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Continued August 18, 1982 

CLARIFICATION OF 
TURNER/CLUFF AVE. 

IROAD RIGHT-OF-WA~ 

6. If it b the Council's intent for the City to be responsible 
for widening, does the Council want to consider reimbursem~nt , 
at the time t~ properties develop or ~onvert to a higher 
use? 

7. Does the Council have any preference on what City funds 
should be used for the right-of-way acquisition and any 
Turner Road widening? 

Other background information and memoranda were reviewed for 
Council's benefit by Hr. Ronsko. A very lengthy discussion 
followed. Mrs. Jan Snell and Hr. leo Anagnos, property owners 
in the subject area, gave testimony to th·e Council pertaining 
to the subject. A full transcript of this section of the 
Council meeting fs on file in the office of the City Clerk. 

Following additional discussion with questions being directed 
to Staff and to those persons who had given testimony, Council, 
on motion of Mayor Pro Tempore Murphy, 01 son second, took the 
following actions pertaining to the clarification of Turner 
Road rights-of-way acquisitions and construction between 
Beckman Road and Cluff Avenue: 

a) Authorized that an appraisal be made of the Anagnos property. 

b) Staff was directed to obtain written documentation on 
Ron JudSOilS position in this matter. 

d) Direc~ the City Clerk to reproduce all pertlnent notes, 
.minutes, etc. regarding this subject and distribute this 
information to the CH~y r.ouncfl for review. 
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COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

TO: City Council 

FROH: City Manager 

DATE: August 13, 1982 

SUBJECT: Clarification of Turner Road Rights-of-Way AcquisJtion 
and Construction Between Beckman Road and Cluff Avenue 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: In January of this year, the City Council received 
a copy of the attached letter dated January 14, 1982, from Morris & Vc~ell 
Architects requesting that the City purchase the right-of-way fronting the 
Jerome and Snell parcels in order that Turner Road could be constructed to 
its full width to accorrmodate the anticipated traffic from the proposed 
Cal Cushion Development within the Willow Oaks Industrial Park. The Council 
then gave staff direction to obtain appraisals on the Jerome and Snell parcels. 
At the following Council meeting, the attached memo of Karch 5, 1982, was 
reviewed with the City Council. The Council indicated that the questions 
within this memo would be answered upon obtaining the appraisals for the 
Snell and Jerome properties. 

The Council has now directed staff to proceed on the acquisition of the 
Jerome property and the Snell appralsai. Therefore, the following questions 
from the Karch 5 memo still need clarification: 

1. Since Cat Cushion is apparently not going to develop within 
the Willow Oaks Subdivision, does this change any previous 
Council positions? 

2. Is it the Council's intention to also acquire the Turner Road 
rights-of-way front lng the Anagnos property? 

3. Once the right-of-way Is obtained, is It the City's intent to 
pay for any of the widening of Turner Road? 

APPROVED: 

The estimated right-of-way acquisition costs and construction 
costs are shown below: 

Total R/W Costs Construction Cost Total 

$50,000 to $180,000 $53,000 $103,000 to $233.000 

Based on the attached letter from the City Attorney dated 
January 21, 1982, the Willow Oaks Industrial Park developer apparently 
indicated to the City Attorney that they (Willow Oaks Industrial 
Park) would pay for the street improvements fronting the Snell and 
Jerome properties If the City purchased the right-of-way. 

FILE .. o. 

ifENRY A. CLAVES, Clty Kana er 
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4. If Turner Ro~d is to be widened at City cost, Is the widen-
ing to take ~lace In front of Jerome, Snell and Anagnos properties? 

5. If widening is to t~ke place, is it the Council's intent to 
construct all of the street improvements including par~ing 
lane, curb, gutter, sidewalk, street 1 fghts, or only those 
improvements necessary to provide the ultimate for travel lane? 

6. If it is the Council's intent for the City to be responsible 
for widening, does the Council want to consider reimbursement 
at the time the pr:apert I es develop or convert to a h lgher use? 

]. Does the Council have any preference on what City funds should 
be used for the right-of~way acquisition and any Turner Road 
widening? 

~l-R.~ 
L. Ronsko 
c Wor~s D.i re~tor 

. hments · 

JLR/eeh 
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. .MORRIS & WEOLL 

301 West Locust Street 
Loci. Calfomia 95240 
Phone (209)· 369-8258 

January 14, 1982 

Mr. Jack Ronsko 
CITY OF LODI 
221 West Pine Street 
Lodi, California 95240 

Dear Mr. Ronsko: 

~· \L.o_,. Dtl~ 

arOects and planners, inc. 

As architects for the Willow Oaks Industrial Park and Cal-CUshion 
Inc., we are formally requesting the public condemnation of 
Assessor Parcel Nos. 049-020-02 and 049-020-16, Owners Snell and 
Jerome respectively. We also ask that this request be placed upon 
the next City Council agenda for review and action. 

Cal-CUshion Inc. of Lodi is proposing a new facility that will ac­
commodate 300-400 employees. This high employment, along with 
trucks from Sanitary City Disposal and other area industries, wi11 
generate a considerable amount of traffic at the intersections o£ 
Turner and Cluff Roads. Th"'!refore, it is our professional opinion 

--. that in the best interest of the C!.ty of Lodi and the two property 
owners, the City condemn this property so Turner Road may be 
constructed to its full design width at this point_ 

Pleaae find enclosed a parcel map indicat.ing th1s requested con­
dem.nation. If you need any additional information, please do not 
hesitate to call. 

Sincerely, 

MORRIS & WENELL 
chitects and Planners Inc. 

' 
~ 

Robart Morris, Architect 
President 

RM:rf 

Enclosure 

robert p. morris • larry wenell 

RECEI\/t:D 
JAN 1 8 V3~2 

(i) c~-'!~~~ 
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KEKORMDUM, City of LocU, Publ lc \lo~ks Department 

TOt C I ty Counc 11 

Public WOrks Director 

~reh 5, 1982 

SUIJ~CT: Clarification of Staff Olr~tlon to Construct 
Turner Road (at Cluff Aven~) to Its Ult1Mte Width 

The .axac:t fftCtlon, IIOved by Pinkerton and seconded by Murphy, !s as follows: 

''That v. try to acq-.ilre the propert\'· so we can· C61atlnue the 
ltrtoets and tie It Into the exlstfng contract and get It done 
at a reasonable price so It •s done, out of the way, •nd so 
we havwa a developnent with an Kcess to the Industrial area 
of the City of Loci I." 

Because of the. axact wording of the mtlon, we, the staff, feel that clarl­
flc:&t!on Is neoded on the foltowlft9 lterd: 

1. !s It the Council's Intention to acquire the required rights-of-way 
ff'OII Snell, Jeroae, and .A.nagnos1 

For Counct1's Information, It has been past practice of the City 
Council to use their cond..,...tfon power where portions of future 
street allgnMnts ~re needed llS part of a proposed dev.1opMnt 
For Installation of utllltle•, additional str&at width, drainage, 
etc. However, It ha~ been In the pa-st, the developer's responsi-
bility to pay for the appralsa~. conden~tatlon, and any litigation~.:·~·:::, 
coste, the right-of-way needs and to .. ke the n~sNry Installations 
required for his development. 

For Count: II lnfo,..tloct, the appra1sa1 WD>rk wl H c:ost $),000 and 
the rig-hts-of-way costs and prel hlalnary construction 8ttl•t• 
are as follows z 

Jeronte 

Snel I 

,Right-of-Way Couts* 

$ 700 

AnagMs 

TOTAL 

5,500 
i0,8C?Jl 

$17.000 

Constr·....:tlon Costs Total 

$ 8,000 $ 8,700 

11,000 16,500 
,,ooo 

$53,000 
• ~4,80!_ 
$70,000 

~Based on $0 .. 50 per square foot. No value gl"'en to severance~ 

2. '' It the !ntent thet the t~ty pay a11 of the above costs! 

This Is questioned band M the memo that was ~n tht last Council 
packet f~ City Attorney Stein. F~ thlt memo It appears tb. 
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developer has Indicated to the City Attorney that they would be 
willing to pay for the IMp~~t• In front of Snell and Je~ 
p~rtles If the City purchased the rights-of-way. 

). Ia It the City Council's Intent to construct all of the strMt 
laprot·.-.nts, Including perking lane, curb,gutter and sidewalk, 
or only tho .. laaprovuents necessary t.o provide the ultimate 
four (') trawl lanes? 

~. It wa clear that the Council wanted thh work done In conjtmc:tlon 
and togett1.r with the work under the Aaaes-.t District. Since 
the AIHSSMnt District contract has been let and It .. the COft­
trac:tor1s Intent to Install the undarg~ utlllt1u and do the 
roadway construction on Turner Road fl rat, It doesn't appear that 
we will be able to do the additional work on Tumer Road In con­
Junction with the AsMISIIent District contract. It Ia asSUMe~ 
that the Council doesn't want to delay the District wrk. 

s. If It Ia the Council's lnt•t for the City to be responsible for the 
construction costa, does the Council Nant to consider retmbun-t 
at the tl• the propert lu develop and convert to a higher UM1 

6. If It Ia the Council's '"tent for the City to pay for the right-of-way 
and the additional street construction, does the Council haw any 
preference on what City fWKts should be used'l 

7. If Ca1-Cualtlon does not develop (the City has no guarant .. ) Is It st111 
the Cow\cll's Intent to widen Turner Aoad1 

Jack l. Ronsko 
Public: Works Director 

JlR/eeh 

' t 

.. . -- - -::::-1 
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Jnnuary 21, 1~02 

Mr. Ron Judson 
2306 Corbin Lane 
Lodi, California 95240 

RE: Turner Road Widening 

Dear Ron: 

(/tt'~J '1-1 ·,1 ~: 

Thank you very much for taking me to lunch on Thursday, 
January 21, 1982. I wanted to txy to recap the nature of 
our conversation. As you will note frotn the cc • s, I am 
sending a'copy of this letter to the City Council so that 
they can also be privy to our conversation. 

t is my undorstanding that the people whom you represent 
would ask the City Council to widen Turner Road and to con­
demn the right-of-way over the Jerome and Snell properties 
and if the appraiser whom the City hires to appraise the 
taking of the right-of-way from the Jeromes and Snells de­
termines that it would be to the City's advantage to take 
the whole of ~~e Jerome and Snell properties, that the 
people whom you represent would be willing to pay to .the 
City the cost of the excess take (the home and land minus 
the value of the right-of-way). Further, the people \1hom 
you represent are willing to put in the stre~t-1 c·urb, 
utter and sidewalk on the right-of-way for the City. 

~~urther, it is my understanding that the people you repre­
sent would ask that if the City were able to sell and remove 
the homes that are located on the Jerome and Snell property, 
that the City would give to the ~ople whom you represent, 
credit for whatever the City was able to sell the two homes 
for. 

In our discussion, I mentioned the possibility of the people 
whom you represent purchasing the homes from the Jeromes and 
Snells directly and it was your concern that if they were 
able to purchase said homes, that the City under present 
policy would require them to dedicate the right-of-way and. 
put in the street. What I suggested to you·was that perhaps 
the City would be willing to purchase the righ~-of-way from 
the individuals whom you represent rather than~·~equiring you 
to dedicate the right-of-way to the City. 

( •tv Attornrv 
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· Mr. Ron Judr;on 
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One concern that I mentioned during our conversation was if 
the City were to condemn the Jerome and Snell right-of-ways, 
that the appraiser might not feel that jt is necessary to 
take the complete properties and this would be of no ~dvan­
tage to the people whom you represent. 

I hope that this adequately represents our conversation and 
I would certainly appreciate your c~nfirming in writing thAt 
it does. If you have any questions regarding this matter, 
please feel free to call upon me. 

RMS:vc 

cc: Honorable Mayor and 
Council 

SiJ'\ccrely yours, 

.v <-£: . . ~......, ..... '""':)\.~ 
RONALD M. STEIN 
CITY ATTORNEY 

• 

") { 
. ... r. .. 

. -~ 



HEHORANDOH, City of lodl, Public Works Department 

TO: Cl ty Council 

FROth Public Works Director 

DATE: Karch S, 1982 

SUBJECT: Clarl11catlon of St3ff Direction to Construct 
Turner Road (a~ Cluff Avenue) to Its Ultimate Width 

The e.xKt motion, moved by Pinkerton and seconded by Kurphy, Is as followst 

''That we try to acquire the property so we can continue the 
streats and tie It Into the existing contract and get it done 
at a reasonable price so It's done, out of the way, and so 
we have a development with an access to the Industrial area 
of the Cl ty of Locll." 

Because of the exact wording of the motion, we, the staff, feel that clarl­
fiCAatlon Is needed on the following Items: 

Is It the Council's Intention to acquire the required rights-of-way 
from S::'lel 1, Jer"'OIMM, and Anagnos? 

For Council's Information, It h•s been past practice of the City 
Cow.cl1 to use their cond8nl\atlon power where portions of future 
stre.t alignments were needed as part of a proposed develos-ent 
for Installation of utilities, additional street width, drainage, 
etc. Howev.,r, It has been In the past, the developer's responsi­
bility to pay for the appraisal, condemnation, and any 11tlgat1on 
costs, the right-of-way needs and to make the necessary Installations 
requIred for h h dave 1 opment. 

For Councl! Information, the appraisal work will cost $3,000 and 
the rights-of-way cost• an'd pral J~lnary construction estl•tes 
are as follows 1 

Rlsht-of~Va~ Costs* Constr·....:tlon Costs Total 

Jerome $ 700 $ 8,000 $ g,700 
Snell 5,500 11,000 16.500 
Anagnos 10,8'>0 '" ,000 _lfltz800 

TOTAL $17,000 $53,000 $70,000 
*Based on $0.50 per square foot. No value glv..n to ysverance. 

liJIM~c.-1~., 
Is It the Intent that the City pay all of the.a~•~• costs? 

This Is questlcned based on the nMtmO that was In the last Council 
packet ff'Oft City Attorne-, Stein. Ff'Oift thh memo It appears the 
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developer has Indicated to tho City Attorney that they would be 
willing to pay for tho Improvements In front of Snell and Jerome 
properties If the City purchased the rights-of-way. 

Is It the City Council's Intent to construct all of the street 
l~ro~nts, Including parking lane, curb,gutter and sidewalk, 
or only those laprovements nec~ssary to provide tho ultimate 
four ( 4) t rave 1 lanes? 

It was clur that the Council wanted this work done In conjunction 
and together with the work under the Assessment District. Since 
the Assessment District contract has been let and It Is the con­
tractor's Intent to Install the underground utilities and do the 
roadway construction on Turn•r Road flnt, It doesn't appear that 
we will be able to do the additional work on Turner Road In con­
Junction with the AssesSMent District contract. It Is assuMed 
that the Counc:ll doesn't want to delay the District work. 

If It Is the Council's Intent for the City to be responsible for the 
const ruet ton costs, does the Counc 1l want to consIder rellllburs...n t 
at the time the properties develop and convert to a higher use? 

If It Is the Council's Intent for the City to pay for the rlght~f-way 
and the additional street construction, does the Council have any 
preference on what Cl ty funds shou1 d be usedl 

If Ca1·Custtlon dcwJ not develop (the City tMas no guarant•) It It still 
the touncl l's lntMt to widen Turner Road! 

Jack L. Ronsko 
Public Works Director 

JLR/eeh 


