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I. INTRODUCTION 

A. PURPOSE OF THE RESPONSE TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT  
This document has been prepared to respond to comments received on the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (Draft EIR) prepared for the Westside project, Southwest (SW) Gateway project, and 
Other Areas to be Annexed (SCH# 2005092096) and, as necessary, to augment the information 
contained within the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR identifies the likely environmental consequences 
associated with the implementation of the proposed project, and recommends mitigation measures to 
reduce potentially significant impacts. This Response to Comments (RTC) Document provides 
responses to comments on the Draft EIR and makes revisions to the Draft EIR, as necessary, in 
response to these comments or to amplify and clarify material in the Draft EIR.  
 
This RTC Document, together with the Draft EIR, constitutes the Final EIR for the proposed project. 
 
 
B. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 
According to CEQA, lead agencies are required to consult with public agencies having jurisdiction 
over a proposed project and to provide the general public with an opportunity to comment on the 
Draft EIR. 
 
The City of Lodi circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) which included a list of potential 
environmental effects on September 16, 2005. Comments received by the City on the NOP were 
taken into account during the preparation of the EIR. Additionally, a public scoping meeting 
regarding the scope of the EIR was held on October 12, 2005 in conjunction with a Planning 
Commission meeting. Comments received by the City on the NOP, at the public scoping meeting, 
were taken into account during the preparation of the EIR. 
 
This Draft EIR was made available for public review on April 11, 2006 and distributed to applicable 
local and State agencies. Copies of the Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR (NOA) were mailed to 
all individuals previously requesting to be notified of the Draft EIR, in addition to those agencies and 
individuals who received a copy of the NOP.  
 
A public comment session was held on May 10, 2006 before the Planning Commission. A summary 
of the verbal comments from the public and commissioners is included in Chapter III and responses 
to each CEQA related comment are provided. 
 
The CEQA-mandated 45-day public comment period for the Draft EIR ended on May 26, 2006. 
Copies of all written comments received regarding the Draft EIR during the comment period are 
included in Chapter III of this document. 
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C. DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION 
This RTC Document consists of the following chapters: 

• Chapter I: Introduction. This chapter discusses the purpose and organization of this RTC Docu-
ment and the Final EIR, and summarizes the environmental review process for the project. 

• Chapter II: List of Commenting Agencies, Organizations and Individuals. This chapter contains a 
list of agencies, organizations, and persons who submitted written comments or spoke at the pub-
lic comment session on the Draft EIR during the public review period. 

• Chapter III: Comments and Responses. This chapter contains reproductions of all comment let-
ters received on the Draft EIR, as well as a summary of the comments made at the public com-
ment session. A written response for each CEQA-related comment received during the public 
review period is provided. Each response is keyed to the preceding comment. 

• Chapter IV: Draft EIR Revisions. Corrections to the Draft EIR necessary in light of the comments 
received and responses provided, or necessary to clarify material in the Draft EIR, are contained 
in this chapter. Text in underline represents language that has been added to the Draft EIR; text 
with strikeout has been deleted from the Draft EIR. Revisions to figures are also provided, where 
appropriate. 

 
 



P:\LOD531\PRODUCTS\RTC\Final\2-ListofComments.doc (9/1/2006)   3

II. LIST OF COMMENTING AGENCIES,  
ORGANIZATIONS AND INDIVIDUALS 

The chapter presents a list of letters and comments received during the public review period, and 
describes the organization of the letters and comments that are included in Chapter III, Comments and 
Responses, of this document. 
 
 
A. ORGANIZATION OF COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES 
Chapter III includes a reproduction of each letter received on the Draft EIR. The written comments 
are grouped by the affiliation of the commentor, as follows:  State agencies, local and regional 
agencies (A); individuals (B); and public hearing commentors (C).  
 
The comment letters are numbered consecutively following the A and B designations. The public 
hearing transcript is included, and has a C designation. Each individual comment within a letter is 
annotated in the margin. 
 
 
B. LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND INDIVIDUALS 

COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT EIR 
The following comment letters where submitted to the City of Lodi during the public review period: 
 
State, Local and Regional Agency 

A1 Department of California Highway Patrol 
S.M. Coutts, Captain 

May 4, 2006 

A2 Department of Conservation,  
Division of Land Resource Protection 
Dennis J. O’Bryant, Acting Assistant Director 

May 26, 2006 

A3 Department of Transportation, 
Tom Dumas, Chief of Office of Intermodal Planning 

May 25, 2006 

A4 Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
Clifford J. Gleicher 

May 26, 2006 

A5 Public Utilities Commission 
Kevin Boles, Utilities Engineer 

April 26, 2006 

A6 San Joaquin County Public Works 
Andrea Vallejo, Assistant Transportation Planner 

May 24, 2006 

A7 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
Terry Roberts, Director 

May 26, 2006 
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A8 San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 
Debbie Johnson, Air Quality Specialist 

May 4, 2006 

Individuals 

B1 Wilson, Robert G. May 23, 2006 

Public Hearing Commentors – May 10, 2006 

C1 Commissioner Doug Kuehne  
C2 Chairman Randy Heinitz  
C3 Commissioner Bill Cummins  
C4 Commissioner Gina Moran  
C5 Rick Gerlack  
C6 Chairman Randy Heinitz  
C7 Rick Gerlack  
C8 Commissioner Bill Cummins  
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III. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 
Written responses to each comment letter received on the Draft EIR are provided in this chapter. 
Letters received during the public review period on the Draft EIR are provided in their entirety. Each 
letter is immediately followed by responses keyed to the specific comments. The letters are grouped 
by the affiliation of the commenting entity as follows: State, local and regional agencies (A); 
individuals (B); and public hearing comments (C). 
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A. STATE, LOCAL AND REGIONAL AGENCIES 
 
 



Letter
A1

1

7



Letter
A1

2

8
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LETTER A1 
Department of California Highway Patrol 
S.M. Coutts, Captain 
May 4, 2006 
 
 
 
 
A1-1: The report contains an examination of impacts on City, County, and State facilities. 

Four intersections with State Route 99 were evaluated: Turner Road, Kettleman 
Lane, Harney Lane, and Armstrong Road. All potential impacts to these intersections, 
both in the short-term and cumulative conditions, can be mitigated to a less-than-
significant impact with installation of traffic signals, turning lanes, or other identified 
improvements.  

 
Upon annexation, portions of facilities that are currently patrolled by the California 
Highway Patrol (CHP) will be enforced by the City of Lodi. This will alleviate, to 
some extent, CHP requirements within the study area. 

 
 
A1-2: Please see Response to Comment A1-1. The proposed project represents a small 

fraction of present and future development within the Central Valley region that will 
contribute to more traffic on the regional roadway system. Nonetheless, due to the 
potential regional traffic impacts created by the project, the developer will be 
responsible for its fair share of roadway improvements. With regards to the issue of 
CHP staffing, the decisions regarding staffing at CHP are outside the jurisdiction of 
the City of Lodi and are more appropriately addressed at the state level.   

 
 



Letter
A2

10



Letter
A2

1

2

3

4

11



Letter
A2

5

12
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LETTER A2 
Department of Conservation,  
Division of Land Resource Protection 
Dennis J. O’Bryant, Acting Assistant Director 
May 26, 2006 
 
 
 
 
A2-1: This comment is noted. The following text changes have been made to page 93: 
 

Mitigation Measure LU-2: Prior to issuance of a building permit after the 
first quarter of the combined building permits for the Westside and SW 
Gateway have been approved, the applicant shall provide and undertake a 
phasing and financing plan (to be approved by the City Council) for one of 
the following mitigation measures: 

(1) Identify approximately 392 acres of prime farmland (currently not 
protected or within an easement) to protect for a period of time to be 
determined (but not less than 15 years) as an agricultural use in a location as 
determined appropriate by the City of Lodi in consultation with the Central 
Valley Land Trust; or  

(2) Pay a fee equal to the value of 392 acres as determined by an 
independent qualified consultant retained by the City in consultation with the 
Central Valley Land Trust. The City will determine to whom the fee shall be 
paid. (SU) 

 
 
A2-2: This comment is noted. The City will consider a range of options, including 

permanent agricultural easements, when considering implementation of Mitigation 
Measures LU-2. 

 
A2-3: Agricultural mitigation measures for the Other Areas to be Annexed will be 

considered when specific development plans and environmental review is conducted 
for these parcels.  

 
A2-4: This comment is noted. The City will follow the requirements of the Government 

Code with regards to the Williamson Act Contract. 
 
A2-5: This comment is noted. The City will follow the requirements of the Government 

Code with regards to the Williamson Act Contract. 
 
 



Letter
A3

1

2

14



Letter
A3

2
cont.

3

4

5

15
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LETTER A3 
Department of Transportation, 
Tom Dumas, Chief of Office of Intermodal Planning 
May 25, 2006 
 
 
 
 
A3-1: The following text change has been made to page 113: 
 

This section describes the existing traffic, circulation and transit conditions on the 
project site and its vicinity, and provides an analysis of the potential impacts of the 
project. Information for this section is based on a traffic impact analysis prepared on 
the Lodi Annexation project by Fehr & Peers Associates in December 2005. The 
traffic report is Level of service calculation sheets are contained in Appendix B of 
this EIR. 
 
Dan Brewer was contacted to inform him that Appendix B was included in a CD of 
the EIR that was sent to the State Clearinghouse and forwarded to the Department of 
Transportation. No further comments were received from the Department of 
Transportation. 

 
A3-2: Please see Appendix A of the Response to Comments document, which describes 

funding sources for intersection improvements. Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 and 
TRANS-2 requires the project applicant to prepare a financing and implementation 
plan to ensure each required mitigation measure is fully funded. 

 
A3-3: See response to Comment A3-2. 
 
A3-4: The scoping comment letter received from the Department of Transportation dated 

October 4, 2005 did not include letterhead on the first page. This does not affect the 
adequacy of the EIR. 

 
A3-5: The City of Lodi or project applicant will obtain necessary permits for any work done 

in the State’s right-of-way. 
 
 



Letter
A4

1

2

3

4

17



Letter
A4

5

6

7

18



Letter
A4

8

9

10

11

12

19



Letter
A4

12
cont.

13

14

15

20



Letter
A4

21
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LETTER A4 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
Clifford J. Gleicher 
May 26, 2006 
 
 
 
A4-1: The Lodi Electric Utility provides electrical services to the City of Lodi. The Lodi 

Electric Utility is a city-owned and operated utility that provides electrical services 
for residential, commercial and industrial customers in Lodi since 1910. As the 
proposed project sites would be annexed to the City of Lodi, the Lodi Electric Utility 
would provide electrical services to all new customers within the City limits.  

 
 The Lodi Electric Utility has indicated that they have the capacity to provide service 

to the project site, and has been installing electric substructure in anticipation of this 
development since January 2000. Lodi Electric Utility has already installed 
17 conduit crossings for its 12-kV primary system across Lower Sacramento Road 
between Lodi Avenue and Harvey Lane. Similar conduits have been installed across 
Harvey Lane (at Lower Sacramento Road), Century Boulevard (at Lower Sacramento 
Road), Kettleman Lane (between Highway 12 and Lower Sacramento Boulevard), 
Vine Street, the WID Canal, Sargent Road, and Westgate Drive. Backbone facility 
structures are in place, ready for cable to be pulled as needed, depending on the 
location of developing load.1 

 
A4-2: The commentor is correct in noting the Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E) 

currently provides service to the project site. However, the overwhelming majority of 
the project site is undeveloped. Additionally, the PG&E electric system north of 
Kettleman Lane is an antiquated 4kV system that is not adequate to serve the 
proposed project site.2 

 
 The Westside project site is approximately 151 acres; there are no residential or 

commercial structures on the site. The site is currently in agricultural production, and 
all existing infrastructure, including structures, pumps, and utility facilities would be 
removed, thus eliminating the potential for duplication of electric facilities. 

 
 The SW Gateway is approximately 257 acres; approximately 241 acres, or 93.7 

percent, is considered farmland. Less than 7 percent of the project site consists of 
impervious surfaces, storage facilities, and residential units. As with the Westside 
project site, all existing infrastructure, including structures, pumps, and utility 
facilities would be removed, thus eliminating the potential for duplication of electric 
facilities. 

 
 The Other Areas to be Annexed are approximately 48 acres; approximately 41.3 

acres, or 86 percent of the Other Areas to be Annexed is vacant or undeveloped. The 
                                                      

1 Morrow, George, 2006. Director, Lodi Electric Utility. Personal communication with LSA Associates, Inc. August. 
2 Ibid. 
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remaining 6.7 acres does contain residential structures that are connected to PG&E 
facilities. Existing customers would have the option as to whether to continue their 
PG&E service, or switch to Lodi Electric service. New customers within the city 
limits would be required to be served by Lodi Electric Utility. 

 
 There are approximately 457 acres that would be annexed by the City of Lodi. 

Approximately 433 acres, or 95 percent of the project site, is vacant or in agricultural 
production. As such, PG&E currently provides service to a very limited portion of the 
area to be annexed. However, when the proposed projects are developed, all existing 
structures and infrastructure would be removed from the site, and the new customers 
associated with the proposed project would be within city limits and served by Lodi 
Electric Utility. 

 
 In order to clarify the role that PG&E plays in providing existing electrical service to 

small portions of the area, the following text changes have been made to page 303: 
 
a. Electrical Service. The Lodi Electric Utility provides electrical 
services to the City of Lodi. The Lodi Electric Utility is a city-owned and 
operated utility that provides electrical service for residential, commercial 
and industrial customers in Lodi. As the annexation areas are not within the 
City of Lodi, Pacific Gas &Electric Company (PG&E) currently provides 
service to the limited amount of development located on the annexation sites. 

 
A4-3: The comment does not provide any new analysis or evidence to support the claims 

that significant impacts were omitted from the Draft EIR. No further response is 
required. 

 
A4-4: Please see Response to Comment A4-1. 
 
A4-5: Electricity and electrical infrastructure is addressed in the EIR. Should a reader go to 

the utilities section to review electrical service, the first paragraph of the Utilities 
section notes that electricity is discussed in Section IV.M, Energy, of the Draft EIR. 
The City disagrees with the commentor’s assertion that this is “misleading”; 
electrical service and infrastructure is discussed within Section IV.M.  

 
 Please see Response to Comment A4-2 which discusses duplication of electric 

service. 
 
A4-6: The installation of an electrical substation is being proposed independent of the 

Westside Project, SW Gateway Project, and annexation, and is not considered part of 
the this project. The installation of the electrical substation is not necessary to 
provide electrical service to the annexation area.3

                                                      
3 Ibid. 
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 When and if the substation is developed, it would serve the western part of the city. 

Extensive details of surrounding land uses are not required under CEQA. As such, 
detailed specifications of the substation, which is not part of the project analyzed in 
this EIR, are not provided. 

 
 The City and Lodi Electric Utility would approve Master Utility Plans (which would 

outline electrical service to the sites) prior to approval of any tentative maps.   
 
 The following revision has been made to page 304: 

 
(1) Electrical Infrastructure. Overhead electrical lines are located 
along Lower Sacramento Road. The construction of an electrical substation is 
planned for a parcel located adjacent to the north portion of the SW Gateway 
site and south of Kettleman Lane (APN 058-030-10). The substation would 
service the western part of the City, including the project sites. It is 
anticipated that the substation will be the terminus of two new 60 kV circuits 
mounted on a single pole line, paralleling Kettleman Lane (Highway 12), 
which are currently under construction. The substation would also be linked 
to an existing 60 kV overhead circuit paralleling Lower Sacramento Road. 
All 12 kV distribution lines from the substation would be placed 
underground. 

 
Contrary to the commentor’s assertion, the substation would not be required to serve 
the project site. Additionally, the City is not involved in building a double-circuit 
transmission line. 

 
A4-7: The PG&E Mettler Substation is 1.5 miles “as the crow flies” from the project site. 

However, the substation is actually 2.9 circuit miles of overhead 21kV from the 
closest corner to the area to be served. It should also be noted that the Mettler 
Substation is a single bank substation with little potential for back-up by other PG&E 
facilities which are typically outdated 4-kV overhead lines.4  

 
 Please see Response to Comment A4-6 for a discussion of the potential construction 

of a new Lodi Electric Utility Substation. 
 
A4-8: The proposed site for the future electrical substation is surrounded to the north, east 

and south by roadways, which would help to provide a buffer for any noise that 
would be produced at the substation site. Kettleman Lane, a multi-lane road, is 
located immediately north of the project site, and would not be considered a sensitive 
land use. Westgate Drive is located immediately east of the project site, with 
commercial uses located on the east side of Westgate Drive. An internal roadway 
would be located south of the project site, and a future fire station site and park 
would be located further south of the site.  

                                                      
4 Ibid. 
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High density residential uses are proposed to be located west of the project site. A 
fence would be constructed along the western boundary of the electrical substation, in 
addition to an 8-10 foot wall that would be installed around the substation site. 
Parking is located along the majority of the boundary of the substation site and is set 
back from the border. Electrical substations typically generate low-level noise. The 
wall enclosure that would surround the substation site would reduce noise impacts 
from the station to a less-than-significant level.  

 
A4-9: As noted previously, the installation of a substation is not included as part of the 

proposed project. Environmental review for the substation and annexation occurred 
in 2002 (Negative Declaration No. ND-02-07 for the Annexation of the VR&Z 
Property and future site of the Lodi Electrical Utility District Substation). 

 
 As is noted in the Draft EIR, the conversion of the existing agriculture on the project 

sites would be considered a significant and unavoidable impact. The view of the 
substation from the project site would not affect a scenic vista nor damage a scenic 
resource within a State Scenic Highway, and would not be considered a significant 
impact. 

 
A4-10: When annexed into the City of Lodi, the project area would be within the area served 

by Lodi Electric Utility. PG&E is not obligated to provide service within the City of 
Lodi corporate limits. As part of the project, all structures within the Westside and 
SW Gateway site would be demolished, thus removing the potential for duplication. 
Utility Master Plans would be developed, which would also avoid the duplication of 
service. It is unclear how the duplication of electric distribution and transmission 
facilities would lead to significant impacts, and, contrary to the commentor’s 
assertion, CEQA does not require the analysis of financial impacts. 

 
A4-11: The code citation relates to the provision of electric power and energy, not the 

analysis of environmental impacts as required by CEQA; no further response is 
required. 

 
A4-12: Comment noted. Please see Response to Comment A4-10. 
   
A4-13: When annexed into the City of Lodi, the project area would be within the area served 

by Lodi Electric Utility. Whether the Lodi Electric Utility or PG&E serve the project 
site does not change the analysis within the Draft EIR or result in any new significant 
and unavoidable impacts.  
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 The following revisions have been made to page 53: 
 
(4)  Electric, Phone Service, and Cable. Lodi Electric Utility would provide 
power to the project site. The project site is currently within the PG&E service area. 
However, there are currently no residential or commercial structures on this site and 
the entire site is currently in agricultural use. There are currently no electric services 
to the project site. The proposed project would connect to utility transmission 
distribution lines off of Lower Sacramento Road and Lodi Avenue. All electric 
distribution lines would be placed underground. Any transmission lines would be 
overhead. 

 
 The following revisions have been made to page 59: 
 

(4) Electric, Phone and Cable Service. Lodi Electric Utility would provide 
power to the project site. The project site is currently within the PG&E service area. 
However, the majority of the project site is in agricultural use with limited residential 
and commercial development. There are currently no electric services to the project 
site. The proposed project would connect to utility transmission distribution lines off 
of Lower Sacramento Road and Kettleman Lane. All electric distribution lines would 
be placed underground. Any transmission lines would be overhead. 

 
A4-14: The electrical substation is being proposed independent of this project and is not 

considered a part of this project. The installation of facilities to serve the project site 
would not result in significant unavoidable impacts. The commentor presents no 
additional evidence or analysis to indicate that the Draft EIR is inadequate. 

 
A4-15: The comment’s assertion that PG&E would be better positioned to provide electrical 

service to the project areas is noted. Please see Response to Comment A4-1. The 
responses above include minor revisions and supplementation so as to fully describe 
the role played by PG&E under existing conditions. No further information is 
warranted. 

 
 The eventual decision as to whether the Lodi Electric Utility or PG&E serves the 

project site would not change the analysis within the Draft EIR or result in any new 
significant impacts. As noted in the Draft EIR, there would be no significant impacts 
associated with the provision of electricity to the project site. No additional 
significant impacts have been identified which would require recirculation of the 
Draft EIR. 
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LETTER A5 
Public Utilities Commission 
Kevin Boles, Utilities Engineer 
April 26, 2006 
 
 
 
 
A5-1: While the proposed annexation areas do not directly impact rail corridors, some 

mitigation measures may be in the vicinity of rail corridors. In those instances, all 
applicable local, County, State, and Federal safety-related procedures will be 
implemented to maximize safety in and around rail corridors. 
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LETTER A6 
San Joaquin County Public Works 
Andrea Vallejo, Assistant Transportation Planner 
May 24, 2006 
 
 
 
 
A6-1: The Traffic and Circulation section of the DEIR does not include analysis of the 

requested intersections for the following reasons: 
 

• Sargent Road/Davis Road. The project trip distribution results in 4 percent of 
total project traffic traveling from the east through this intersection. On that basis, 
this intersection was not included in the analysis. 

• Century Boulevard/Lower Sacramento Road. Horizon-year intersection 
geometrics at this location were identified and established in the recently-
completed Lodi Shopping Center EIR (2005). No additional intersection 
improvements are contemplated at this intersection, nor are any necessary in 
conjunction with the proposed annexation area development.  

• Century Boulevard/Ham Lane. During the study intersection selection process, it 
was determined that the Lodi Avenue/Ham Lane, Kettleman Avenue/Ham Lane, 
and Harney Lane/Ham Lane intersections were more significant indicators of 
Ham Lane project-related impacts than the Century Boulevard/Ham Lane 
intersection.  

 
A6-2: Figures IV.B-1 and IV.B-4 have been revised as shown in Chapter IV, Text 

Revisions.  
 
A6-3: The 10 percent and 30 percent references are not associated with vehicular travel on 

Vine Street; those percentages denote the amount of traffic destined to the entire 
geographic area encompassed by the streets surrounding each percentage. In other 
words, 10 percent of the internal traffic is destined for the geographic area 
encompassed by Lodi Avenue, Ham Lane, Kettleman Lane, and Lower Sacramento 
Road. 

 
 The external trip distribution percentages are based upon results from the San 

Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) Travel Demand Model; existing traffic 
counts; and City of Lodi staff experience with travel patterns. The 20 percent trip 
distribution to and from the west is based upon the Travel Demand Model. No 
modifications to the trip distribution percentages are warranted. 

 
A6-4: Structural widening is assumed for both the Harney Lane/State Highway Route 99 

SB Ramp mitigation and the Harney Lane/State Highway Route 99 NB Ramp 
mitigation. 
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A6-5: Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 and TRANS-2 require the project applicant to prepare 

a financing and implementation plan, which will ensure that the improvements are 
adequately funded and the project applicant pays the project’s fair share. The 
proposed mitigation improvements would be limited to the intersection approaches. 
Please see Appendix A of the Response to Comments document for proposed 
funding sources. 

 
 The following text change has been made to pages 142 and 143: 
 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1: Each of the following mitigation measures shall be 
implemented to reduce the project’s impact on the identified 16 intersections: 
 

1a:  Mitigation Measure AIR-2 identifies measures recommended by the 
SJVAPCD’s “Guide for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts to 
reduce vehicle trips and associated air quality impacts. Implementation of the 
same measures would also reduce associated traffic impacts. The following 
are considered to be feasible and effective in further reducing vehicle trip 
generation and resulting emissions from the project and shall be implemented 
to the extent feasible and desired by the City: 

• Provide pedestrian enhancing infrastructure that includes: sidewalks and 
pedestrian paths, direct pedestrian connections, street trees to shade side-
walks, pedestrian safety designs/infrastructure, street furniture and 
artwork, street lighting and or pedestrian signalization and signage. 

• Provide bicycle enhancing infrastructure that includes: bikeways/paths 
connecting to a bikeway system, secure bicycle parking. 

• Provide transit enhancing infrastructure that includes: transit shelters, 
benches, etc., street lighting, route signs and displays, and/or bus 
turnouts/bulbs. 

• Provide park and ride lots.  
 

The implementation of an aggressive trip reduction program with the 
appropriate incentives for non-auto travel can reduce project impacts by 
approximately 10 to 15 percent. Such a reduction would help minimize the 
project’s impact. 

 
1b: The implementation of each of the improvements listed in Table IV.B-6 
would reduce the impacts to the identified 16 intersections to a less-than-
significant level. To mitigate these impacts, the project applicant shall 
prepare a Traffic Mitigation Implementation and Financing Plan that details 
each of the physical improvements and the timing and geometric changes 
listed in Table IV.B-6 for both the Existing + Project and Cumulative 
scenarios (cumulative to address Impact TRANS-2), who will be responsible 
for implementing the improvement, the applicant’s fair share contribution 
towards the improvement, how the improvement will be funded including a 
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reimbursement program where appropriate; and the schedule or trigger for 
initiating and completing construction prior to the intersection operation 
degrading to an unacceptable level. The Plan may include an annual 
monitoring program of the intersections as a method for determining the 
schedule for implementing each improvement. The Plan shall take into 
account whether an improvement is already programmed and/or funded in a 
City or County program (i.e., Lodi Development Impact Mitigation Fee 
Program, San Joaquin County Regional Transportation Impact Fee, Measure 
K (existing or renewal program), and San Joaquin Council of Governments 
Regional Transportation Improvement Program). If an improvement is 
included in one or more of these programs, the Plan needs to consider 
whether the programs schedule for the improvement will meet the needs of 
the project and if not identify alternatives. The Plan shall be submitted to City 
staff for review and City Council approval prior to submittal of a Tentative 
Subdivision Map application.  

 
 
A6-6: This comment is noted. The City of Lodi will contact the San Joaquin County Traffic 

Engineer to determine proper signal timing. 
 
A6-7: This comment is noted. This comment does not related to the adequacy of the 

analysis within the Draft EIR; no further response is required. 
 
A6-8: Technical Appendix B of the Draft EIR provides signalized LOS calculations for 

Intersection 10 and Intersection 24.  
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LETTER A7 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
Terry Roberts, Director 
May 26, 2006 
 
 
 
 
A7-1: This letter states that no State agencies submitted comments on the Draft EIR by the 

close of the review period; no response is required. 
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LETTER A8 
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 
Debbie Johnson, Air Quality Specialist 
May 4, 2006 
 
 
 
 
A8-1: The comment that the proposed project would be subject to the District’s Indirect 

Source Review (Rule 9510) is noted. The proposed project analyzed in the Draft EIR 
includes separate annexation areas. After approval of the annexation areas, individual 
projects included within the annexation areas will be submitted to the City for 
tentative map approval. Future individual projects within these annexation areas will 
be subject to Rule 9510 and will be required to submit an Air Impact Application 
with the District in conjunction with the tentative map approval process. This 
comment does not relate to the adequacy of the analysis within the Draft EIR; no 
further response is required. 
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B. INDIVIDUALS 
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LETTER B1 
Wilson, Robert G. 
May 23, 2006 
 
 
 
 
B1-1: This comment relates to the merits of the project and does not address the analysis 

within the EIR; no further response is required. 
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C. PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTORS –MAY 10, 2006 
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LETTER C 
Public Hearing Commentors –May 10, 2006 
 
 
 
 
C-1: Section IV.B of the Draft EIR discusses traffic impacts and mitigations. Table IV.B-6 

summarizes the recommended mitigation measures for intersection impacts. 
 
C-2: The traffic analysis did consider the opening of Century Boulevard.  
 
C-3: Agricultural mitigation measures for the loss of prime farmland do not reduce the 

impact to a less-than-significant level. A California Appellate Court case (Friends of 
the Kangaroo Rat v. The California Department of Corrections 2003). found that 
protecting land for agricultural uses is not sufficient mitigation. The findings of this 
case conclude that the establishment of any agricultural easement, “would 
presumably not create any new farmland where no farmland exists. Thus an 
agricultural easement would not compensate for a loss of farmland by replacing or 
providing substitute resources or environments. At best, such an easement might 
prevent the future conversion of some yet unidentified parcel of farmland to non-
agricultural use.” 

 
C-4:  Acquisition of the greenbelt is not proposed as part of the project.  
 

C-5: Staff worked closely with the EIR consultant to determine an amount of time to 
protect and preserve agricultural land, and felt that 15 was the minimum number of 
years for reasonable mitigation. 

 
C-6: As is noted in the Draft EIR, a policy conflict does not, in and of itself, constitute a 

significant environmental impact. A policy conflict is considered to be an 
environmental impact when it would result in a direct physical impact. It is staff’s 
determination that this project would not result in a direct physical impact with 
respect to the project’s consistency with the Westside Facility Master Plan. 
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IV. TEXT REVISIONS 

This chapter presents specific revisions to the text of the Draft EIR that are being made in response to 
comments, or to amplify and clarify material in the Draft EIR. Where revisions to the main text are 
called for, the page and paragraph are set forth, followed by the appropriate revision. Added text is 
indicated with underlined text. Deletions to text in the Draft EIR are shown with strikeout. Page 
numbers correspond to the page numbers of the Draft EIR. None of the changes or clarifications 
present in this chapter significantly alters the conclusions or findings of the Draft EIR. 
 
Subsequent to release of the DEIR, and prior to preparation of the FEIR, three sets of changed 
circumstances resulted in a determination that certain Significant Unavoidable Traffic and Circulation 
Impacts would no longer occur. The reasons for this are as follows: 
 
1. At the Lodi Avenue/Ham Lane intersection, it was initially determined that Cumulative LOS 
D operations were significant and unavoidable due to the inability to mitigate this intersection to LOS 
C. After subsequent review, however, Lodi staff determined that achieving LOS C at this intersection 
was not within the City’s available financial resources. Under these circumstances, the City’s policy 
dictates that LOS D is the appropriate LOS threshold. Since proposed mitigation measures can 
achieve LOS D, the impact is not significant and unavoidable.  
 
2. At the Harney Lane/Hutchins Street-West Lane intersection, even LOS D operations could be 
achieved only with Harney Lane road widening to six lanes. City staff initially determined that such a 
widening would be inconsistent with General Plan policies, and therefore the widening was not a 
feasible mitigation measure and project impacts were significant and unavoidable. After subsequent 
review, however, City staff determined that the widening was consistent with the General Plan. 
(Further, the City determined that LOS D was the appropriate LOS threshold since there would be no 
technically feasible solution to achieve LOS C). Since the proposed six-lane widening is consistent 
with the General Plan, and LOS D can be achieved under those circumstances, the impact is not 
significant and unavoidable.  
 
3. When the DEIR was prepared, Caltrans provided an LOS policy that required any 
intersection currently operating at or better than LOS C to be mitigated to LOS C. Three Kettleman 
Lane intersections (Lower Sacramento Road, Ham Lane, Cherokee Lane) could not be mitigated back 
to LOS C, and were therefore determined to have significant and unavoidable impacts. Subsequent to 
release of the DEIR, Caltrans provided new information indicating the appropriate LOS threshold is 
LOS D. Since each of these three intersections could be implemented to LOS D, the impacts were no 
longer determined to be significant and unavoidable.”  
 
 
Page 8 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
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2. Significant Impacts Prior to Mitigation 
Under CEQA, a significant impact on the environment is defined as: a substantial, or 
potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area 
affected by the project including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise and 
objects of historic or aesthetic significance.1 Implementation of the proposed project has the 
potential to result in adverse environmental impacts in the areas listed below.  

• Noise 

• Cultural and Paleontological Resources 

• Geology, Soils and Seismicity 

• Hydrology and Water Quality 

• Biological Resources 

• Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

• Public Services 
 
Page 8 and 9 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

Implementation of the proposed project has the potential to result in significant environmental 
impacts in the areas listed below. 

• The proposed projects would result in the conversion of approximately 392 acres of Prime 
Farmland to non-agricultural uses.  

• The proposed projects would result in a conflict with existing Agricultural Use and 
Williamson Act contracts.  

• The proposed project would degrade the Existing Visual Character.  

• Operations at the Lodi Avenue/Ham Lane intersection would be at an unacceptable service 
level under the Cumulative scenario. 

• Operations at the Kettleman Lane/Lower Sacramento Road intersection would be at an 
unacceptable service level under the Cumulative scenario. 

• Operations at the Kettleman Lane/Ham Lane intersection would be at an unacceptable service 
level under the Cumulative scenario. 

• Operations at the Kettleman Lane/Cherokee Lane intersection would be at an unacceptable 
service level under the Cumulative scenario. 

• Operations at the Harney Lane/Hutchins Street-West Lane intersection would be at an 
unacceptable service level under the Cumulative scenario. 

• Project-related regional emissions would exceed the SJVAPCD thresholds of significance for 
ozone precursors.  

                                                      
 1 CEQA Sections 21060.5 and 21068.  
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• Potential growth-inducing impacts associated with the project’s potential to facilitate 
development to the west if the City decides it wants to grow west. 

 
Page 53 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  
 

(4)  Electric, Phone Service, and Cable. Lodi Electric Utility would provide 
power to the project site. The project site is currently within the Pacific Gas & Electric 
service area. However, there are currently no residential or commercial structures on this site 
and the entire site is currently in agricultural use. There are currently no electric services to 
the project site. The proposed project would connect to utility transmission distribution lines 
off of Lower Sacramento Road and Lodi Avenue. All electric distribution lines would be 
placed underground. Any transmission lines would be overhead. 

 
Page 59 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

(4) Electric, Phone and Cable Service. Lodi Electric Utility would provide power to 
the project site. The project site is currently within the Pacific Gas & Electric service area. 
However, the majority of the project site is in agricultural use with limited residential and 
commercial development. There are currently no electric services to the project site. The 
proposed project would connect to utility transmission distribution lines off of Lower 
Sacramento Road and Kettleman Lane. All electric distribution lines would be placed under-
ground. Any transmission lines would be overhead. 

 
Page 93 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

Mitigation Measure LU-2: Prior to issuance of a building permit after the first quarter of the 
combined building permits for the Westside and SW Gateway have been approved, the appli-
cant shall provide and undertake a phasing and financing plan (to be approved by the City 
Council) for one of the following mitigation measures:   

(1) Identify approximately 392 acres of prime farmland (currently not protected 
or within an easement) to protect for a period of time to be determined (but not less 
than 15 years) as an agricultural use in a location as determined appropriate by the 
City of Lodi in consultation with the Central Valley Land Trust; or  

(2) Pay a fee equal to the value of 392 acres as determined by an independent 
qualified consultant retained by the City in consultation with the Central Valley Land 
Trust. The City will determine to whom the fee shall be paid. (SU) 

 
Figure IV.B-1, page 115, has been revised to show a corrected street name. 
 
Page 113 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 
This section describes the existing traffic, circulation and transit conditions on the project site and its 
vicinity, and provides an analysis of the potential impacts of the project. Information for this section 
is based on a traffic impact analysis prepared on the Lodi Annexation project by Fehr & Peers Asso-
ciates in December 2005. The traffic report is Level of service calculation sheets are contained in 
Appendix B of this EIR. 
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Page 125 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 
The following is specified for Caltrans facilities: “The Department required level of service (LOS) 
‘C’ or better at State-owned facilities, including intersection (see Appendix ‘C-3’ of the TIS guide). If 
an intersection is currently below LOS ‘C,’ any increase in delay from project-generated traffic must 
be analyzed and mitigated. The level of service for operating State highway facilities is based on 
measurements of effectiveness (MOE) (see Appendix ‘C-2’ of the Guide). If an existing State high-
way facility is operating at less than this target level of service, the existing MOE should be main-
tained. “The LOS threshold is D.”2 
 
Figure IV.B-1, page 127, has been revised to show a corrected street name. 
 
Figure IV.B-5a, page 131, has been revised to show the correct turning movements. 
 
Figure IV.B-6a, page 133, has been revised to show the correct turning movements. 
 
Page 140 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 
 

• Ketteleman Lane/Hutchins Street (#17) would degrade to LOS D with 35.3 seconds of average 
delay during the PM peak hour. Adjusting the phasing splits of the signal during the PM peak 
hour, would not improve operations to LOS C conditions. Installation of a second left-turn lane 
in the northbound direction would result in a total average delay of 34.6 seconds and LOS C 
during the PM peak hour and reduce the project’s impact to a less-than-significant level.  

 
 
 

                                                      
2 Letter from Tom Dumas, Caltrans, to Paula Fernandez, City of Lodi, dated March 5, 2006. 
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Page 142 and 143 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 
 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1: Each of the following mitigation measures shall be 
implemented to reduce the project’s impact on the identified 16 intersections: 
 

1a:  Mitigation Measure AIR-2 identifies measures recommended by the SJVAPCD’s 
“Guide for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts to reduce vehicle trips and 
associated air quality impacts. Implementation of the same measures would also reduce 
associated traffic impacts. The following are considered to be feasible and effective in 
further reducing vehicle trip generation and resulting emissions from the project and 
shall be implemented to the extent feasible and desired by the City: 

• Provide pedestrian enhancing infrastructure that includes: sidewalks and pedestrian 
paths, direct pedestrian connections, street trees to shade sidewalks, pedestrian 
safety designs/infrastructure, street furniture and artwork, street lighting and or 
pedestrian signalization and signage. 

• Provide bicycle enhancing infrastructure that includes: bikeways/paths connecting 
to a bikeway system, secure bicycle parking. 

• Provide transit enhancing infrastructure that includes: transit shelters, benches, etc., 
street lighting, route signs and displays, and/or bus turnouts/bulbs. 

• Provide park and ride lots.  
 

The implementation of an aggressive trip reduction program with the appropriate 
incentives for non-auto travel can reduce project impacts by approximately 10 to 15 
percent. Such a reduction would help minimize the project’s impact. 

 
1b: The implementation of each of the improvements listed in Table IV.B-6 would 
reduce the impacts to the identified 16 intersections to a less-than-significant level. To 
mitigate these impacts, the project applicant shall prepare a Traffic Mitigation 
Implementation and Financing Plan that details each of the physical improvements and 
the timing and geometric changes listed in Table IV.B-6 for both the Existing + Project 
and Cumulative scenarios (cumulative to address Impact TRANS-2), who will be 
responsible for implementing the improvement, the applicant’s fair share contribution 
towards the improvement, how the improvement will be funded including a 
reimbursement program where appropriate; and the schedule or trigger for initiating 
and completing construction prior to the intersection operation degrading to an 
unacceptable level. The Plan may include an annual monitoring program of the 
intersections as a method for determining the schedule for implementing each 
improvement. The Plan shall take into account whether an improvement is already 
programmed and/or funded in a City or County program (i.e., Lodi Development 
Impact Mitigation Fee Program, San Joaquin County Regional Transportation Impact 
Fee, Measure K (existing or renewal program), and San Joaquin Council of 
Governments Regional Transportation Improvement Program). If an improvement is 
included in one or more of these programs, the Plan needs to consider whether the 
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programs schedule for the improvement will meet the needs of the project and if not 
identify alternatives. The Plan shall be submitted to City staff for review and City 
Council approval prior to submittal of a Tentative Subdivision Map application.  

 
 
Figure IV.B-9a, page 148, has been revised to show the correct turning movements. 
 
Figure IV.B-9b, page 149, has been revised to show the correct turning movements. 
 
Figure IV.B-10a, page 150, has been revised to show the correct turning movements. 
 
Figure IV.B-10b, page 151, has been revised to show the correct turning movements. 
 
Table IV.B-7, page 152 - 153, has been revised as follows: 
 
Table IV.B-7: Cumulative Levels of Service 

Existing With Project 2030 Cumulative  

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
# Intersection 

Intersection 
Control Delaya LOS Delaya LOS Delaya LOS Delaya LOS

1 Turner Road/ 
Lower Sacramento 
Road – Woodhaven 
Lane 

Signalized 35.6 sec D 41.8 sec D 50.9 sec D 60.4 sec E 

2 Turner Road/ 
SR 99 SB Ramps 

Side-Street 
Stop Control 

6.7 sec 
(35.6 sec) 

A
(E) 

16.1 sec 
(107.9 sec) 

B
(F) 

28.1 sec 
(>120.0 sec) 

D 
(F) 

67.1 sec 
(>120.0 sec)

F
(F) 

3 Turner Road/ 
SR 99 NB Ramps 

Side-Street 
Stop Control 

3.2 sec 
(17.9 sec) 

A 
(C) 

6.0 sec 
(37.2 sec) 

A
(E) 

3.8 sec 
(24.7 sec) 

A 
(C) 

11.0 sec 
(>120.0 sec)

B
(F) 

4 Elm Street/ 
Lower Sacramento 
Road 

Signalized 20.3 sec C 26.4 sec C 23.9 sec C 45.8 sec D 

5 Lodi Ave. – Sargent 
Rd./ 
Lower Sacramento 
Road 

Signalized 25.8 sec C 46.4 sec D 32.0 sec C 63.8 sec E 

6 Lodi Avenue/Ham 
Lane 

Signalized 33.0 sec C 39.9 sec D 40.2 sec D 54.2 sec D 

7 Tokay Street/ 
Lower Sacramento 
Road 

Signalized 11.1 sec B 13.9 sec B 13.3 sec B 25.4 sec C 

8 Vine Street/ 
Lower Sacramento 
Road 

Signalized 14.8 sec B 15.5 sec B 21.4 sec C 26.3 sec C 

9 Sunwest Market 
Place/ 
Lower Sacramento 
Road 

Signalized 7.3 sec A 11.6 sec B 9.1 sec A 18.4 sec B 

10 Kettleman Lane/ 
Davis Road 

Side-Street 
Stop Control 

>120.0 sec
(>120.0 sec)

F
(F) 

>120.0 sec
(>120.0 sec)

F 
(F) 

>120.0 sec 
(>120.0 sec) 

F 
(F) 

>120.0 sec
(>120.0 sec)

F
(F) 

11 Kettleman Lane/ 
Westgate Drive 

Signalized 20.5 sec C 21.7 sec C 22.5 sec C 31.1 sec C 
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Existing With Project 2030 Cumulative  

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
# Intersection 

Intersection 
Control Delaya LOS Delaya LOS Delaya LOS Delaya LOS

12 Kettleman Lane/ 
Lower Sacramento 
Road 

Signalized 22.1 sec C 26.4 sec C 27.2 sec C 36.4 sec D 

13 Kettleman Lane/ 
Tienda Drive 

Signalized 12.3 sec B 21.5 sec C 15.8 sec B 30.0 sec C 

14 Kettleman Lane/ 
Mills Avenue 

Signalized 25.5 sec C 29.8 sec C 28.1 sec C 32.9 sec C 

15 Kettleman Lane/Ham 
Lane 

Signalized 30.8 sec C 44.6 sec D 33.3 sec C 50.3 sec D 

16 Kettleman Lane/ 
Crescent Avenue 

Signalized 13.2 sec B 27.9 sec C 21.3 sec C 33.8 sec C 

17 Kettleman Lane/ 
Hutchins Street 

Signalized 25.5 sec C 35.3 sec D 40.0 sec D 43.6 sec D 

18 Kettleman Lane/ 
Church Street 

Signalized 22.0 sec C 38.8 sec D 25.9 sec C 43.1 sec D 

19 Kettleman Lane/ 
Stockton Street 

Signalized 36.2 sec D 32.6 sec C 39.4 sec D 36.6 sec D 

20 Kettleman Lane/ 
Central Avenue 

Signalized 9.9 sec A 19.0 sec B 9.6 sec A 19.9 sec B 

21 Kettleman Lane/ 
Cherokee Lane 

Signalized 24.3 sec C 89.8 sec F 26.5 sec C 109.6 sec F 

22 Kettleman Lane/ 
SR 99 SB Ramps 

Signalized 13.9 sec B 30.6 sec C 14.6 sec B 31.2 sec C 

23 Kettleman Lane/ 
SR 99 NB Ramps 

Signalized 11.3 sec B 11.8 sec B 14.7 sec B 21.1 sec C 

24 Harney Lane/ 
Lower Sacramento 
Road 

All -Way 
Stop Control 

NAb NAb NAb NAb NAb NAb NAb NAb

25 Harney Lane/Ham 
Lane 

Side-Street 
Stop Control 

22.3 sec 
(96.0 sec) 

C
(F) 

8.2 sec 
(48.7 sec) 

A
(E) 

>120.0 sec 
(>120.0 sec) 

F 
(F) 

>120.0 
(>120.0 sec)

F
(F) 

26 Harney Lane/ 
Hutchins St.–West 
Lane 

Signalized 71.7 sec E 48.3 sec D >120.0 sec 
54.7 

F 
D 

>120.0 sec 
46.6 

F 
D 

27 Harney Lane/ 
Stockton Street 

Signalized 9.0 sec A 12.6 sec B 19.1 sec B 70.0 sec E 

28 Harney Lane/ 
SR 99 SB Ramps 

All -Way 
Stop Control 

57.5 sec F 85.7 sec F >120.0 sec F >120.0 sec F 

29 Harney Lane/ 
SR 99 NB Ramps 

Side-Street 
Stop Control 

6.1 sec 
(18.8 sec) 

A
(C) 

65.5 sec 
(>120.0 sec)

F 
(F) 

87.1 sec 
(>120.0 sec) 

F 
(F) 

>120.0 sec
(>120.0 sec)

F
(F) 

30 Armstrong Lane/ 
Davis Road 

All -Way 
Stop Control 

9.2 sec A 9.5 sec A 13.2 sec B 15.8 sec C 

31 Armstrong Lane/ 
Lower Sacramento 
Road 

Signalized 16.4 sec B 17.7 sec B 25.5 sec C 43.6 sec D 

32 Armstrong Lane/ 
SR 99 SB Ramps 

All -Way 
Stop Control 

8.9 sec A 8.8 sec A 17.4 sec C 15.0 sec B 
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Existing With Project 2030 Cumulative  

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
# Intersection 

Intersection 
Control Delaya LOS Delaya LOS Delaya LOS Delaya LOS

33 Armstrong Lane/ 
SR 99 NB Ramps 

Side-Street 
Stop Control 

6.8 sec 
(12.9 sec) 

A 
(B) 

7.5 sec 
(13.0 sec) 

A 
(B) 

9.9 sec 
(24.9 sec) 

A 
(C) 

12.7 sec 
(32.1 sec) 

B 
(D) 

Bold text indicates an intersection that operates at a level that is inconsistent with the applicable significance criteria. 

a For unsignalized intersections the overall intersection delay and level of service are shown. The worst approach delay and 
level of service are also shown in parentheses.  

b The proposed lane configuration for Harney Lane/Lower Sacramento Road cannot be analyzed as a four-way stop condi-
tion. 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2006. 
 
The following revisions have been made to page 155: 
 

• Lodi Avenue/Ham Lane (#6) would degrade to LOS D with 40.2 seconds of average delay in 
the AM peak hour and LOS D with 54.2 seconds of average delay in the PM peak hour under 
cumulative conditions. Retiming the signal to an 80.0-second cycle length would result in 27.9 
seconds of average delay (LOS C) during the AM peak hour. In the PM peak hour, retiming the 
signal to a 90.0-second cycle length would result in 39.2 seconds of average delay (LOS D). This 
is less delay than the intersection would be experiencing under Existing with Project conditions. 
However, it would not reduce the project’s cumulative impact to a less-than-significant level; this 
impact would remain significant and unavoidable.  

• Kettleman Lane/Davis Road (#10) would remain at LOS F with more than 120.0 seconds of 
average delay in the AM and PM peak hours under the cumulative condition. The side-street stop 
controlled intersection of Kettleman Lane/Davis Road operates at LOS F during the AM and PM 
peak hours with the proposed developments added. Additionally, it also meets the Peak Hour 
Signal warrant during the AM and PM peak hours. Installation of a traffic signal and an addi-
tional through lane in the westbound and eastbound directions would result in 14.0 seconds of 
average delay (LOS B) during the AM peak hour and 14.3 seconds of average delay (LOS C) 
during the PM peak hour and reduce the project’s contribution to this cumulative impact to a 
less-than-significant level.  

• Kettleman Lane/Lower Sacramento Road (#12) would degrade to LOS D with 36.4 seconds of 
average delay in the PM peak hour under cumulative conditions. Timing improvements will not 
provide for LOS C operating conditions. Additional geometric improvements are not feasible. As 
a result, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable.  

• Kettleman Lane/Ham Lane (#15) would further degrade LOS E operations in the PM peak hour 
to 50.3 seconds average delay under cumulative conditions. Adjusting the phasing splits of the 
signal would not reduce the average delay to LOS C conditions. The average delay during the 
PM peak hour can be reduced to 42.7 seconds (LOS D) with the additions of a second left-turn 
lane in the northbound direction which would result in less delay than the intersection would 
experience under Existing with Project condition, but not to a less-than-significant level; this 
impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 
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FIGURE IV.9a
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The following revisions have been made to page 156 of the Draft EIR: 
 

• Kettleman Lane/Cherokee Lane (#21) would exacerbate to 109.6 seconds of average delay 
(LOS F) during the PM peak hour under cumulative conditions. With the consideration of the 
mitigation measures for Existing with All Projects conditions of adding an additional northbound 
and southbound left-turn lane, the average delay decreases to 36.4 seconds (LOS D). This is less 
delay than the intersection would be experiencing under Existing with Project conditions, but not 
to a less-than-significant level; this impact would remain significant and unavoidable.  

• Harney Lane/Lower Sacramento Road (#24) currently operates at LOS D during the AM peak 
hour with 29.2 seconds of average delay and LOS E with 49.0 seconds of average delay during 
the PM peak hour. The proposed future geometry with the addition of the project is not able to be 
analyzed as a four-way stop controlled intersection. With the addition of project-generated traffic 
and the growth of background traffic through 2030, it can be assumed that the operations at the 
intersection will degrade. The four-way stop controlled intersection of Harney Lane/Lower Sac-
ramento Road currently operates at LOS D during the AM peak hour and LOS D during the PM 
peak hour. Additionally, it also meets the Peak Hour Signal warrant during both peak hours. A 
traffic signal is under construction by the county. Implementation of this improvement would 
result in 26.3 seconds of average delay (LOS C) during the AM peak hour and 26.1 seconds of 
average delay (LOS C) during the PM peak hour and reduce the project’s contribution to this 
cumulative impact to a less-than-significant level.  

• Harney Lane/Ham Lane (#25) would further degrade to over 120.0 seconds of average delay 
(LOS F) during both the AM and PM peak hours under cumulative conditions. The side-street 
stop controlled intersection of Harney Lane/Ham Lane operates at LOS F during the AM peak 
hour and LOS E during the PM peak hour with the proposed developments added. Additionally, it 
meets the Peak Hour Signal warrant during both peak hours. Installation of a traffic signal and a 
right-turn lane in the westbound direction would result in 13.9 seconds of average delay (LOS B) 
during the AM peak hour and 15.6 seconds of average delay (LOS B) during the PM peak hour 
and reduce the project’s contribution to this cumulative impact to a less-than-significant level. 
(This intersection is on the Signal Priority List.) 

• Harney Lane/Hutchins Street – West Lane (#26) would further degrade to over 120.0 seconds 
of average delay (LOS F) during both the AM and PM peak hours under cumulative conditions. 
To improve operations to levels at least equal to those under Existing with Project conditions the 
following geometric improvements are necessary. A second and third through lane in the 
eastbound and westbound directions shall be added. Also, a second left-turn lane shall be added 
in the northbound and southbound, and westbound directions as well as a right-turn lane in the 
eastbound and westbound directions. These improvements would result in 55.9 54.7 seconds of 
average delay (LOS D E) during the AM peak hour and 43.6 46.6 seconds of average delay (LOS 
D) during the PM peak hour. This is less delay than the intersection would experience under 
Existing with Project conditions , but not to a less-than-significant level; this impact would 
remain significant and unavoidable. 
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Page138 and 139 of the Draft EIR are revised as follows: 

 
Table IV.B-6: Significant Intersection Impacts and Recommended Mitigation Measures 

Significant Impact Recommended Mitigation 

Intersections 
Existing 
+ Project Cumulative Existing + Project Cumulative 

1. Turner Road/Lower Sacramento Road – 
Woodhaven Lane 

√ √ 

Second westbound left-turn lane (signal 
retiming would not enhance the signal’s per-
formance to LOS C). (LTS) 

Second westbound, northbound and southbound 
left-turn lane. (LTS) 

2. Turner Road/SR 99 SB Ramps √ √ Traffic signal. (LTS) Traffic signal. (LTS) 
3. Turner Road/SR 99 NB Ramps √ √ Traffic signal. (LTS) Traffic signal. (LTS) 
4. Elm Street/Lower Sacramento Road  

  √ 
  Second westbound left-turn lane and signal 

retimed to a 115.0-second cycle length.(LTS) 
5. Lodi Avenue – Sargent Road/Lower 

Sacramento Road 
√ √ 

Retime signal to a 110.0-second cycle length 
(LTS) 

Second left-turn lane in the eastbound and 
westbound directions and retime  to a 110.0-
second cycle length. (LTS) 

6. Lodi Avenue/Ham Lane 

√ √ 

Retime signal to an 80.0-second cycle length. 
(LTS) 

In the PM peak hour, retime signal to a 90.0-
second cycle length resulting in 39.2 seconds of 
average delay (LOS D). (SU in PM peak) (LTS) 

10. Kettleman Lane/Davis Road 

√ √ 

Traffic signal. The County and Caltrans are 
currently planning for a signal at this location. 
(LTS) 

Traffic signal and an additional westbound and 
eastbound through lane. (LTS) 

12. Kettleman Lane/ 
 Lower Sacramento Road    √ 

   (SU) (Timing improvements additional geometric 
improvements are not feasible.) 

15. Kettleman Lane/Ham Lane 

√ √ 

Adjust the amount of time given to each signal 
phase during the PM peak hour and improve 
intersection coordination offset to better fit 
traffic conditions. (LTS, but not acceptable 
LOS) 

Add a second northbound left-turn lane. (SU) 
(LTS) 

17. Kettleman Lane/Hutchins Street 
√ √ 

Add northbound second left-turn lane. (LTS) Add northbound, southbound and westbound 
second left-turn lane. (LTS) 

18. Kettleman Lane/Church Street 

√ √ 

Adjust the southbound lane geometries to a 
left-turn lane and a shared through-right lane. 
(LTS, but not acceptable LOS)  

A westbound and eastbound second left-turn lanes. 
(LTS) 

19. Kettleman Lane/Stockton Street 
√ √ 

Adjust signal phasing splits during the AM 
peak hour. (LTS) 

A northbound second left-turn lane. (LTS) 

 
Note: √ indicates that the project would result in a significant impact. 
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Significant Impact Recommended Mitigation 

Intersections 
Existing 
+ Project Cumulative Existing + Project Cumulative 

21. Kettleman Lane/Cherokee Lane 
√ √ 

Add a second northbound and southbound left-
turn lane. (LTS) 

 (SU) (LTS) 

24. Harney Lane/Lower Sacramento Road 
 √ √ 

Traffic signal is under construction by the 
county.(LTS) 

A traffic signal is under construction by the 
county.(LTS) 

25. Harney Lane/Ham Lane 
√ √ 

Traffic signal. (LTS) Traffic signal and a westbound right-turn lane. 
(LTS) 

26. Harney Lane/Hutchins Street – West 
Lane 

√ √ 

A eastbound and westbound second through 
lane and dedicated right-turn lane. (LTS) 

A second eastbound and westbound through lane 
in the directions; a second northbound, 
southbound, and westbound left-turn lane. (SU) 
(LTS) 

27. Harney Lane/Stockton Street 
  √ 

  A eastbound and westbound second through lane. 
(LTS) 

28. Harney Lane/SR 99 SB Ramps 
√ √ 

Traffic signal. (LTS) Traffic signal and a eastbound left-turn lane and a 
westbound second through lane. (LTS) 

29. Harney Lane/SR 99 NB Ramps 

√ √ 

Traffic signal. (LTS) Traffic signal shall be installed and westbound 
left-turn lane and a eastbound right-turn lane and 
modify the northbound approach lane configura-
tion to a left-turn lane and a shared through-right 
lane. (LTS) 

31. Armstrong Road/Lower Sacramento 
Road   √ 

  Retime signal to a 60.0-second cycle length. (LTS) 

33. Armstrong Road/SR 99 NB Ramps 
  √ 

  Change operation to an All-Way Stop Control. 
(LTS) 

Note: √ indicates that the project would result in a significant impact. 
Source:  LSA and Fehr & Peers, 2006. 
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Page 157 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-2: Implementation of Measure TRANS-1a and TRANS-1b, 
would mitigate the project’s contribution to Cumulative condition to a less-than-significant 
level at 16 of the 21 intersections that would be significantly impacted in the 2030 
Cumulative condition. A significant and unavoidable impact would remain at the 
intersections of Lodi Avenue/Ham Lane, Kettleman Lane/Lower Sacramento Road, 
Kettleman Lane/Ham Lane, Kettleman Lane/Cherokee Lane, and Harney Lane/Huchins 
Street - West Lane; no physical improvements are feasible to mitigate the cumulative impact 
to a less-than-significant level. For the intersections that could be mitigated to a less-than 
significant level, the City may decide to not implement select improvements in order to avoid 
trending towards a community that is too orientated to the automobile, which would conflict 
with some of the General Plan policies that emphasize pedestrian scale. Additionally some of 
the improvements identified are short-term solutions that the City may not choose to 
implement if a more significant long-term improvement is being planned (i.e., reconstruction 
of the Kettleman Lane/SR 99 interchange). 
 

Page 303 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows:   
 

a. Electrical Service. The Lodi Electric Utility provides electrical services to the City 
of Lodi. The Lodi Electric Utility is a city-owned and operated utility that provides electrical 
service for residential, commercial and industrial customers in Lodi. As the annexation areas 
are not within the City of Lodi, Pacific Gas &Electric Company (PG&E) currently provides 
service to the limited amount of development that is located on the annexation sites. 

 
Page 304 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows:  

 
(1) Electrical Infrastructure. Overhead electrical lines are located along Lower 
Sacramento Road. The construction of an electrical substation is planned for a parcel located 
adjacent to the north portion of the SW Gateway site and south of Kettleman Lane (APN 058-
030-10). The substation would service the western part of the City, including the project sites. 
It is anticipated that the substation will be the terminus of two new 60 kV circuits mounted on 
a single pole line, paralleling Kettleman Lane (Highway 12), which are currently under 
construction. The substation would also be linked to an existing 60 kV overhead circuit 
paralleling Lower Sacramento Road. All 12 kV distribution lines from the substation would 
be placed underground. 

 
Pages 307 and 308 of the Draft EIR have been revised as follows: 

 
The following impacts are significant and unavoidable, and can not be reduced to a less-than-
significant level with implementation of mitigation measures. After mitigation, the revised 
project would result in the following significant unavoidable impacts: 

• The proposed projects would result in the conversion of approximately 392 acres of 
Prime Farmland to non-agricultural uses.  

• The proposed projects would result in a conflict with existing Agricultural Use and 
Williamson Act contracts.  
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• The proposed project would degrade the Existing Visual Character.  

• Operations at the Lodi Avenue/Ham Lane intersection would be at an unacceptable 
service level under the Cumulative scenario. 

• Operations at the Kettleman Lane/Lower Sacramento Road intersection would be at an 
unacceptable service level under the Cumulative scenario. 

• Operations at the Kettleman Lane/Cherokee Lane intersection would be at an 
unacceptable service level under the Cumulative scenario. 

• Operations at the Kettleman Lane/Ham Lane intersection would be at an unacceptable 
service level under the Cumulative scenario. 

• Operations at the Harney Lane/Hutchins Street-West Lane intersection would be at an 
unacceptable service level under the Cumulative scenario. 

• Project-related regional emissions would exceed the SJVAPCD thresholds of significance 
for ozone precursors.  

• Potential growth-inducing impacts associated with the project’s potential to facilitate 
development to the west if the City decides it wants to grow west. 
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APPENDIX A 

Possible funding sources for mitigation measures are listed below and shown in Table A. A 
description of funding sources are found below: 

• City of Lodi Development Impact Mitigation Fee Program (Lodi IMF). Historically, the 
projects in the Lodi IMF program have been constructed and funded at the time of construction of 
the development triggering the requirement for the project. 

• San Joaquin County Regional Transportation Impact Fee (County RTIF). This is a new 
program and the timing of construction for individual projects has not been established. 

• Measure K (Existing Program). 

• Measure K (Renewal Program on November 2006 ballot). This is a new program and the 
timing of construction for individual projects has not been established. 

• San Joaquin Council of Governments Regional Transportation Improvement Program 
(RTIP). None of the recommended mitigations are identified as projects in this program. 

• Other. Indicates that the recommended mitigation is not included in any current public funding 
program for transportation improvements. Funding will have to be identified in the Financing 
Plan for the project(s). 
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TABLE A: INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENT FUNDING SOURCES 

 
Source: City of Lodi, 2006

Intersections Funding Source 

 

Lodi Impact 
Mitigation Fee 

Program 

San Joaquin County 
Regional Transportation 

Impact Fee 
Measure K 
(Existing) 

Measure K (Renewal 
on 2006 Ballot) 

San Joaquin 
COG RTIP Other 

1. Turner Road/Lower Sacramento Road – 
Woodhaven Lane      X 

2. Turner Road/SR 99 SB Ramps X   X   
3. Turner Road/SR 99 NB Ramps X   X   
4. Elm Street/Lower Sacramento Road       X 
5. Lodi Avenue – Sargent Road/Lower 

Sacramento Road      X 

6. Lodi Avenue/Ham Lane      X 
10. Kettleman Lane/Davis Road      X 
15. Kettleman Lane/Ham Lane      X 
18. Kettleman Lane/Church Street      X 
19. Kettleman Lane/Stockton Street      X 
21. Kettleman Lane/Cherokee Lane      X 
24. Harney Lane/Lower Sacramento Road   X    
25. Harney Lane/Ham Lane X     X 
26. Harney Lane/Hutchins Street – West Lane X X  X   
27. Harney Lane/Stockton Street X X     
28. Harney Lane/SR 99 SB Ramps    X   
29. Harney Lane/SR 99 NB Ramps    X   
31. Armstrong Road/Lower Sacramento Road X  X    
33. Armstrong Road/SR 99 NB Ramps      X 
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