES:·. TitANSPOI\TATl0."1 AND HC>US<NG AG!:N0' 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
f.O. 80X :2()48 (1976 E. CHARTER WAY) 

STOCXTON. CA 9~201 

TOO (20>') 948-7833 

(209) 948-7906 

August 19, 1987 

Ms. Norma Wood 
State Clearinghouse 
1400 Tenth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Ms. Wood: 

10-SJ-12-15.68 
City of Lodi 
Century Meadows 
Draft EIR 
SCH #87072802 

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

A project is now in progress which will signalize the Route 
12, Lower Sacramento Road intersection. Further improvements are ~ LL 
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 ke~p~ng pace with the development proposalshin the Lodi 3.5._ 
area. part1c1pation in increasing the capacity of t e Park and 
Ride facilities is an effective measure for reducing traffic and 
congestion. 

Caltrans appreciates the 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. 

Attachments 
cc:PVerdoorn~.~~~~ 

VRodman/ 

Very truly yours, 

,ql4~11 
DANA COWELL 
Chief, Transportation 
Planning Branch 

32 
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35 

Response to Comments - State Department of Transportation 

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. 

Comment r.oted; no response required. 
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Soot. ol Colilonlle 

Memorandum 

lo Ma • Nor-. Wood 
State Cloaringhouae 
Office of Planning and Research 
1400 Tenth Street, Room lll 

o... • August 25, 1987 

~ • Sacramento 

Sacraaento, California 95814 '~· 

f""" • o.,-.-relh..! ..... A......_--.220 N Street, RCIOII 104 .·.:· 
aacruaento, CA 95814 · 

~· SCH Noa. 87060203, 87072801, 87072802 - Batch, Bridqetovne 
Batatea, • Century Meadova1 Annexation, General Plan Aaandment, 
Retoning, Agricultural Preserve Contract Caneellatlon, and 
Specific Development Approval 

w 
,t>, 

JRNAAA£ 
,. .. ,. 

The california Depart11ent of Food and Agric•alture ICOPAI has 
reviewed the draft Environmental Iapact Reporta IDIIRI concerning 
the •bove referenced projectl and hu tile follovlnCJ ~ent11 and 
reco..,endation. 

1. Theae projecta would reoult in the peraansnt converalon of 
100, 61, and 160 acrel of taraland, currently 1oned General 
Agriculture- 41 acres alniaua parcel alae IGA-401, deaiq­
nated as Agriculture in the.Ban Joaquin County General Plan; 
to urban uses. This land le all considered to be prl•e 
agricultural land, currently planted In irrigated vineyards, 
irrigated fru~t orchards, irrigated field crops, and 
Chriatrr.as trees, with 83 •eras vacant on ·the Batch site. 

2. The proposed project• could lead to pr ... ture conversion of 
agricultural land due to the preaaure to develop other agel­
culturally productive parcels located in close proxi11ity. 

3 •. The propoaed projecta ~uld require the cancellation of Cali­
fornia Land Conservation COntracts with san Joaquin County on 
100, 51, and 40 acrea of eacb r.ojeat aite respectively. 
This office is unavare'if Will ... CD Act contracts are a 
conlideratlon for the 'fcvne lanch or JobnaOil lanch projecta. 

4. 

s. 

The City of Lodi is currently 1n the proceas of updating ita 
General Plan, Bxpeeted eoapletiOil is ~id•ltll~ 

Thia project ill one of several proposed for this area, Sla 
of theae reRidentlal projects requiring annexation repre­
aenting over 450 acres ot pri .. agricultural land will be 
aubmitted to the voters for approval on the Movaaber ballot 
under Measure A; 

r~--~ ~ 

f ·s [ ''J f" j f J 
,,, 

Hs. Norma Wood 
August 25, 1987 
Page Two 

While the COfA does rttcoqniae the right of toea\ govtHnm.,nt.• teo 
develop and i11pleaent land use pol icy, we are compelled lO com· 
ment on the conversion of ·agricultural land. Ultimately, the 
voters will deo:ide the merits of these projects, t.owever, lh•>y 
ahould be able to make an Jntormed decision with guJdanct• frntn ' 
detailed •~d current Genera. Plan. Given the importance ·Jf 
agriculture to this region, a co111prehensive agricultural land u~e 
element In the General Plan is recoflllllended. This element: <honlc 
include appropriate mitigation me1>sure• which would ensur" t.lw 
conservation of prim• agricultural land. Mitigation l!leaB•HeS 
might include ·he use of land conservation easements, WI! li~m•~" 
Act contracts, and urban transition 1onlng. !8tabllahlng riqht. .. 
to-tara ordinances and a site evaluation system such ao oneo """d 
by rrean<.o County or the USOA•SCS are other 111othods which 'night t>•" 
e,.ployt.d. The uae of general obligation bonds to fund a loeal 
government land protection program, th<! use of development 
•••eaaaenta to fund a land protection foundation such as the one 
in Solano County, and the purchaae and transfer of dev~loprMnt 
rights can be very effective programs which should be lnv•,sl.i­
gated. The lmpluentatlon of such mitigation meaaur<~s ensurin•J 
the protection of surrounding agricultural land is strongly en­
couraged. With tho for11qoing In ca!nd, .we reco..,.end approval <Jf 
the D!IR• for the above referenced projects. 

~~~~ 
Steve S~a!~:~yat 
Researcl22-S227 (9161 

1-5 (J 

' ' ,. ~··'""'" 'l'. t·;-;··~-,..,. ~ ~''/'/'r."~!·'·'.::'::.~·'":-'"'• --. ·~ 



Reseonse to Comments - Department of Food and Agriculture 

36 Comment noted; no response required. 
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Introduction 

This Fi ·,1al Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) has b~en 
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 15000 et 
seq.). The document includes the comment letters received 
during the required public review period, which began on July 
27, ·1997 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/Departme~t of Public Works 
and Department of Parks and Recreation, California Stat~ Office 
of Planning and Research, California Depar~~ent 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 c::.nd 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 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 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 mi tiga­
tions that ....-ould reduce or eliminate project impacts. This 
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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 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. Use of the summary only, without reading the 
supporting text, could lead to an incomplete understanding of 
the project. 

The "Project Description" section presents ~ full descrip­
tion of the projectr 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). 

2 
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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. 

3 



Table 1. Sumnary of EnviroP.m?..ntal Impacts 

Iropact..s 

I Geology and Soils 

~ Locati<?TI. of l?ro?ect 0 c:rrea of I potent~a.l se1.srm.c actJ. Vl. ty 

I Conversion of agricultural soils 

Mitigation 
Measures 

in Text 

1 

2 

~------·----------------------
1 • 

1 Hydrology 
i 

I Generation of increased stol:JlM7ater 
runoff 

I Plants and Wildlife 

Potential loss of mature oak trees 

Traffic 

Generation of increased traffic 
volumes 

3 

4 

5 

6 

4 

Mitigation ~easures 

Implarent Unifonn Building 
Codes (UBC} requirements 
when designing structures . 

None available if projec"t is 
awroved. 

l 
De · ctr · t ·1· · I s~ stonn a~n ac1. 1. ties 1 
in accordance with require­
ments of Lcdi Public Works 
Depart:rrent. 

Er.cairage retention of mature 
oaks in an open-space buffer, 
park, or drainage basin area 
if feasible. 

Consider inplementing a tree 
protection ordinance or 
restrictions to encourage 
lalg-tenn maintenance of 
mature or specimen. oaks on 
prl vate pJ:q?erty. 

Install northbound turn 
pocket for proja."t entrance 
to south of Elm ftreet on 
I.crwier Sacramento Road 
entrance. 

'' 



Table l. Continued 

Contribution to cJmUlative traffic 

Generation of increased traffic­
related noise levels 

Air Quality 

lDcalized increase of carbon 
monoxide levels 

Regional increase in ozone levels 

L------------·------

Mitigation 
Measures 
in Text Mi ligation Measures 

5 

7 Close off frontage road and 
revise site pla~ to provide 
an access for units located 
to the east of the site. 

8 Redesign dri WMay configur­
ations for parcels fronting 
on Elm Street. 

9 

10 

Signalize intersection of 
I.J':Mer Sacramento Road/Wo<:xl­
haven Lane/Turner Rnad 
interc...,ections; widen and im­
prove intersection of loNer 
Sacramento Road and Lake 
Avenue; widen Lcwer Sacra­
mento Roac.1 between Kettlanan 
Lane and L<xli Avenue. 

Restrict construction to 
notmal daytine periods. 

11 Provide prq>er equ.iprent 
maintenance. 

12 Use state noise 
:insulation stardards. 

13 orient b.rl.ldings to miiilinize 
wi.rxbi exposure to· roadway. 
traffic am increase . 
setbacks. 

14 None required. 

15 None available. 

I 
I 

i 
I 
I 



Table l. Cont.1.nuea 

Inpacts 

1 Generation of construction dust 

! 
I 

Consistency with regional air 
quality plan 

I 
~--

Incremental contribution to 
regional air quality program 

Land Use 

Reduction of ~gricultural 
revenues 

Incanpatibili ty of project with 
adjacent agricultural uses 

Conversion of prime agricultural 
soils to urban uses 

Cancellaticn of Williamsal Act 
ccntract 

Water 

Approval of project would require 
developnent of additional well .:md 
necessary infrastructure 

Effect on groondwater table 

Mitigation 
Measures 

in Text 

16 

1"7 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

6 

Mitigation ~1easures 

Use standard c:onstn~ction 
dust reduction practices. 

None required. 

None required. 

None required. 

Create 2Q-foot buffer area 
between project and adjacent 
agricultural uses where 
required. 

Provide a 6;...foot, chain..;. link 
fence to separate residential 
parcels fran drainage basin 
where none exists. 

No feasible mitigation 
mea5U1'e exists if project is 
inplE!lelted. 

None required. 

None required. 

None reqnire<i. 

•• 
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I 
I 

f 

r::tacy Sewer sy~ 
I Develop-rent of project in an area 

!
'. of insufficient sewerage treat­

ment capacities 

I
I Generation of increru:;ed stonn 

water runoff 

Developrent of project could 
necessitate provision of 
addi. tional fire and police 
protection 

Schoc>ls 

Generation of 227 school-age 
children 

Generation of increased 
solid waste. 

Parks 

No jmpat..t 

. '..\ltural ResOOrces 

U:x:ation of project i- an area: 
with no knci.Yn arc):)p..,_:, . .-·-qical 

resources 

l"Ji tigatior. 

in Text 

26 

27 

28 

::!9 

30 

31 

32 

7 

Mitigation l-ieasures 

Restrict development until 
sufficient treat:xre.;1t. 
capacity hds been developed 
(est. 1989) • 

·None require:i. 

Provide additional fire and 

police personnel and equip­
ment as required. 

Collect school mitigation 
fees as allc:Med by state law. 

None required. 

None required. 

Consult archeologist if 
rescm:ces are discovered 
during construction. 

{. 
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Project Description 

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 en 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
land 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 senior 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 units 
(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 
~ ::.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 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 Batch property has a general plan 

9 
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FIGURE 1. AREA MAP 
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FIGURE 2. BATCH PROPERTY PROJECT LOCATION 
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desionation of "Low Densitv Residential" and a zoning of "GA-20" 

(Gen~ral Agriculture - 20 ~ere 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~ 

quirements of Lodi's Measure A Growth Initiative, which r~quircs 

that annexation of properties to the City fur development pur­
poses must be approved by a vote of the electorate. The ~nnex­
ation would also require City Council and Local Agency Formation 
Commission (LAFCQ) approvals (see "Land Use" section}. 

13 
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CITY COUNCil 

(Vfl YN M OlSON, ~'Of 

totiN R (laf'dv) SNIO( R CITY OF LODI 
THOMAS A ,., TII\Qf!f 

(lty Mf"fPf 

Mh'Ot PtcJ l M\pOC'• 

OA.VtO M HINCHMAN 

JAMU W. PINkU TON. It 

fllO M RliO 

CITY HAIL. m WIST I'INI STIIIl 
CAlL IOlJODt 

AliCI M lftMCtU 
{lt'f(Wft 

lOOt, CAliFOIINIA 9Sl41·,910 
(l09) ))4-S.J4 

llUCOftll .,.., us~ 

ION A tO""' \ f1 IN 

, ... 
ll1 

August 19, 1?87 

Coc;qnlty Oevelo~t OepirtJwnt 
City of Lodl 
Ca 11 Box 3006 
Lodt, CA 95241·1910 

SUBJECT: Satch OEIR 

The Ctty of lodl Public Works Departllent lin the following c-nts on 

the BAtch Draft Envtrorwntal IIIP4Ct Report: 

1. Page 7, ProJect Charac~r1sttcs • 11o MnUon ts ude of the school 
site. 

2. E!.9LLOt Oevelor;::nt Layout • Tilt bufn stte (W.stgltt Part) dolls 
not con 01'11 to t e Par£11ister Plan apprond by the City Council. 

This will reduce the nUIIIber of lots that can be developed. 

J. Pa~e 21 (A·5j • El111 Street Is plannecl for four lanes and his 

su flclent w dth. Thi street will bt rtstrf~ when voh•s warren~ 
four lanes, 

Lodi Avenu~. Eut of Lower SacraMnto Road wt1l have an additional 

westbound lane Wliin thi ParEvltw Terrae. pl'Ojtet Is constructed, 
probably In the spring of 1988. . 

Kettleman lane/lower SAcra11111nto Road - A traffic stgtlal for this 

Intersection Is In the dis1gtl sti91 •. The project Is IMirtng done 
under an agree~~~~nt between San,..Joaqu1n toullty end Caltrans, 

4. P£!e 23 fA·S)JeTurnlnf Move.lint'Coi.nts. We understand that use of 
t RIRO P 110 I tor.. umtng .av-nts ts questtoublt. we would 

like to know how the .adel's results c~rtd to the intersections 

that were actually counted... . · 

5. There ~~ay be a need to prov1dt an 1111Pr0vtd access tO the northerly 

levee of the lloodbrldgo Irrigation District Canal at Lower 
S.cNmento Road 1nd lodt Avenue. Thtrt NY have to be an acceu 

e&selll1!nt d~dlc~ted to keep the entrance to the lev" away fro~~~ the 
lnteructl()n, 

6. Pase Z7 - 8ott011 table references ere incorrect. 

··• '''"""•'''"'''~ •H~.,:,,.,,~._._..,.,,..~ .. ; •i,,,t_·,•,;.(>'1'4!'1-.•""~''•~<"';>',!,>~>>t"lf.~\·:o;.;.J!'>il~.-o-.
... l~~'><I'~M ........... '!'> !>'"'~ ... ,.,.,,,_,,,, ••••• r , • ·~-~·-··· 
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COIIIIIUntty Oevelopn"oent Department 
August 19, 1987 
Page Z 

7. ~tgeA?.8 ·Table 5 ts not the same H the corresponding table In 
e ppend1x. 

' 1 

8. Page 29G Mitigation 7 • We strongly agree that the frontag~ road 1 \ , 
should e eliminated. Thts will be recomnended to the Planning 

9. 

C01m1i u ton. 

Pa~e l9~ IHU3atlon B . We strongly agMle with this recOIIIIII!ndation 

an wll. Mlcomendtii the City Coonc11 tlllt tht City Design 

Standards require this type drbeway or r~tverse frontage on ~rt.erl a i 
streP.tS. 

10. lt ts r~cOtiiiN!nded that Mttigattons 7 and 8 be detailed ar.d 1hown ,,., 

part of the report. 

11. CUIIIUlatlve Conditions • lt Is not clear what was 
use or t sana ys s - s t e same as the list In Table 12, 
Page 74? It would appear not, based on e~a111tnation of Figure A, 
Page A-23 for the Intersection of Lower Sacra~~~ento Road and Elm 
Street. lt also appears trtfflt for the project h Incorrect. 

There should be an exhibit showing all the traffic volume 

asslgn~~~~nts. 

12. Page 33 (A-17{ 19) Mitigation Measures ·Although this project 
~s no require a traffic signal at lower Sacra~~~ento Road H 

Woodhaven, the development 1hould pay for a port ton of tht 1 and 

other tnfflc Improvements. 

The eastbound approach at Lodt Avenue needs no lllltlgatlon acccrdlng 

to the tr·afflc appendix. 

There ,He nn vol~s shown or capacity dlscuHion In the text 

regarding widening Lower Sacra:~~ento Road to four lanes. 

Right-of-way on lower Sacramento Road at Lodl Avenue shoul~ mirror 

that required at Parkvlew Terr·ace. 

13. There Is no dhcusslon on the southernmost access point at lO'Wer 

Sacra~~ento Road. Since lower Sacra~~~ento Road h planned n a 
divided facility, this access would QllOW right turns only. The 

question of a 11111dlan opening should be analyzed. 

The MIHUTP trefflc 110del's calibration to existing conditions 5nd 

results for future land uses has not been completely reviewed by 

City staff, Because of thts and th• probleat nentloned tn COifCilent 

18, we are reluctant to Nke con~~~nts on the accuracy of the tr4ffic 

anillysis. We are confident howtver that the ultimate l~ne 
conflgurHtons for the streets Involved are adequate. 

14, ~~i!. · Surrounding land use Is Incorrect, 

\· 
,-
' 
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COQIIUnl ty Development Departlnent 
August 19, 1987 
Page 3 

IS. PJge 52 - This figure Is for Brldgetowne Estltes, not Bnch. 

16. Ph!e 61, Watdr Wells -The water use figures appen to not Include 
t school site. The acklltlon of a wll and oversize lines will 
c:ost the Ctty over $250,000. s- •ans to .:~ltlgate this ttRPact 
should be deve1oped. 

17. P~ges 62 l 78, Wastewater Treatllent Plant Capacity- The City's 
P ant Is currently at upacity. tlii plant Is now proceulng 1111 to 
6.1 111llion gallons per day. First pha~e capeclty of 6.8 •llllon 
gallons per day Is not lndlctted. The City's present schedule Is to 
h6ve the first phue ccmpltted by thl winter of 1989. There are 
many v~rhbles In this scl!edullng. It Is very poulblt th.lt a 
connection lllOratoriUIII will bt nteded at SOlie tf• during the next 
two expansion phases If all thl c:~a~latlve projects are approved and ; 
built. This developl!nt uy not be tble to be strved until the 
first phase Is cc.mpleted. 

18. Page 62 lower Sacramento Rotd 15" Sewer • Prellalnny work done 
In the ~astewftttr COllection Sys£• Hisier Plan lndlutes this line 

does not have capacity for all thl dtvelopaents on Lower S.cr••nto 
Road. Some oneans to 111ltlgate thh laptct should be developed. 

19. Page 63 Stonn Drainage Basin • Oenlopaent of Nster ltora dreln 
'-' faci 1 Hies In this aree (f: Xrea. llestg~te Park) his been left to tilt 
0'1 developers. They have been required to Install facilities as a 

credl t a?alnst dral11age fees. 

r . j 

The des lgn of the basin as shown In thl sfte plan does not confona 
to the Basin Master Plan adopted by thl City Councfl. Soae 
rev Is 1 ons that will reduce thl nuabtr of lots will be necessary. 

20. Page 65 1 School Site - Is the school site large enough to provide 
for ons1te teacher and public perking ar.d bus 1oadln97 

21. Page 1 ~7, Westgate Park - Dntnige buln construction does not 
prov e for park eppurtentnces, I.e. • trees, barbecues, benches, 
walkways, recreation facllt~les. 50111 Mans to •ltlglte this 111pact 
should be developed. 

2Z. PagP. 77 j Cl.llllUlatlve Water Cons'i£tlon • This table reflects tll 
the pro ect$ In Ta61e 12. ft'li ~·ci on the City syst• will be 
less since Table 12 Includes Woodbridge projects which Ire not 
nrved by the C 1 ty sys t.. 

23. Page 79t Cu111Uhtlve Wastewater Generation - It Is not c:letr which 
of the able 12 projects are lncludid in thtse figures. Woodbridge 
dev~lopments should not bt Included as thly are served by a separite 
sanitary Jlstrlct. 

r··-- J f"""-J ~ l 

.... ?, 
-~ ··~· 

I") '1 \ ·-. 

_..,., -
./ '-,; 

-, I ...... ' (_.; 

~< ':f-

'l (, 
.< /) 

,~LA 

·-~ - I 

-~)(_; 

-) 

...,..) ") 
~·) '\ 

COIRRUn1ty Development Oe~artonent 

August 19. 1987 
Page 4 

24. Page 60, Additional Park Land. Statements under thl~ puag•aph I 
ere not con$htent with those on P1ge 67, If hck of park l1nd is 
significant under the cumulative Impacts, then this Department must i 
question why It's unavoidable. Means to mltlgHe this park land 1 

deficiency should be developed. 

If you have any questlont about our c011111ents, please contact Rlch1rd 

"ON, :::tl.i-'' 0' ~ U '~' """"""" 

L. Ronsl<o 
I c Works 0 I rector 

cc: Jon~s & Stokes A~soc Ia tes, Inc. 

~-

~'ECEI\. 
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'!') tot··. 
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Comment 

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

No. Response 

1 The site contains a 10-acre school site in the northwest 
corner of the parcel (see Figure 3, "Project De­
scription" in the "Project Des~ription" section) . 

2 

3 

4 

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. 

Co~~ent noted; no response required. 

Comment noted; no response required. 

5 Comment noted; no response,required. 

6 

7 

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 
an3.lyzing 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 
det~rmine 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 direc~ly 
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. 

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

9 

10 

11 

12 

13, 14 
and 15 

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. 

Comment noted; no response required. 

Comment noted; no response required. 

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. 

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: 

g,g 

310 44 
19 327 44 

467 75 
19 484 

166 427 147 
650 155 

166 650 155 

18 
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The p.m. peak hour traffic volumes for the existing, 
existing + project, cumulative, and cumulative + project 
conditions are shown on Figure 4 {attached). 

16 Comment noted; no response required. 

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

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

19 Comment noted; no response required. 

20 Based on evaluation of traffic volumes, the use of a 
median openin9 on Lower Sacramento Road would not be 
appropriate or necessary. The use of a right turn only 
access will be adequate. 

21 See response to comment 8. 

22 Additional surrounding land use includes a 
shopping center at the southwest corner 
Sacramento Road and Sargent Road. 

commercial 
of Lower 

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

24 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 require a total of 
391,675 gpd. 

Currently, tt!e 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. 

2. 

3. 

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

The city can charge the developer for the cost· of 
the new well and lines. · 

Charge should be on a first-come, first-serve basis 
with either the first developer paying the 
installation costs with reimbursement cmaing 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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25 Comment noted; no response required. 

26 Preliminary work by Black & Veatch, consultants prepar­
l.ng the Wastewater Master Plan, indicates deficiencies 
in existing capacity. The existing 15-inch and 18-inch 
lines nee:d 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. 

27 and 
28 Project applicant must rev i.se site plan to conform · 

city's Basin Master Plan. 

29 A preliminary review indicates that the site has aae­
quate space to accommodate public and teacher parking as 
well as school buses. However, in the absence of more 
precise design information, this is not assured and will 
need to be evaluated before final approval of the site 
plan for the project. 

30 Currently, the City has no development requirements for 
drainage basins in regards to park appurtenances. The 
City should require the developer to prepare a 
recreational master plan for the drainage basin. The 
City could ~urther require re•,·iew of this plan by appro­
priate City agencies. 

31 Revised estimated cumulative water consumption would be 
3,080,762 gpd (see Revised Table 14 foll~wing). 

32 

33 

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 refers to the project site only, 
while that on page 80 refers to cumulative growth in the 
area. The-re does not appt'!ar 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 -re-•iew and Ge;1eral Plan revision process. 

22 
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Revised Table 14 . Estimated OJirulati ve Water Consumption a 

People/ Population 
Rateh Residential Acres du du Generated 

Single-family 3,04lc,d 2.68 8,150 

Multi-family 680d 2.00 1,360 

~...otale 761.3 3, 721 9,579 

Industrial 37.6 

Total 

~ See page 77 of the Draft EIR for original table. 
'X::nEnichelli pers. carm. c 

d lncltldes Lakeshore ~. 
Includes rrulti-famiJy and duplex units. 

e Sum does not equal total due to roonding. 

23 

320 

320 

320 

1,000 

ConsultJ?tion 

Unit gtrl 

gpcd 2,607,962 

gpcd 435,200 

gpcd 3,043,162 

gpcd 37,600 

3,080,762 



Revised Tatle 15. Estimated Wastewater Generation 

Land Use Zone a Acres a Rateb 

Residential 

SingJ_e-family R-1 183.05 1,200 

Sing i-:- farni.l y I 
duplex R-2 492.25 1,800 

l-lllti-family R-<iA 24.4 4,000 

Multi-family R-MD 15.0 6,000 

Industrial M-2 37.6 2,000 

Total 

~ City of I..t:xli camunity Developrent Depa.rt:nelt 1981. 
l>-.fPelfeller pers. cann. 

c See page 79 of the Draft EIR for original table. 

Consurtpt.ion 

Unit 

gpad 

gpad 

gpad 

gpad 

gpad 

gpd 

219,660 

886,050 

97,600 

90,000 

75!200 

1,368,510 



Comments - Lodi City Parks Depar~ent 

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 

34 An evaluation of existing oak trees by a tree specialist 
is recommended to identify those trees wh~ ch have the 
potential to withstand development. 
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t:xi5ti~Condi~~!!! J5 I ~ 
The Lodi Po ce Department s e the area withi. t e todi city limits. ~'?~department has ~Lsworn officers, patrol officers, and ~ ~atrol care. T~e' i• one centra dispatch station, and the City is divided into seven patrol areas. The' avera'ie response time for the City is 2.9 minute•. Development of the proposifd reject will not adversel:t affect the service level of the ce .1~partma~enctfielt:l pus. co"'""l/ a.s l£r1.4. !U #u. 1. 5 o f,ooo feD '6'1"\. ro..lio is ~J-ItUuc:l. J The City of Lodi will 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 l,SOO~gallon pumpers, one elevated 

plat!o~, truck and one equipment truck. The equipment is distributed amon? three stations. The station closest to th" project site is the main station at West Elm and Church Street. 
Eme~gency r.esponse time to the project area is estimated to be 3.5 to 4 minutes which is beyond the Fire Department's reco.;vnended J-rninute driving time. The area in curr"!ntly under consideration for an additional fire station. Due to the increased respon8e time, the project would· have a negative impact on the Department's Class ITt ISO gradin'i unles• <>•><>thee fire atation wa& added. The City has a site on Lower 5acramento Road just north of Elm Street. 

Development of the proposed project will not adversely affect the servic<e level of the Fire Dqpartment. Althou9h it would require the addition ot two firefighters and increase the amount of responee calls by 32 per year. 

Aswess~ent ot Imp~ct 

Development of prcject site will necessitate provision of addit1onal lire and pollee protectf>n -------

<c 

The City nas a present ratio ·•f 1.02 firefighter per 1,000 people. The development of the Batch project would necessitate the provision one firefighter to maintain this ratio. According to the Fire Department, increased density and population may cr, ·te the need for a higher number of firefighters per tr.ousand peoph l<fuqhes pers. comm.). 
Mitigation Measures 

28) None required. 

... 



Response to Comments - City of Lodi, Police Department 

35 T!:le 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. 

29 



~ Tf C-' (.t;tt~Of<,._.,._--OFHCt Or T>iE <.70VH1No;l 

==================== 
ifFICE Of PLANNING AND RESEARCH 

August 26, 19G7 

James Shroeder 
City cf ~odi 
Community Deve1opment Department 
221 West Pine 
Lodi, CA 95241-1910 

SUbject: Batch Project 
SCll# 87060203 

Dear Mr. Shroeder: 

'!be State Clearinghouse nll:mitted the above named draft Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) tc 3elected state agencies for review. 'lbe review period is 
closed and the comment; o! the individual agency(ies) is(are) enclosed. 
Also, oo the enclosed No :ice o! Q:mp.letion, the Clearinghouse bas checked 
which agencies bave ccnnented. Please review the Nc;tice of Q::mpletion to 
ensure that your ccmnent package is complete. I! the pack.H.ge is not in 
or-der, please wti!y t:be State Clearinghouse imnediately. Your eight-digit 
State Clearinghouse IUJDt.a sbould be J.Sed so that we may reply pranptly. 

Please note tba.t recent legislation requires tbat a respoos:t.ble agency or 
other ptblic agency sh8J.l only ma.k3 substantive calll)e[lts oo a. project which 
are rl thin the area o! the agency's expertise or which relate to activities 
which tba.t agency must carry out or approve. (AB 2583, Ch. 1514, Sta.ts. 
1984.) 

These COJments are forwarded for your use in preparing your !inal EIR. If! 
you need more information or clarification, we suggest you contact the 
caDDenting agency &t your earliest convenience. 

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

Sincerely, 

;;g_~~~ L__-
tavidC. ~ 
Olief 
Office of Permit Assistance 

cc: Resources Agency 

Enclosuras 

30 
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Response to Comments - Office of Planning and Research 

· 3 6 Comment noted; no response requ~_red. 
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.. -..,...-...., M IIIIOUKIIS A01HCY Of ~ .. 

·Memorandum 

1• or. Gordon F. snow 
Assistant secretary tor Resources 

Mr. Jaaea Shroedar 
city of t.odi 
221 West Pine 
Lodi, CA gs:z41-1g1o 

0... ' ~ l) 1987 

~ Draft Environaental 
Illpact Repol"t COEIR) 
tor Batch, c,ntury 
Meadove, Bridgetovne 
Zatl!tea 

,._ ' ~·"'c.._ ........ Ofllu ...... ~ 

L<J 
N 

... , 

The Oepartllltmt ot Conaervation h respOnsible tor aoni tor inq h.raland conversion on a atatevi4e bash. Tbe Oepart.ent also adlllinisters the· C&li.tomia Land Conaenlltion (Will1UUJon) Act. We have revi~ed the City of Lodi'l DEIR'I tor the three projects referenced above (Batch, SCHI 170602031 Century Meadows, SC!If 870728021 and Bridyetovna Eatatel, SCHf 1707210:) and have noted that the proposals will involve conv~ion ot valuable taraland. Tha o.pa.rtment, therefore, often the tolloving COlllltent.. 

The Bridgetown Estates p::oj~ would convert 61 acres, Century Meadows would con.ert 160 acres, and Batch vould convert 100 
•!=J:'Oa ot 11oatly priae · aqricul:t~l land tor reai~antial developllent.. Moat qt.~ land 1• Wider lfilliuaon Act contracts· and Would be ann~ed bY the .~iqr o·f.Lodi.· 

·rhe ~partment 1a concemed witll. tlle qrovth Ulclucinq iapacts of 1 these projecta. Althouqb 1t 1a l!tat..ed 1n .-11 three Eilt'• that ' these projecte would not 9enerate new· ~ beca"se ot· Measure I A, we would lilt& to .point out that thele projacta, it approved, 

1

, 
de~~onstn.te that this Hobania cannot be ·asaaed to always be an effective tool to liait the qrovth inducing effect ot projects. 

-.! f 
'.,) . 

we e.re also concerned with the continuing loss ot aqricultural 1 le.nds, especially priH aqricultural land. Tbe State's recently , edopted ~il Conaervation P1 an analy&ed figures troll the 1 2 C t>epartme11t of Water Reaourcea • land use s'UrVeye Which indicated 1 ,.._) 0 that a....tween 1972 and ltiO Calitomla croplan:1 baa bean converted to url>an Ulea at a rate ot 44,000 acres a year. Because the convenicm of a9ricultural and o~ space land is considered . significant- end. unavoidable, aiti9ation aeasurea should be considared and diacusaed 1n the rzra. 
These Jl!.eaauru •igbt 1ncl114e ·ainia1•11'9 avrii'Ulttural· cxmvenion . impact• on hi9b ~ity 10111 by"d.incting convenion onto lover '! :,-· L1 quality aoila and aat&bliabMnt of 9Z'•enbelt areas. . :ra:ntland ) trust•, au~~U.Ibed by the Sonoaa Paraland Trust an<1 the · Marin Fa · · ·.can be anotller ettactive way to preserve 
a9ricult lands, ) 

~ 
:-~f-0 

~f.cf.~ ~1 • 
'2. C) 11 

t-~~ lo'~~"; 
.· (.\~~·'~ ~ 
: :··~';) 

. --

r····:J r··~ t"l r·· ., r· 

or. snov and Mr. Shroeder 
Paqa Tvo 

The Oepartllent &ppraciatee the opportunity to COIMIAn"C. on the DEIR. We hope that the farmland conversion impact and Willia~son 
Act iaauea are 9iven adequate oondderation in the I'EIR. If I can be ot turther aasiatanc•, please teal tree to c:all me •t 
(916) 322-5873. 

~.\·o~t-
oannia J. OBryant 
EnviroiUiantal !'i'oo;Jr4m Crvord 1M tor 

cc: Stephen Oliva, Chis! 
O!tice ot Land Conservation 



Response to Conunents - Depart>;.ent of Conser-Jation {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.• 

The mitigation measures identified in the DC 
would not serve to mitigation conversion of the 
parcel from agricultural uses but do represent 
management techniques which are available to the 

33 
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Table 2. Annual Annexation• to Lodi Since 1970 Table 3. Electicn Results Under Meu\lre A 

NWiber of Total Acres Electiroo PriJM.ry i'rqx)sed Rel>Ult.s qf 
Year Annexations Annexed '{NO;,; Project !.and Use Acres Electi01, 

-
1970 6 154.05 1982 ~ ptqX>Bed 

1971 2 80.25 
annexati.ooa 

1972 5 73.61 1983 Batch S~1e-family 100,0 DisftA>rOV<'<l 
residential 1973 7 58.54 

19H 6 1~1.34 
&lnooeat S~le-faml.lJ 

residential 
54.65 Di gar.prr;MP.d 

1975 • 107.20 
1984 BatcliiHilb S~le-family 120,0 Di 5aHJrt:<Ved 19 76 2 54.80 resident..ial 

1977 3 7C .61 sw-at s in1le- family 54.65 Approva1 

1978 2 98.90 
residential 

1979 3 1S2.38 1985 Batch/Mila s in11e-famil y 120.0 Disawrove<l w residential .... 1980 5 225.44 

Wint ' Roses Bed and. 2.196 Approve-j 1981 s 169.63 Country tm breal< fast inn 

Measure A Enacted Magqio Ildlatdal 37.6 DisawroV(-·d 

1982 0 0 
1986 Batch S~le- !111\ily 100.0 DiaawrciJro 1983 0 0 residt!ntia.l 

1984 1 uo.oo1 
Partview Terrace Senior/adult 20.0 Approved 
OOU.l lnla~ 1985 2 83,76 
Maggio Xlldust.ria1 J7.6 "P\JrPV"'I 1986 1 2.196 
Towne Ranch S~1e-tllllily 78.3 Disawnnr·d 1987 ..l 67.90 residontW 

Total 56 1,660,()6 ,JOOnscrl Ranch Single-tam.ily 
ra•idential 

30.6 DisawnNr<l 

Noncontiguous fublic land (waatewater treat•ent plant and 
drainage baein •·no vote waa required. 

f ••'"'(t 
; If ·~! lt'"~J ~·-- -~-· ~ t "l j 



•EPARTMtNT OF TRA!'~SPCRTATION 
;). !lOX ::1048 (1976 E. CHARTER WA 'f) 

·c.."'lClCT~. CA 95201 
Y.) ('209) 94-7853 

209) 948-7906 

August 18, 1987 

Ms. Norma Wood 
State Clearinghouse 
1400 Tenth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95ll4 

Dear Ms. Wood: 

10-SJ-12-15.15 
City of Lodi 
Batch Development 
Draft EIR 
SCH 87060203 

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

Mitigation measures include Wldening of Lower Sacramento ; 

~ 
~ 

Road to Route 12 and signalizing and widening the Route 12 1 -
intersection to accomodate turn lanes. Some discussion shouldl 
be included regarding the method and responsibility of funding : 
these projects. 

Caltrans apprbciates the opportunity to comment on the 
Draft EIR. Any questions regarding the comments may be directed 
to Al John5on at Cal trans, telephonf! r1umber (209) 948-7838. 

cc:PVerdoorn/SJCCOG 
VRodman/S.JCAPCO 

Very~)Purs, 

'I) . 
DANA COWELL 
Chief, Transportation 
Planning Branch 
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Response t~ Comments - Department of Transportation 

40 The only a·, ailable funding mechanisms are 1) the forma­

tion of an c.ssessment district and 2) the adoption of 

mitigation fees via a City of Lo~i initiated ordinance. 

37 



"'" .. "'~ 
Memorandum 

To Ma, Norma Wood 
State Clearinghouee 
Office of Planning and Reaearch 
1~00 Tenth Street, Roo• 121 
Sacraaento, California 95814 

Date 

- August 25, 1987 

Sacra111ento 

. ~~-
'""" • .,.,__.,._,,_....,.Afrlcv.._--1220 N Street, Rooa !04 .:· 

Sacraaento, CA 958U • · 

~· SCU Noa. 87060203, 87072801, 87072802 - Batch, Brldgetowne 
Estatea, ' Century Meadow11 Annexation, G&neral Plan Amendment, 
Re&oning, Agricultural preeerve Contract Cancellation, and 
Specific Oevelop.ent Approval 

The California Pepart•ent of Food and Agriculture ICOFAl haa 
reviewed the draft Envlron•ental I•pact Roporta tDBIRl concerning 
the above referenced projecte and hao the following ~ants and 
recommendation. 

1. Theao projecte would reeult in the peraanent convereion of 
100, 61, and 160 acr· .. of fantland, currently soned General 
Agr.lcultute- 41 acree •lniau. parcel alae IGA-40), deeig-

LW nated aa Agriculture in the San Joaquin County Gen•ral Plan, 
oo to ucban uaee. Thla land ia all conalderod to be priae 

agricultural land, currently planted in 1rri9ated vineyard•, 
irrigated f.ru~t orcharde, irri9ated field cropa, and 
Chrietaas treee, vith 83 acree vaca~t on the Batch lite. 

l. The proposed project• could 1 .. 4 to preaature conversion of 
agricultural land due to the preeaure to develop other agri­
culturally productive parcel• loclted in close pro•iaity. 

3. 

•• 
5. 

The propo1e~ projecte would require the cancellation of Cali­
fornia Land Conaervltion Contracte vlth San Joaquin County on 
100, 51, and 40 acree of .. ch project elte reepectlvely. 
Thie office 1• unaware lf Will1a .. on Act contract• are a 
consideration for the Towne Ranch or Johneon Ranch project$. 

The Citt ot Lodi le currentli in the prooeee of updating its 
General Plan. Bxpected coap etion le •fd-1981: 

Thi• project 11 one of eeveral propoeod for thle area. Six 
ot theae residential projecta requiring annexation repre­
aent!ng ovar 450 acree o! prl•e ogricultural land vill be 
~ubaitted to the votera for approval on the Noveaber ballot 
under Heaaure A. 

.IIINAMf r- -1 T--· 
:l·IOf 

- .. .. UL:JJ lf .. ] -r 
··;~f.--J~j~~~1¥~,~~:4~~~1%~~f~~~~·~~~~-~~)a'P .. ·-~···~~·,·-··-~~ .. -·. 

• ,-,-,-.. ·:·•~·;· ,,...,.,.,,. _,. - . .,.-~"-'":""-""'~~,~~,=' ........ ~~'J"!"-~":"!n<f<~~..,.~fi''l"'~~"""'":::'"""'''"~'t"~•~·••·• 

1 

Hs. Norm" Wood 
.\ugust ~s. 1987 
l'aqe T"o 

While the COf.\ does rec<HJnlze the ri1h~ o! local governm<•nt.c; <.o : -'·1·\ 
develop and laplement land use po!lcy, we 11re compelled to eom·· 
ment on the conversion ot ·agric"Jltural !and. Ult.imately, th" 
voters will decide the merits of theae projects, however, they 
should be able to make an informed decision with guidance from a 
detailed ·and current General Plan. Given the import.tnce 0f 
agriculture to this region, a coaprehenaive aqrtcultural land use 
eleaent In the General Plan ls rec0111111ended. This ele111ent should 
Include appropriate mltlqation 111easures which >10Uld ensure '.h€0 
cons~rvatlon of prime agricultural land. Mitigation meas·>rna 
might include the use of land conservation eaoe~anta, WI) ti•moo" 
Act contracta, and urban transition tonlnq. Estoblil4hlnq r i-ql1t ·· 
to•fern Grdinance• and a sit'! evaluation systell such aa ont:!n used 
by Frenno County or the USD.\-SCS are other methods which :nrqnt. bt• 
e111ployod, The uae of qenera l obligation bonds to fund .s !o.:.••l 
qovernnent land protection pr09rur, the usa ot development 
assessments to fund a land protection foundation such as t.h-. on<• 
In Solano County, and the purchase and transfer of development 
rights can be very eftecUve programs which should be lnv.,st i ·· 
gated. The impla11entation of auch 11itiqation measures ensur inq 
the protection of aurrounding agricultural land is strongly en­
couraged. With the foregoing In 111.\nd, we re<:ommend approval of 
th. DErRa for the above referenced projects. 

~~~v 
Stove Shatter 
Reeearch Analyst 
( 9l6) 322-5127 



Response to Comments - Department of Food and Agriculture 

41 Comment noted; no response required. 
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Introduction 

This Final Environrnental Impact Report (FEIR) has been 
preparec 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 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 :allowing agencies: City of Lodi/Department of Public Works 
and Deoartment of Parks and Recreation, California State Office 
of Pla;ning 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 residenti~l devel­
opment, known as the Bridg.:>towne project, on a 61-acre parcel 
adjacent to northwest Lodi. The proposed 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
quires annexation, a Ge·neral 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 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 sec~ion 
is an overview intended fot use during discussion of the project 
and does not include any discussion of the identified impacts. 
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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 con;po­
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 le-::. ter 
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). 

2 



Summary of Environmental Impacts 



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
nifi:::ant 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 en~ire Draft EIR report. The Surr®ary is intended 
as an overview; t~e report serves as the basis for this s~~~ary. 
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Table l. Swrm..:rr-:· of Sr.vironmental Lupacts 

Impacts 

Geology & Soils 

Location of project in rea of 
potential seismir, activity 

Conversion of agricultural soils 

HydrOlOJY 

Generab.on of increased storrnwater 
runcff 

Plants and Wildlife 

No inpact 

Traffic 

Generation of increased traff.ic 
volumes 

Contribution to cunulative traffic 
gr<:Mth 

Noise 

Tanporary increase of cxnstl:ucti..:>n­
relat.ed noise 

M.it.igation 
Measure Number 

in Text Mi ligation Measures 

4 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

!Ixplanent Uniform Building 
Codes (UBC) r~uirerrents when 
designing structures. 

None available if project is 
approved. 

Design stonn drain facilities 
in accordance \-:i th r~'qtlire­
ments of Lcdi P 1blic Works 
Depart:men ~ • 

Ncne required. 

None required. 

Signalize and improve tl:£! 
intersection (' f' !..ower 
Sacramento Rc ...i./Woodhaven Lc:me 
with Turner Road, install +urn 
pockets to project access 
roads, · iltprove the intersec­
tial of lowe= Sacramento Road 
am tali. Avenues, aD::1 widen 
Lower Sacrauento Road. between 
Kett.1.e'lai1 Lane and tOOi. 
Avenue. 

Restrict const:n.oction to 
nonnal dciytime periods. 

8 Provide p:rq>er equipnent main-
tenance. . 



Table l. Conti.n,Y::d 

Irrpacts 

Noise (continued) 

Generation of increased traffic­
related noise levels 

Air i,.Uali tv 

Localized increase of carbon rrono­
xide levels 

Generation c: o:>nstruction dust. 

Consistency \Yi.th regional air 
quality plan 

Increnental contribution to 
regional air quality prcqram 

Land Use 

Reduction cf agricultural revenues 

Incarpatibility of project wi;.;l 
adjacent agrio.lltural uses 

Conversion of pri.tre agricultural 
soils to urban uses 

Cancellation of Williamson Act 
Contract 

Mitigation 
Measure Number 

in Text Mitigation Measures 

5 

9 Use state noise insulation 
standards. 

lO Orient buildings to minimize 
windovr exposure to roadway 
traffic and increase setbacks 
fran roadway. 

11 

12 

l3 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

None required. 

Use st.aN:iard construction dust 
reduction f'ract.ices. 

None required. 

None required. 

None required. 

Create 2Q-foot buffer area 
between project and adjacent. 
agricultural uses where the· · 
WID canal is deemed insUf- · 
ficient. 

No feasible mitigation measure 
exists if project is ~roved· 

·.~ .. •{' :;~.. ' 

None required. 



Table l. Conti.'1ue<..: 

Impacts 

Mitigation 
Measure Number 

in Text Mitigation Measures 

Water 

Approval of project ....uuld require 
the develq:ment of an additional 
well and necessary infrastructure. 

Effect on groondwater table 

Sanitary Sewer System 

Developrent of project in an area 
of insufficient sew-erage treatment 
capacities 

Sto.r.nwater Runoff 

Location of project in area of 
potentially ir.sufficient runoff 
detention facilities 

Police and Fire 

Developnent of project could 
nf'!CeSsitate provision of additional 
fire and police protection 

Schools 

Generation of 227 school-age 
children 

Generation of increased solid 
waste 

Parks 

No impact 

Cultural Resa.trces 

Location of project in an area with 
no ~n archeological rescurces 

6 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

None required. 

None required. 

Restrict developrent until 
sufficient treatment capacity 
has been developed (est. 
1989). 

Evaluate the plc .::anent of 
retention facilities on the 
project site or elsewhere in 
the project area if the 
E-Basin iE not develcped. 

None required. 

Collect school mitigation 
· fees. 

None required. 

None required. 

Consult archeologist only if 
resource is discove...red during 
construction. 

jJ ....... 

' ., 
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Project Description 

Proje:ct 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 is 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, south, and west, and a residential subdivi­
sion to the east. The proposed Tovne Residential Project, cur­
rently in agricultural use, is located to the south (s~e Figure 
8) • 

Project Characteristics 

The Bridgetowne Estates project would result in the devel­
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 cui-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 lines, 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 Zonin~ 

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" 

7 
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FIGURE 1. AREA MAP 
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and a zoning of "c;r~,.-'l" (General Agri.cGlt.ure 
parcel size) . 

Approval Process 

l-acre n1lnimurr1 

As the parcel is located 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 
requirements of Lodi' s Measure A Growth Initiative. Measure A. 
requires that cmnexation 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 Co~~ission (LAFCO) app=ovals (see "Land Use" section)_ 

ll 



Comments and Responses 
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OTY COUNCil 

CITY OF LODI 
UK.)MA\ A PllU\()#'t 

(,tv""*' tt'' 
fVt:tYN M OlWN. MIVOt 

JOHN I IRII\d>t) SNIOf R 
All(f M lfiMl:HI 

(ol'l' (\for• 
"""0tPt0l~ 

DAVID M HINCHMAN 

lAM£\ W PINkfiTON, It 
ffl(OM 1(10 

CIT'r HAll.. J'J1 WUT "NI SfiU f 
CAUIOI ~ R0NA.t0 M \TIIN 

lOOI, CALifOIIHIA 9U41 · 1910 
llO'tl U4·S.l4 

1JUCOf'lfl IMIIU..,.., 

Augus\ 18, 1987 

Connun 1ty Deve 1 Opllen t Deputllen t 
Ct ty of Lodl 
Ca 11 8ox 3006 
Lodi, CA 95241-1910 

SUBJECT: Brldgetowne Estates DEIR 

The City of Lodl Public Works Departlltnt has the following c-nu on 
the Bridgetowne Estates Draft Envti'OINental llll)act Report: 

Traffic 

(It,. A.UUf'nf'<r 

1. Page 19 (A-Uf Kettl-n L•nefl_,. SacrUiellto Road - A trlfffc 
signal for s lntirsecttOA s fn £hi distgft stige. The proJect tsl 

1-' 
w 

being done under an ag~nt llttween San .JIMqvfn County and 
Caltrans. 

2. Paae 19 (A-8), ProJect Access ~ The project should have an 
ad It! on~ 1 acc:eu point 011t0 llooclllnen Lane. Thh w111 bt 
rec011111ended to the Planning to.tuton. 

3. Page 22 ~A-&)Ae Turnlnt;Mowaient Counts - We unckrstand that use of 
the R!HO P 1110 I for rntng IIOY.-enb Is quntiCAable. We vould 
like to know how theiiOdel's rtsults toa~~Nred to the Intersections 
that were actually counted. 

4. Pages 26 & ?7 - Table iftd figure refertnces art lncorrtct. 

5. Pa3e 26 ~A-14) - The questt011 of tM altgnMnt of bergreen Drive 
an therldgetowne entrances has fairly lOAg•tt,. h•pllc.tlons for 
Turner R~cl iftd the ecljacent subcltvts tOfts. No vo 1-s for these 
Intersections ~~ shown tn the report. They.sllould be provided and 
should Include the Towne llinch and Part West proJects u well u 
Brldgetowne and Batch. · 

&. Page 27 I Mttlsatfon:Meagref.~~The .'·i.p·ro· v ... nts listed art shown 
as needed. SOIIII ••ns. 11 t~.!llte. this t.~~pact should lit developed. 

7. Page 27 (A-17)1 C.;;..,l~tt~tei.\dttfg,;!~~ltAs • ..Ot clear wtlat was 
used for this analysis • Is 1t tlii SaM is the Hst In Table 121 
hge 707 It ~t~ould appear not, based Oft ex•lnettOA of Figure A, 
Page A-25 for the intersection of Lower Saera.ento Ro1d and El• 
Strer.t. 

;:.~~~ .. ~\'i)<.:,~'i( ...... <t'f.~~""""'-"""'"''''~~-~.,. ..... .,.. ... ~~.-~~ ....... -~---~~~':"""""';"~ --:·~ ... ~-· ··~~----~· .. 
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Connun "·Y Deve 1 Opt!'ent Department 
August 18, 1967 
Page Z 

8. ~rner Road Left Turn lanu - Provhion of thue lanes ,.,;11 
mean no pirklng on Turner Road or additional street ~<idth shcul•J h'' 
provided. 

9. 
at 

\0. The alignment of Towne Circle with curves at the northeast and 
northwest corners will be a speeding and traffic safety concern of 
the future residents. Mitigation of the sight distance problem at 
Dresser Court should be discussed. Reconnendatlons for reall9nment 
will be Nde to the Planning Connhs I on. 

11. Tho need for mlssln9 street Improvements (curb, gutter and si<Jr,,.al< 
and strtet widening) between Lot 226 and Lot 225 should be d!SCIIIScd 
ami altlgated. 

12. Thtt llliiUTP traffic IIIOdel's calibration to exl:;tlng conditions ar.ct 
results for future land uses has not been t~letely revi~d by 
City staff. Botcause of th1s and the problem mentioned In C01m>ent 
16, we are reluctant to ~~~ake cOIIlllllnts on the accuracy of the traffic 
analysts. We are' o~fldtnt h~ver that the planned lane 
configurations for the streets lnvohoJ ore adequate. 

13. Page 47, Surrounding Land Use • Connerclal development east of tt.e 
pr<l)ect should also 6ii sho•m. 

14. P•y~ 48, Ftr~e 8 • This sho~<s the Batch develop<nent and not 
Br dg~tO>tn states. 

15. E~_57 & 58t ~ater Wells • Based on the existing well product"'" I 
ne-edi-of the ity, th~r~ ~<ill be one or possibly two City well :>ito . .s 
locate~ within the boundaries of this development. 

The addition of onot well and oversh4 lints will cost the City over 
$250,000. Silooe 111eans to mltl9ate this Impact should be dave loped. 

16. Page 5$, Wastewater Collection Sftem ·Both lift ><dtions 
mentioned discharge Into a gravl y line In lower Sacramento Ro<1d. 
Preliminary work ~n the Wa$te~<ater Muter Plan lnolcates this i in~ 
does not have sufflcler.t capacity to serve all the developmentl on 
Lower Sacramento Road. Some means to 111tlgate this Impact should be 
developed. 
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C0111111n I ty Deve 1 opa~~~n t 9epartlntnt 
August 16, 1987 
Page 3 

17. l'aQes ~a 75, lfiStewlter TreltRnt Pllnt tao1cltv ·The Cltv's I / ::f-

18. ~ 59, Stol'lll Ortlnaae' ll.lsln • OtvtlOI)IIent of Brldgetowne with a I / 0 teiiijlorary llisln wouldi'tQUtrt specific Counctl appro¥il «nd would 0 not be ret~ded by the Public llorks DtPirU.nt. c-nt should be made about the City using its condellnatlon powers to acqulnt expansion of Westgate Park tnd public utility eu-nts ntqulred for trunk lines through the T011111 pl'!'lperty. Costs lll'tolved would be tilt developer's responstbt11ty, Otveloplllflt of •sttr stol'lll drain facilities In this artl (£Area, WHtvate Part) has been l~ft to the developers. They llave beet! required to Install fttllttles as a credit against drtlnage f111s. 

19. Page 63, Westgtte Part • Ortlnage basin construction clots not provide for plrk tppurtenances, I.e., t'IIIS, bubecues, benches • walkways, recreation fac:llftles, etc. s- ••ns to •ltlgate this Impact should be developed. 
I ;9 

20. Page 73j Cumulatl!£ Wt~tr Cons'i£tf~ • Tilts teblt reflocu all j ""1 0 the pro eds In h le 12. fhi 1111pu on the City syst1111 ... n 1 be (7\ less since Table 12 Includes Woodbridge proJects which are not served by the City systea. 

21. Pa~es 74 & 75f CUIIUlathe Vastmter Generttlon • It h not clear I ~ { WJi ch of .the able 12 proJects tre tncluCiiTtii"thtse figures. ?"'\ Woodbridge deYeloPMnts should not be Included u they are served by a septrate sanitary district. 

22. Page 76, Additional Park Land • Statuents under this P«ngraph 

1

. ~ ') ue not consistent wtth those on Ptge 63. If lack of park land ts c;1.. sfgntffcant under the r111111lat1Ye htpacts, then thfs Oepartllent must question why It's ;.rt~Y01dable. lltans to llltfgate thh park land deficiency should be developed. 

If you have any questions about our COIIIAitnts, please contact R1chnd 
:rltna, Chl~ngtneer, o~ 111 at your conventente. 

Jack L. Ronsko 
Pub 11 Works 01 rector 

Inc;.· 

r. .l r , 
'<•·~--~-;-~----,···~~· -· 



Comment 

Response to Comments - Cit1_2i Lodi 
Department of Public Works 

No. Response 

1 Comment noted; no response required. 

2 Comment noted; no response required. 

3 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 
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 imp~cts 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 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. 

4 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 f.our, should be to Table 7. The 
reference in paragraph four on page 27 should be to 
Table 7 rather than Table 6. 

5 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 volumes 
and turning movements for Turner Road. Figure 3 in the 
Traffic Appendix on page A~l6 also addresses this issue. 

6 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 
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rn~tigatlon measure would be to develop an areawide 
impac~ fee or assessment district. Funds collected 
cnuld be used to finance traffic improvements based on 
trip generation by individual projects. 

7 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 

337 44 

,... ,... 10 10 
LEGEND 

I I «:' v 10 10 

~EXISTING CD CD - - - -
110 10 

EXISTING + PROJECT 

(,11 (,11 I I ~ ..., CUMULATIVE 

C\.1 C\.1 v v CUMULATIVE+ PROJECT 
(,11 U> I I c:o c:o c:o 0 0 CD 

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

B Comment noted: no response required. 

9 

10 

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 ~s 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 



Tc allow aC.equate l:;_ne of sight at Dresser Court, a 
setback on lots 100-102 would be required. The setback 
would reauire that buildings be constructed toward the 
rear of these lots and that vegetation be planted which 
is either low-growing (1-2 feet) o= high-growing (more 
than 6 feet) . 

12 Require sufficient right-of-way to allow for development 
of sidewalk and gutters for lots 20 l, 207, and 224 
through 227 as needed. 

13 See comment 3 above. 

14 Figure 8 on page 48 is not correct. 
follows. {Figure nuw~er refers to 
DEIR, not to that in the FEIR.) 

Corrected Figure 8 
n~~ering in the 

15 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 
follows: 

16 

17 

18 

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

o Charge t~1e 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 
~8-inch line. Currently, the City has no means to 
assess the cost of improvements. See conunent 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 



19 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. 

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

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

22 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 Curru.l.ative Water Con.sunptiona 

Con.sun£tion 
People/ Population 

Rateb Unit Residential Acres du du Generated 

Single-family 3,04lc,d 2.68 8,150 

Multi-family 680d 2.00 1,360 

Subtotale 761.3 3, 721 9,579 

Irrlustrial 37.6 

Total 

~ See page 77 of the Draft EIR for original table. 
c Danenichelli pers. ccrnn. 
d Includes ~.Meadcws. . 

Includes nnltl.-fanu.ly and duplex mu.ts. 
e Sum does not equal total due to roonding. 

22 

gpJ 

320 gpcd 2,607,962 

320 gpcd 435,200 

320 gpcd 3,043,162 

1,000 gpcd 37,600 

3,080,762 



Revised Table 15. Estimated Wastewater Generation 

Co!'..sumption 

Land Use Zone a Acres a 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 

Z..Ulti-family R-GA 24.4 4,000 gpad 97,600 

Mu.:!.ti-famil y 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 Camunity Developnent Departnent 1987. 
Appelfeller pers. cxmn. 

c See page 79 of the Draft EIR for original table. 



Comments - City of Lodi Department of Parks and Recreation 

The following corrunent was submitted by the City of Lodi 
Department of Parks and Recreation: 

0 "The need for additional park laP.d is mentioned in this 
report. The adjacent parks will service these homes. 
However, for consideration should be the adoption of a 
park land dedication fee. The builder would be charged 
a fee for each house to allow the City to purchase 
additional park land. Thls approach would allow us to 
continue to expand our park acreage to meet the growing 
need." 

25 



N 
-.-J 

(.•orrult ci f'tJf'j­
a::~ J..o ()(,_ fJJ {"· 
r]r().,·.C ""-''.r 

Police and fire 

Existinc Condl~ions J5 I H: 
The Lodi Po~e Department 1 e the area withi t e Lodl 

city limits. T department '>as sworn otficera, patrol 
ofticea, and ~patrol cars. ~ Is one centr4 dispatch 
atatlon, and the City is divided l~to seven patrol areas. The 
averaqa raapon*e time for the City Ia 2.9 minutes. Development 
of the proposifctd roj~ct will not adversely affect the service 
level of the ce ~epartme~e•tcdietel PVtY. co"""' 1/ O.S L6n4 
IU -Hu. 1. S o f,ooo f.~ 'M ro.fio is ~hJ..i.., ... u/. ,J 

The City of Lodi wtll provide tire protection to th~ 
project area. The Lodi Fire Department provides service within 
the city limits, an 4rea of ~pproximately 8.5 square miles with 
a population of 45,794. Tha Department has 48 firefighter• with 
42 on line. It has tour 1.500-qallon purnpers, one elevated 
platform, truck and one equiprnent truck. The equipment is 
diat.ributed amonq three stations. The station closest to the 
project site is the main station at West El~ and Church Street. 
Emd~qency response time to the project area is estimated to be 
J.S to 4 •inutea which ia beyond the Fire Dep~rtment'o 
recommended l-•inute drlvinq time, The area ia currentiy under 
consideration for an additional fire station. Due to lhe 
increased response time, the project would have a negotive 
i~ct on the Pepar~ent's Class III ISO qradinq unless another. 
fire station vaa added. The City has a site on Lower Sacramento 
Road just north of Elm Street. 

Development of the proposed project will not adversely 
11ttect the service level o! the Fire Department. Althouqh it 
would require the addition of two tlretiqhters and incr~.\Se the 
-=aunt of response calls hy 32 per year. 

Assessment of Impact 

.'~"'va:ot"'\.a\.v provisi£!'---2.1 

The City hal a present_ratio of 1.02 tirefiqhter per 1,000 
people. The development ot the Batch project would 
necessitate the pro~iaion one tirefiqhter to maintain this 
r~tlo. Accordinq to the fire Department, Increased density 
onJ population may create the need for a hlqher number of 
!irefiqhtera per thousand people (lfuqhea pers, C01Tl111.). 

Mitigation Measures 

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. 

26 



Response to Comments - City of Lodi, Police Department 

24 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 



C;tr Wi(.t DtUICMEJIA""-1. c.,..,,.,,,_ ==================================================== )FFICE OF PlA.NN!NG AND RESE.A.RCH 

.. .., 

August 26, 1987 

James Shroeder 
City of Lodi 
Community Development Department 
221 West Pine 
Lodi, CA 95241-1910 

Subject: Bridgetowne Estates 
SCH# 87072801 

Dear Mr. Shroeder: 

The State Clearinghouse sulmitted the above named dratt Environmental Impact 
Report ( EIR) U> selected sta. te agencies for review. The review period is 
closed and the coaments of the individual a.gency(ies) is(are) enclosed. Also, on the enclosed Notice of Chnpl.etion, tbe Clearinghouse bas checked 
which agencies have coomented. Please review the Notice of Canpletion to 
ensure tha.t your cament package is complete. I! the package is not in 
order, please notify the State Clearinghouse imnediately. Your eight-<iigit 
State Clea.rtnghouse n\IDber sbould be used so that we may reply promptly. 

Please note that recent legislation requires tba.t a responsible agency or 
other public agency sball only make substantive ccmnents on a project which. 
a.re rl thin the area of the agency's expertise or libicb relate to activities 
which that agency must carry out or approve. (AB 2583, Ch. 1514, Stats. 
1984.) 

These ccmnents are :forwarded for your use in preparing your final EIR. If l J.5 you need more information or clarification, we suggest you contact the 1 ccmnenting agency at your earliest convenience. · 

Please contact Norma Wood at 916/445-0613 it you ha.ve any questions 
regarding the environmental review process. 

Sincerely, 

OIL v1d C. NunenlauDp 
Chief 
Office of Permit Assistance 

cc: Resources Agency 

Enclosures 
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Response to Comments - State Office of Planning and Research 

25 Comment noted; no response required. 

30 
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s..o. ., c:.lllontle 1MI DSOUIQS A08tCY Of <:AUP<lDU 

Memorandum 

To 

f.- ' 

w 
f-.' 

or. Gordon r. Snov 
Aeeietant Secretary tor Reeourcaa 

Mr. Jamaa Shroeder 
City of Loc11 
:121 waet Pine 
Lodi, CA 95:141-1910 

Oooo , AU., I ) 19&7 

~ Draft !nvironaantal 
Iapact Report (OEIR) 
for a.tch, Century 
~.adowa, Br!dqetowne 
Eatatea 

The Oepartaent of Conaervatlon la reoponalble for monitoring taraoland convereion on a atatevide baala. The Oepart.llent alSo adlliniatera the California LaneS Conaarvat.ion (Williaaac.n) Act. We have reviewed the City of Lodi'a D!IR'a tor the tbree project• referenced above (S.tcb, SCHf 170602031 century Haadova, SCHI -870728021 and Bridqatovna !atataa, SCHI 1707:1101) and have noted that the propoeala vill inv~lve convaraiOft of valuable taraland. The Dapartaant, therefore, offara the tollovi"9 ~nte. 

The BridgetO"om Eatatea pro3ec:t would convert 61 acraa, Century Meadova vould oonvert 160 acraa, and Batch would convert 100 a<?re• ot aoatly pr.iae av:ric:u~tu:ral land tor reddanUal developaent. Moat of tbe land la·uader.Wll11aaaoa Act contracta and"vould be. annexed by the clty.of t..ocll. . . . , ~ . 
'l'he oapartaent t. concerned vltb tile qrovth inctuc1"9 iapacta ofl theae prajecta. Althou9h it ia atatea !a all tbraa EIR'a that theaa projecta vould not ven.rata nav CJrOVtb ~uae of Meaeure A, ve vould like to point out that the .. pro,eota, if approved, deltonatrate that tbia aacbani- cannot be aaauaad to alvay• be _en effective tool to Halt the 9rovtb induc1"9 affect of projects< 

We are abo conoarnad vith tbe continulft9 loaa ot a<JrlC\Iltural 
la1~a, aepecially priaa avricultural land. The Stat•'• recently~ adopted Soil Conaeryation Plao analyaad tiquraa troa the Oepertaant ot water Reaourcaa' land uaa aurvaya vhicb indicated that betvaan 1972 an4 ltiO Ctllt~rnia cropland haa ba~n converted to urban uaea at a rata ot U,OOO acres a year. llacauae the oaonve't'aion of avrlcultural and open apace land h conaidarad aiqn1t1cant and unavold&bla, aitlvation ••••urea ahoul4 ba conai<lar~J and d1aouaae4 ln the FaiR. 

Tbeaa ~aauraa 11i9ht 1. nolucla .ainWiinv acp-1cultural .oonveratonl . iapacta on bi9h qual~ty aoila by dlractift9 oonv•raion onto lover quality aoila and •t.Ul~~nt of vra~lt araoa. ranaland truata, auch •• e~taJ:ill the Sonoaa Faraland Trust and tha Marin ral'llland· .~t, •!•:ft another effective vay to preaerva 
a9ricultural ~arid•: . . :r·:~-o ,. (:' .... . () .. .o,1 

~· '2. ~ 
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or. Snov and Mr. Shroedar 
Page T'.to 

The Departaant appracintaa the opportunity to co1Rlllant on th<> OEIR. We ho~ that the taraland conv·eraion iapaot •nd w 11.1 i~lllson Act httuea are qiven adequate conaideration in the rf: l R r r l can be of further aeeietance, pleaea teal f.rPe to call .,,. • t 
(916) 33~~5873. 

~..\·o·~-
oan·,h J. OBryant 
r:nvirollllental Proqru Coordinator 

cc: Stephan Ollva, Chief 
Ottica of Land Conaarvation 

rk 



Response to Comments - State Department of Conservation (DC) 

26 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. 

27 and 
28 The conversion of agricultural land to urban uses on 

this site creates a significant impact for \'lhich 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 whict are available to the City. 

32 



Table 2. Annual Annexations to Lodi Since 1970 

Year 

1970 

1971 

1972 

1973 

1974 

1975 

1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

Measure A Enacted 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 

1986 

1987 

Total 

Number of 
J.l_nnexations 

6 

2 

5 

7 

6 

4 

2 

3 

2 

3 

5 

5 

0 

0 

1 

2 

1 

2 

56 

Total Acres 
Annexed 

154.05 

80.25 

73.61 

58.54 

151.34 

107.20 

54.80 

70.61 

98.90 

152.38 

225.44 

169.63 

0 

0 

110.001 

83.76 

2.196 

67.90 

1,660.06 

1 Noncontiguous public land (wastewater treatment plant and 
drainage basin)--no vote was required. 
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Table 3 . Election Results Under Measure A 

Election Primary Proposed Results of 
Year Project Land Use Acres Electior> 

1982 No proposed 
annexations 

1983 Batch Single-family 100.0 Disapproved 
residential 

Sunwe.st Single-family 54.65 Disapproved 
residential 

1984 Batch/Mills Single-family 120.0 Disapproved 
residential 

Sunwest Single-family 54.65 Approved 
residential 

1985 Batch/M:i.lls Single-family 120.0 Disapproved 
residential 

Wine & Roses Bed and 2.196 Approved 
Cbtmtry Inn brE>.a~fast inn 

Maggio Industrial 37.6 Disapproved 

1986 Batch Single-family 100.0 Disapproved .--. 
residential 

Parkview Terrace Senior/ adult 20.0 Approved 
(Mills} housing r~,., 

! 

Maggio Industrial 37.6 Approved 
,. 

'!'aNne Ranch Single-family 78.3 Disapproved L residential 

Johr.r:>On Ranch Single-family 30.6 Disapproved r 
' residential L,.; 

!"', 
l-

L 

,,.. .... 

'-' 

v-~•, 
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.ih.1E OF CAUFCRNIA-8USINESS. TP,>.NSPOR'ATION AND !-iQUS!NG AGENCY 

. 'DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
I' 0 SOX: 2C-IS 1\'no E GtAiHER WA'() 
STOC~TON. CA 95:t01 

"' roo 120'il 9.S.7853 

(209) 948-7906 

August 1 9 , 1 9 8 7 

Ms. Norma Wood 
St~tc Clea~!nghouse 

1400 Tenth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear. Ms. Wood: 

10-SJ-12-15.15 
City of LodJ. 
Br.idgetowne Estates 
Draft EIR 
SCH #870728~1 

Caltrans has rev1ewed ~he Draft EIR for the Br.idgetowne 
Estates and offers the following comments: 

The Mitigation Measure portion of the Traffic Study 
should more fully address the fi~ancial responsibility for 
the recommended improvements. 

Along with the many development proposals in the Lodi 
area, and the trend toward lo~ger commute trips, more ca~acity inl ~[) 
the existing Park and Ride lots may be requ1red. Part1c1pat1on 
1n the Commute Management programs should be addressed. 

Caltrans appreciates the oppor.tun1ty to comment on the 
Draft EIR. Any questions regarding these comments may be 
d1rected to Al Johnson at Caltrans, telephone (209) 948-7838. 

Attachments 
cc: PVerdoorn/SJCCOG ~,- ·-;--:-. 

VRodman/ SJC AP~C'.· <:·~--- .: .. _ 
12-~ .. Y 

-\· 

very truly yours, 

_,~; 
DANA COWELL 
Chief, Transportation 
Planning Branch 
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Respor.se to Comments - State Department of Transportation 

29 The only available funding mechanisms are 1) the torma­

tion of an assessment district, and 2) the adoption of 

mitigation fees via a City initiated ordinance. 

30 Corr~ent noted: no response required. 
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Memorandum 

To 1 Ma. Nor.a Wood 
State Clearinghouae 
Office of Planning and Reeearch 
1400 Tenth Street, R~ 121 

0ato 1 AU9Uit 25, 1987 

,_ ' 

s..loio<f· 

w 
'.J 

JIHAMI 

:).101 

""'• • S•craaento 

Sacraaento, California 9581t ~-· ' 

... ,. 
Dot-t-,.,._._,.....,.._ __ 1220 II Street, ROOta 104 ~ "'., 

sacr .. ento, CA 95814 !'i ·:· 

SCH No1. 87060203, 87072801, 87072802 - Batch, Bridgetovne' 
!atatea, ' Century Meadowet ~neK4tlon, General Pll~ Aaend111ent. 
Reaoning, Agricultural Preaerve Cont~act Cancelletion, and 
Specific Developaent Approval 

The California Departaent of rood and kqriculture CCDFAI has 

r~vieved the draft Bnviroo.ental I~ct Reporta CDil~l concerning 

the above referenced projaota and baa the follovinq coaaenta and 
recommendation. 

l. These projeota vould reeult in the peraanent converaion of 

100, 61, and 160 aorea of faraland, currently 10ned General 

. Agriculture- 41 acral alnl•ua parcel alae CGA•40l, deaig­
natod aa Agriculture ln tbe.San Joaquin County General Plan, 
to urban uaea, Tbie land ie all coeeidered to be priae 

agricultural land, currently planted in lrrlqatod vlneyarda, 
irrigated fru~t orcbarda, lrrlqated field cropa, and 
C~rietaaa trees, vlth ll acree vacant on the Batch alta, 

l. The propoaed project• could l .. d to pr ... ture converalon of 
agricultural land due to tbe preaaure to develop other agri­
culturally productive percale locete4 in cloae proxl•lty. 

l. ~he propoa•d projacta would ~equlra the cancellatioft of Cali­
fornia Land Conaervatlon COntract& vltb ean Joaquin County on 

100, 51, and 40 acrea of aacb project elte rea~tively. 
~bla office la unaware lf Wllllaaaon Act contract& are a 
COftaideratioa for tJie Towne llaDCb or Jobnaon Ranch projecta • .. 

5. 

Thll City of Lodl la curuntly ln tJie proceae of updatinq ita 

General Plan, &xpecte4 coapletlon 11 a14•1981~ 

Thh prerject h ona of aeveral propoae4 for tllh area. Six 

ot thee" ree1dential proiecta requlrlQ9 annexation re~pre· 
aenting over 4SO acral ol pr1•• aqricultural land will be 
aub•1tted to the votera for approval on the »ov .. ber ball~t 
under Moa•ure k, 

I -

-~;:a;nm;;;~4;z;,ro*~~~-<'""'~- .. "''''··· 

141. NorM Wood 
Auguat 25, 1987 
Page Two 

While the COl' A doea reco9n i 111 toe r lght of local governments to } ? / 

develop and illlple•ent land uae pollcy, ve are compelled to com- .I 

ment on the coover1ion of ·agricultural hnd, Ultl11111tel.y, th•> · 

votere vlll decide the merits of these projecte, however, they 

lhould be able to aake an Informed decision vith guidance (rorn a 

detailed and current Genernl Plan. Given the importance of 
agriculture to thl8 region, a comprehensive agricultur .. l hod us" 

element ln the General Plan is recommended, This element should 

include appropriate •itigation 111easure• vhich vould ensure th~ 

conaervation of pri•e agricultural land, Mitigation measutes 

•lght include tbe uae of land conoervation eaaeaenta, Willla~oon 

Act contracts, aDd urban t~ansltion 1oning. Batabllehlnq rlqht­
to-far ... ord.lnances and a alta evaluation eyatea e•1ch aa ones used 

by Fresno County or the USDA-SCS are otber •ethoda vhich might be 

eaployed. The use of general obligatl~n bonds to fund a local 

govern•ent land protection program, the use of development 

aueaaaenta to fund a land protection foundation aucb as the one 

in Solano county, and the purchase and transfer of de~velop1nent: 

rlghta can b~ very effective programs vhich ehould be lnvcutl­

gated. The illl[!le•entatlon of auch ~aitlgation 11ea1uros eneqrlnq 

the protection of aurroundlng agricultural land ia strongly Rn­

couraged. With the foregoing In mind, ve reco.aend approval ot 

the D!IRa tor the above referenced·projecta. 

~~k#y 
steve shha!~:ryat Reaearc ,

7 I 9161 32Z-52a 

~· 



Response to Comments - State Department of Food and Agriculture 

31 Comment noted; no response required. 

;;- ... ; 
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Mr. non Bass 
Jones • Stokes ~ssociatea, Inc. 
1725 23rd Street, suite 100 
Sacramento, C~ 95816 

August 3, 1987 · 

RE• Bridgetovne Eatatea B.I.R. 

Dear Ron, 

Pleaae find encloaed a copy, of .,the propoatd aite plan for the I 
Winoz and Roan expanalon. PreU•in.ary.inforaation waa initially 
aant to your oi!Uce concernln9 'tbla.·eltpana!on that waa Mt 
included in your draft l.l~a •. ~ otbec: .. tban a brief aention l.n the 
project characterht1cii on 'p&9e :5•· ·. 

on page 48, the project aita .ln flgute l.abould be cban9e<l to 
rellect the correct alta. . · · · 

A final coanent to the s.r.a. ia in reaponae to tbe •inor impact 
the project would have on traffic traveling north on woodhaven ·-' I 
acroao the W.I.o. irrigation canal~ Currently, reaidents in the 
area are petitioning the LOdl City Council to cloae dovn Eihlers 
Lane due to the traffic probleaa aaaoclated in the area. 

Ron, if I can be of any. tucth~r aaaiat:ance please call. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Russ Munson 

~ ·-:.; 

3~ 
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Response to Comments - Russ Munson, Project Developer 

32 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. 

33 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 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. 

33 Comment noted: no response required. 
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