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1. Introduction

1.1 INTRODUCTION

This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) has been prepared in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), as amended (Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.), and CEQA
Guidelines (California Code of Regulations Sections 15000 et seq.).

According to the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132, the FEIR shall consist of:
(@) The Draft (Subsequent) Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) or a revision of the SEIR;
(b) Comments and recommendations received on the SEIR either verbatim or in summary;
() Alist of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the SEIR;

(d) The responses of the lead agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and
consultation process; and

(e) Any other information added by the lead agency.

This document contains responses to comments received on the SEIR for the Lodi 2025 General Plan Update
during the 45-day public review period, which began April 28, 2025, and closed June 12, 2025. This document
has been prepared in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines and represents the independent
judgment of the lead agency. This document and the circulated SEIR comprise the FSEIR, pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15132.

1.2 FORMAT OF THE FEIR
Section 1, Introduction. This section describes the CEQA requirements and contents of this FSEIR.

Section 2, Response to Comments. This section provides a list of agencies and interested persons that
commented on the DEIR; copies of comment letters received during the public review period, and the lead
agency’s responses to written comments. To facilitate review of the responses, each comment letter has been
reproduced and assigned an alphanumeric designator (A through B for letters received from agencies and
organizations, and no letters received from residents). Individual comments have been numbered for each letter,
and the letter is followed by responses with references to the corresponding comment number.

In accordance with CEQA, Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, copies of the lead agency’s written
responses to public agencies will be forwarded to those agencies at least 10 days prior to certifying the EIR.
The responses will be forwarded with copies of this FSEIR, as permitted by CEQA, and will conform to the
legal standards established for response to comments.
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Section 3, Revision to the DEIR in Response to Comments

This section contains revisions to the SEIR text and figures resulting from comments received by agencies and
interested people as described in Section 2, and/or errors and omissions discovered after release of the SEIR
for public review. The responses to comments contain material and revisions that will be added to the text of
the FSEIR.

The City of Lodi has reviewed this material and determined that none of this material constitutes the type of
significant new information that requires recirculation of the SEIR for further public comment under CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5. None of this new material indicates that the project will result in a significant new
environmental impact not previously disclosed in the SEIR. Additionally, none of this material indicates that
there would be a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified environmental impact that will
not be mitigated, or that there would be any of the other circumstances requiring recirculation described in
Section 15088.5.

1.3 CEQAREQUIREMENTS REGARDING COMMENTS

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 outlines parameters for persons and public agencies reviewing and

commenting on the sufficiency of environmental impact reports.
Section 15204 of the State CEQA Guidelines states, in pertinent part:

(@) In reviewing draft EIRs, persons and public agencies should focus on the sufficiency of the
document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways in which the
significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated. Comments are most helpful when they
suggest additional specific alternatives or mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid
or mitigate the significant environmental effects. At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the
adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such as
the magnitude of the project atissue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts, and the geographic
scope of the project. CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research,
study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commentors. When responding to
comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to
provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made
in the EIR.

(c) Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, and should submit data or references offering
facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of the
comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of

substantial evidence.

(d) Reviewing agencies or organizations should include with their comments the name of a contact
person who would be available for later consultation if necessary. Each responsible agency and trustee
agency shall focus its comments on environmental information germane to that agency's statutory

responsibility.
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(e) This section shall not be used to restrict the ability of reviewers to comment on the general adequacy
of a document or of the lead agency to reject comments not focused as recommended by this section.

(f) Prior to the close of the public review period for an EIR or mitigated negative declaration, a
responsible or trustee agency which has identified significant effects on the environment may submit
to the lead agency proposed mitigation measures which would address those significant effects. Any
such measures shall be limited to impacts affecting those resources which are subject to the statutory
authority of that agency. If mitigation measures are submitted, the responsible or trustee agency shall
either submit to the lead agency complete and detailed performance objectives for the mitigation
measures, or shall refer the lead agency to appropriate, readily available guidelines or reference

documents which meet the same purpose.
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2. Response to Comments

Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines requires the lead agency (City of Lodi) to evaluate comments on
environmental issues received from public agencies and interested parties who reviewed the SEIR and prepare
written responses.

Regarding evaluation and responses to public comments, Section 15088 of the State CEQA Guidelines states:

(a) The lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who
reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response. The lead agency shall respond to comments
raising significant environmental issues received during the noticed comment period and any extensions

and may respond to late comments.

(b) The lead agency shall provide a written proposed response, either in a printed copy or in an electronic
format, to a public agency on comments made by that public agency at least 10 days prior to certifying
an environmental impact report.

(c) The written response shall describe the disposition of significant environmental issues raised (e.g,
revisions to the proposed project to mitigate anticipated impacts or objections). In particular, the major
environmental issues raised when the lead agency’s position is at variance with recommendations and
objections raised in the comments must be addressed in detail giving reasons why specific comments
and suggestions were not accepted. There must be good faith, reasoned analysis in response. Conclusory
statements unsupported by factual information will not suffice. The level of detail contained in the
response, however, may correspond to the level of detail provided in the comment (i.e., responses to
general comments may be general). A general response may be appropriate when a comment does not
contain or specifically refer to readily available information, or does not explain the relevance of
evidence submitted with the comment.

(d) The response to comments may take the form of a revision to the draft EIR or may be a separate
section in the final EIR. Where the response to comments makes important changes in the information
contained in the text of the draft EIR, the lead agency should either:

(1) Revise the text in the body of the EIR, or

(2) Include marginal notes showing that the information is revised in the response to

comments.

This section includes all written comments received on the SEIR during the 45-day public review period,
discussed in Section 1, and the City of Lodi’s responses to each comment. Brackets delineating the individual
comments and an alphanumeric identifier have been added to the right margin of the letter. Responses to each
comment identified are on the page(s) following each comment letter. Where sections of the SEIR are
excerpted in this document, changes to the SEIR text are shown in underlined text for additions and strikestts
for deletions.
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The following is a list of agencies, organizations, and individuals that submitted comments on the DEIR during
the public review period.

Letter
Reference Commenting Person/Agency Date of Letter
Agencies and Organizations
A California Geological Survey May 29, 2025
B California Department of Fish and Wildlife June 13, 2025
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LETTER A — California Geological Survey (2 pages)
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From: Olson, Brian@DOC

To: PlanningDivision@lodi.gov

Cc: OLRA@DOQC; OPR State Clearinghouse; Gomez, DarylAnne@DOC
Subject: Lodi 2025 General Plan Update

Date: Thursday, May 29, 2025 3:21:22 PM

Attachments: image001.png

Summary

SCH Number

2024020668

Lead Agency

City of Lodi

Document Title

Lodi 2025 General Plan Update
Document Type

SBE - Subsequent EIR
Received

4/28/2025

Tho whom it may concern—

Thank you for providing the City’s Notice of Availability (NOA) of a Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) for our review. This email conveys the following recommendations

from CGS concerning geologic and seismic hazard issues within the proposed project area:

1. Liquefaction Hazards

e The DEIR discusses liquefaction hazards (i.e., ground failure and lateral
spreading) on pages 8-9 and 8-10 by saying “the City and SOI are not with a
liquefaction zone” according to CGS. While this is technically correct, it is
because CGS has yet to evaluate this area for liquefaction hazards. The lack of
a “liquefaction zone” for this area should not be interpreted to mean there are no
liquefaction hazards within the City or SOI, it simply means the area has yet to
be evaluated by CGS for liquefaction hazards. The City should consider revising
the text of the DEIR to reflect this meaning.

¢ While this area has yet to be evaluated for seismic hazards like liquefaction and
earthquake-induced landsliding, in the future, the City can check the following
webpage links where CGS maps and data are available and consistently
updated as our evaluation and mapping progresses:
https://maps-cnra-cadoc.opendata.arcgis.com/datasets/cadoc::cgs-seismic-
hazards-program-liquefaction-zones-1/about

https://maps-cnra-cadoc.opendata.arcqgis.com/datasets/cadoc::cgs-seismic-

hazards-program-landslide-zones-doc-hosted/about
https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cas/informationwarehouse/index.html?

map=requlatorymaps
https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cqas/EQZApp/app/
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' Brian Olson, CEG
Senior Engineering Geologist
Seismic Hazards Program

@CAgeosurvey
FOLLOW US! California Geological Survey
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 850, Los Angeles, CA 90013
M: (213) 507-1080

15  Years of Public Service

“A team is not a group of people who work together.

A team is a group of people who trust each other.” = Simon Sinek
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents may contain confidential and/or legally privileged
information. It is solely for the use of the intended recipient(s). Unauthorized interception, review, use, or disclosure is
prohibited and may violate applicable laws, including the Electronic Communications Privacy Act. If you are not the intended
recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of the communication.
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A.

Response to Comments from California Geological Survey (CGS), dated May 29, 2025.

A-1

A-2

The CGS' states that the that although the DEIR notes that the City and SOI are not within a
liguefaction ones CGS suggests revising the text to instead state that the lack of a liguefaction zone
should be interpreted to mean the area has yet to be evaluated by CGS for liguefaction hazard and not to

mean that there is no liguefaction gone.

See Section 3.2, Revisions to the SEIR in Response to Comments, which updates the
project description and includes a bioretention basin, electrical vehicle charging stations,
and bicycle parking, As this comment does not raise significant environmental issues or
describe any inadequacies of the SEIR, no changes to the SEIR are necessary.

Revisions to the SEIR based on this clarification are provided in Section 3.2, Revisions to
the SEIR in Response to Comments, of the FSEIR. This update is a minor clarification
to the SEIR and does not alter the findings or result in material changes to the project’s
environmental analysis. As this comment does not raise significant environmental issues
or describe any inadequacies of the SEIR, no changes to the SEIR are necessary

CGS adyises that the city can monitor updated maps and seismic hazard data as it becomes available on
their websites. These resonrces will help the city stay informed about potential risks such as liguefaction
and earthguafke-induced landslides as evaluations and mapping progress.

See comment A-1.
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2. Response to Comments

LETTER B — California Department of Fish and Wildlife (5 pages)
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Haggerty, Nicole@Wildlife

From: Donaldson, Hailey@Wildlife

Sent: Friday, June 13, 2025 11:59 AM

To: jdellamonica@lodi.gov

Cc: Wildlife R2 CEQA; Wood, Dylan@Wildlife; Sheya, Tanya@Wildlife; Kilgour,
Morgan@Wildlife

Subject: CDFW Comments on the Lodi 2025 General Plan Update Draft Subsequent

Environmental Impact Report

Dear John Della Monica:

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) received and reviewed the Draft Subsequent
Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) from the City of Lodi for the Lodi 2025 General Plan Update
(Project) pursuant the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) statute and guidelines.” CDFW
previously submitted comments in response to the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of the DSEIR on February
16, 2024.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and recommendations regarding those activities
involved in the Project that may affect California fish, wildlife, native plants, and their habitat. Likewise,
we appreciate the opportunity to provide comments regarding those aspects of the Project that CDFW,
by law, may need to exercise its own regulatory authority under the Fish and Game Code.

CDFW ROLE

CDFW is California’s Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources and holds those resources in trust by
statute for all the people of the State (Fish & G. Code, 88 711.7, subd. (a) & 1802; Pub. Resources Code, §
21070; CEQA Guidelines 8§ 15386, subd. (a).) CDFW, in its trustee capacity, has jurisdiction over the
conservation, protection, and management of fish, wildlife, native plants, and habitat necessary for
biologically sustainable populations of those species. (Fish & G. Code, § 1802.) Similarly for purposes of
CEQA, CDFW provides, as available, biological expertise during public agency environmental review
efforts, focusing specifically on projects and related activities that have the potential to adversely affect
fish and wildlife resources.

CDFW may also act as a Responsible Agency under CEQA. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21069; CEQA
Guidelines, § 15381.) CDFW expects that it may need to exercise regulatory authority as provided by the
Fish and Game Code. As proposed, for example, the Project may be subject to CDFW'’s lake and
streambed alteration regulatory authority. (Fish & G. Code, 8 1600 et seq.) Likewise, to the extent
implementation of the Project as proposed may result in “take” as defined by State law of any species
protected under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) (Fish & G. Code, § 2050 et seq.), the
project proponent may seek related take authorization as provided by the Fish and Game Code.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY

The Project site is located throughout the City of Lodi (City), an incorporated city in the San Joaquin
Valley. The City is located between Stockton to the south; Sacramento to the north, and unincorporated
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San Joaquin Valley lands in the east and west. The City is bisected by State Route (SR) 99 and the main
line of the Union Pacific Railroad. Regional access to the City is also provided by SR-12 and Interstate 5.

The Project consists of minor adjustments to designations on the General Plan Land Use Map, in many
cases for land that is already developed but not identified as the correct designation on the Land Use
Map. Additionally, the proposed project recognizes the 2023 expansion of the City’s Sphere of Influence
(SOI) to include an additional area of approximately 850 acres located south of Kettleman Lane and east
of Highway 99. The City is also updating its Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) model and is amending

the Transportation Element to reflect the results of this VMT analysis. Separately, the City is preparing to
adopt General Plan updates to its Housing Element and Safety Element as well as adopt policies to
address Environmental Justice.

COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
CDFW offers the comments and recommendations below to assist the City of Lodi in adequately
identifying and, where appropriate, mitigating the Project’s significant, or potentially significant, direct

and indirect impacts on fish and wildlife (biological) resources.

CDFW appreciates the City of Lodi’s efforts to address biological resources within the plan area.
However, CDFW would like to highlight and a few remaining concerns about the principles the City of

Lodi has incorporated into the DSEIR based on CDFW’s previous comments.
COMMENT 1: Lack of Specific Mitigation Measures and Performance Standards

Issue: CEQA Guidelines 815126.4 (a)(1)(B) states that formulation of mitigation measures should not be
deferred until some future time. However, throughout the DSEIR, CDFW noted areas where the City of
Lodi has relied on general statements that future compliance with state and federal laws will address
impacts on biological resources as a means to bring identified significant environmental effects to below
a level of significance. Because there is no guarantee that these approvals or cooperation with all of the
involved entities will ultimately occur, the mitigation measures are unenforceable and do not reduce the
impacts to biological resources to a less-than-significant level. The DSEIR does notinclude performance
standards such as no-net-loss policy for wetlands, riparian habitat, or special-status species habitat
which are necessary to ensure effective mitigation.

Recommendation or Recommended Mitigation Measure: CDFW recommends that the City
incorporate explicit performance standards into the General Plan. These may include requiring
permanent protection and management of habitat to offset impacts at a minimum of 3:1 ratio of greater,
based on habitat quality and suitability to species. Performance standards should be incorporated into a
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) and included in future project-level approvals.

COMMENT 2: Significant Impact Assessment for Biological Resources

Issue: The Lead Agency should disclose all foreseeable environmental impacts for approved projects
(CEQA Guidelines, § 15002, subd. (a); 8 15003, subd. (h)) and determine potentially significant impacts
for biological resources where feasible (CEQA Guidelines, § 15002 subd. (h); § 15040). However, the
DSEIR does notinclude a clear threshold of significance for various biological resources, which makes it
difficult for public agencies to determine when mitigation is triggered or whether proposed measures are
adequate for subsequent projects.
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Recommendation or Recommended Mitigation Measure: The General Plan should define the
threshold of significance for each impact and describe the criteria used to determine each threshold
(CEQA Guidelines, § 15064, subd. (f)). CDFW recommends that the City adopt specific, biological
thresholds of significance for habitat conversion, and impacts to species. Implementing a threshold that
aligns with CDFW guidance, and the San Joaquin Multi-Species Conservation Plan (SIMSCP) will
increase consistency of project-level impact determination for future projects.

COMMENT 3: Limited Analysis and Protection of Wildlife Corridors

Issue: Although the DSEIR refers to habitat connectivity and corridors, it does not provide mapping,
impact assessment, or mitigation to address the fragmentation of remaining sensitive habitats, special-
status, threatened, endangered, candidate species, and species of concern. Urban development and
roadway expansion can pose threats to both plant and wildlife communities (Tewksbury et al. 2002).

Recommendation or Recommended Mitigation Measure: CDFW recommends that the City include
updated mapping and habitat assessments for existing corridors within the plan area. By implementing
mapping of wildlife corridors into the General Plan, the City will improve the efficiency of subsequent
projects in determining what buffer distances will minimize impact to species at wildlife corridors within
the plan area.

COMMENT 4: Lack of Climate Adaptation and Habitat Resilience Strategies

Issue: The DSEIR acknowledges that habitat enhancement may improve climate resilience, however, no
specific measures or restoration priorities were identified. Droughts, floods, and extreme temperature
are increasing in frequency and severity as a result of climate change (CNRA 2018; USGCRP 2023; Swain
et al. 2018), therefore, proactive planning is necessary to maintain functional habitat.

Recommendation of Recommended Mitigation Measure: CDFW encourages the City to include
climate resilience strategies in the General Plan, such as establishing exclusion zones around identified
special-status plants, and restoring degraded habitat in parks and open spaces. These measures should
be identified as goals and implementation through specific programs.

COMMENT 5: Inadequate Monitoring Reporting and Adaptive Management

Issue: The DSEIR lacks detail for long-term monitoring, reporting, or adaptive management of biological
mitigation. Without these itis not clear how the City will ensure mitigation success or respond to
changing conditions.

Recommendation or Recommended Mitigation Measure: CDFW recommends that the General Plan
include a requirement for project-level biological monitoring plans, annual progress reporting, and a
mechanism for adaptive management for when management actions do not produce the desired
outcome or when species or natural-community trends decrease. The City should coordinate with CDFW
and/or the San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) to maintain project-level consistency.

ENVIRONMENTAL DATA
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CEQA requires that information developed in environmental impact reports and negative declarations be
incorporated into a database which may be used to make subsequent or supplemental environmental
determinations (Pub. Resources Code, § 21003, subd. (e).) Accordingly, please report any special-status
species and natural communities detected during Project surveys to the California Natural Diversity
Database (CNDDB). The CNNDB field survey form can be found at the following link:
https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Submitting-Data. The completed form can be submitted
online or mailed electronically to CNDDB at the following email address: CNDDB@wildlife.ca.gov.

FILING FEES

The Project, as proposed, would have an impact on fish and/or wildlife, and assessment of filing fees is
necessary. Fees are payable upon filing of the Notice of Determination by the Lead Agency and serve to
help defray the cost of environmental review by CDFW. Payment of the fee is required in order for the
underlying project approval to be operative, vested, and final. (Cal. Code Regs, tit. 14, § 753.5; Fish & G.
Code, § 711.4; Pub. Resources Code, § 21089.)

CONCLUSION

Pursuantto Public Resources Code § 21092 and § 21092.2, CDFW requests written notification of
proposed actions and pending decisions regarding the proposed project. Written notifications shall be
directed to: California Department of Fish and Wildlife North Central Region, 1701 Nimbus Road, Rancho
Cordova, CA 95670 or emailed to R2ZCEQA®@wildlife.ca.gov.

CDFW appreciates the opportunity to comment on the DSEIR for the City of Lodi 2025 General Plan
Update to assist the City of Lodi in identifying and mitigating Project impacts on biological resources.
CDFW personnel are available for consultation regarding biological resources and strategies to minimize
and/or mitigate impacts. Questions regarding this letter or further coordination should be directed to
Hailey Donaldson, Environmental Scientist at (916) 216-6253 or hailey.donaldson@wildlife.ca.gov.

REFERENCES
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Sincerely,

Hailey Donaldson
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
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Environmental Scientist
Cell: (916) 216-6253

1701 Nimbus Rd.

Rancho Cordova, CA 95670

CALIFORMIA DEFPARTMENT OF

FISH and WILDLIFE
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B. Response to Comments from California Department of Fish and Wildlife, dated June 13, 2025.

B-1

B-2

B-3

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) reviewed the Draft EIR and previously
submitted comments on its Notice of Preparation. CDFW appreciates the opportunity to provide input
on project activities that may impact fish, wildlife, plants, and their habitats, and to exercise its regulatory
anthority where applicable. As a Trustee Agency, CDFW is responsible for the conservation and
protection of California's natural resources and offers biological excpertise during CEQA review processes.
CDFW may also act as a Responsible Agency if the project falls under its jurisdiction, such as activities
affecting lakes, streambeds, or endangered species. Therefore, the project may require permits or
anthorizations from CODFW under the Fish and Game Code, including potential take permits under the
California Endangered Species Act. COFW also summarizes the project.

This comment does not raise significant environmental issues or describe any inadequacies
of the SEIR, and no changes to the SEIR are necessary.

The CDEW criticizes the DEIR for deferring mitigation measures and relying too heavily on future
compliance with state and federal laws to address biological resource impacts. CODFW argues this approach
is inadequate because such approvals are not gnuaranteed, making the proposed mitigation unenforceable.
The DEIR also lacks clear performance standards, such as no-net-loss policies for wetlands, riparian
areas, or special-status species habitats. Lo ensure effective mitigation, CODEW recommends the City
include excplicit performance standards in the General Plan. These should involve measures like habitat
protection at a minimum 3:1 mitigation ratio and be incorporated into the Mitigation Monitoring and

Reporting Program (MMRP) and future project approvals.

The proposed project is a General Plan Update and does not include specific development
proposals or site-specific projects. Therefore, it would be speculative to identify detailed,
project-level mitigation measures or performance standards for potential future impacts.
The General Plan SEIR is a programmatic document that evaluates broad environmental
effects and establishes a framework to guide future planning and development. Project-
specific environmental review, including the identification of enforceable mitigation
measures and performance standards, will be conducted as individual development
proposals come forward. At that time, compliance with applicable state and federal
regulations will be required.

In addition, CDFW’s recommendation to incorporate explicit performance standards into
the General Plan is considered a comment on the content of the proposed plan, rather
than on the adequacy of the SEIR under CEQA. Therefore, no further action under
CEQA is required in response to this comment.

CDFW states that the DEIR lacks clear thresholds of significance for biological resonrces, making it
difficnlt for agencies to determine when mitigation is necessary or whether it is adequate. Under CEQA,
lead agencies must disclose foreseeable impacts and assess significance where feasible. COFW recommends
that the city defines specific thresholds of significance for impacts such as habitat conversion and effects on
species. These thresholds should align with CEQA Guidelines, COFW guidance, and the San Joaguin

Aungust 2025
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B-4

B-5

Multi-Species Conservation Plan (SJMSCP). Doing so would improve consistency in evaluating future
project-level biological impacts.

The General Plan EIR is a program-level document that evaluates broad environmental
impacts associated with implementation of the General Plan Update. As such, it provides
general thresholds of significance consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines
and evaluates impacts at a citywide scale. Establishing detailed species- or habitat-specific
thresholds of significance would be more appropriately addressed at the project level
environmental evaluation, when site specific development proposals are under review and
detailed site conditions are known.

CDFW states that while the DEIR mentions babitat connectivity, it lacks detailed mapping, impact
analysis, and mitigation measures for wildlife corridors and habitat fragmentation. This omission may
overlook threats posed by development and roadway expansion to sensitive species and bhabitats. COFW
recommends the city include updated mapping and habitat assessments for existing wildlife corridors within
the plan area. Incorporating this information into the General Plan would support better impact avoidance
and buffer planning in future projects.

This comment offers recommendations for future policy development and planning
under the General Plan Update and does not raise concerns regarding the adequacy of
the SEIR under CEQA. As a program-level document, the SEIR provides a broad analysis
of potential environmental impacts and establishes a framework for evaluating site-
specific impacts during future project-level reviews. Project-level environmental review
will include more detailed analysis of habitat fragmentation and wildlife movement
impacts, as well as appropriate mitigation measures consistent with applicable state and
federal regulations.

CDFEW notes that while the DEIR acknowledges the role of habitat enhancement in climate resilience,
it lacks specific measures or restoration priovities. Given the increasing severity of climate change impacts
like droughts, floods, and extreme temperatures, proactive planning is needed to protect functional habitats.
CDFEW recommends the city incorporate climate adaptation strategies into the General Plan. Suggested
measures include creating exclusion ones for special-status plants and restoring degraded habitat in parks
and open spaces. These strategies should be established as General Plan goals and implemented through

specific prograns.

The Safety and Conservation Element includes the following policies aimed at addressing
climate-related issues and biological resources:

Policy C-G10: Reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 15% over 2008 levels by 2020, to
slow the negative impacts of global climate change.

Policy C-P52: Implement a regular monitoring program to assess the health and
resilience of the identified natural features, including creeks, and woodlands. Findings
from the monitoring program will be used to inform adaptive management strategies,
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2. Response to Comments

making necessary adjustments to policies and practices to ensure the continued
protection and enhancement of natural features.

Policy S-P13: Monitor and research the potential impacts of climate change and
tlooding on local habitat and wildlife.

" Policy S-P57: Protect vulnerable natural and recreational habitats and parks impacted
by extreme heat through expansion of large contiguous greenspaces wherever
possible for greater cooling magnitude and extent. Increase use of drought tolerant
and native plants in landscaping,

This comment pertains to the content of the proposed General Plan Update and offers
suggestions for future policy development related to climate adaptation and habitat
resilience. It does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the SEIR under CEQA.
Therefore, no further response or revision to the SEIR is required.

CDFW notes that the DSEIR does not include sufficient detail regarding long-term muonitoring,
reporting, or adaptive management of biological mitigation. This raises concerns about how the City will
ensure mitigation effectiveness or respond to evolving environmental conditions. CDFW recommends that
the General Plan require project-level biological monitoring plans, annual reporting, and adaptive
management strategies. These measures wonld help address ineffective mitigation or declining ecological
trends. Coordination with CDFW and the San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) is also
recommended to ensure consistency in inplementation.

The General Plan EIR is a program-level document that evaluates broad environmental
impacts associated with implementation of the General Plan Update. As such, it provides
general thresholds of significance consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines
and evaluates impacts at a citywide scale. Establishing detailed species- or habitat-specific
thresholds of significance would be more appropriately addressed at the project level,
when specific development proposals are under review and detailed site conditions are

known.

CDFW states that the DEIR lacks clear thresholds of significance for biological resonrces, making it
difficnlt for agencies to determine when mitigation is necessary or whether it is adequate. Under CEQA,
lead agencies must disclose foreseeable impacts and assess significance where feasible. COFEW recommends
that the city defines specific thresholds of significance for impacts such as habitat conversion and effects on
species. These thresholds should align with CEQA Guidelines, COFW guidance, and the San Joagnin
Multi-Species Conservation Plan (SJMSCP). Doing so would improve consistency in evaluating futnre
project-level biological impacts.

This comment pertains to the content of the proposed General Plan Update and does
not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the SEIR under CEQA. Long-term
monitoring, reporting, and adaptive management measures are most appropriately
developed and implemented at the project level, where site-specific conditions, impacts,
and mitigation needs can be accurately identified.

Aungust 2025
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As a program-level document, the General Plan Update establishes a policy framework to
guide future development, while detailed biological mitigation measures and monitoring
plans will be addressed through subsequent project-specific environmental review. At that
time, the city will ensure compliance with all applicable state and federal requirements and
may coordinate with CDFW, and other agencies as needed to ensure mitigation
effectiveness.

Additionally, the Conservation Element of the General Plan includes Policy P17, which
states:

"Continue to coordinate with the San Joaquin Council of Governments and comply with
the terms of the Multi-Species Habitat Conservation and Open Space Plan to protect
critical habitat areas that support endangered species and other special-status species."”

This policy demonstrates the City’s commitment to regional conservation planning and
ongoing coordination for habitat protection.

CDEW reminds the city of its obligation under CEQA to submit data on special-status species and
natural communities identified during project surveys to the California Natural Diversity Database. The
agency also notes that the proposed project wonld impact fish and/or wildlife and therefore requires
payment of CEQA filing fees upon filing of the Notice of Determination. CDEW requests written
notification of proposed actions and decisions regarding the project. The agency expresses appreciation for
the opportunity to comment and offers continued support for consultation on biological resource issues.

The City will ensure that any special-status species or natural community data identified
during future project-level biological surveys are submitted to the California Natural
Diversity Database (CNDDB), in accordance with CEQA requirements (Public Resources
Code Section 21003(e)). Additionally, the City acknowledges that, if future development
under the General Plan results in impacts to fish and/or wildlife, the applicable filing fees
to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife will be paid at the time of filing the
Notice of Determination, pursuant to Fish and Game Code Section 711.4 and CEQA
Guidelines Section 753. 5.
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3. Reuvisions to the DEIR

3.1 INTRODUCTION

This section contains revisions to the DEIR based on (1) additional or revised information or clarifications
generated in response to information or concerns raised by a specific comment, or independently by the City;
(2) applicable updated information that was not available at the time of DEIR publication; and/or (3)
typographical errors. Changes made to the DEIR are identified here in strtkeenttext to indicate deletions and

in underlined text to signify additions.

These corrections, clarifications, and additions to the DEIR are provided to clarify and amplify the DEIR. The
revisions incorporate material and updates added to the EIR text as part of the FEIR. None of this new
material constitutes “significant new information” requiring recirculation as defined in Section 15088.5(a) of
the State CEQA Guidelines. Specifically, the following criteria are not met:

1. A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation

measure proposed to be implemented.

2. A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation
measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.

3. A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously
analyzed would clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the project, but the project’s
proponents decline to adopt it.

4. 'The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful

public review and comment were precluded.

3.2 REVISIONS TO THE DEIR IN RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

The text on pages 8-9 of Chapter 8, Impacts Found Not to Be Significant, under the heading “Geology and
Soils” in the SEIR, has been revised in response to Comment A-1 from the California Geological Survey, dated
May 29, 2025.

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

Less Than Significant Impact. According to the California Geological Survey, the City and SOI atenet

withinaliquefactionzone{CGS2023) have not yet been evaluated for liquefaction hazards. The absence of a
designated “liquefaction zone” does not indicate a lack of liquefaction risk; rather, it reflects that CGS has not

vet assessed this area. As mapping and evaluations continue, the city can consult CGS’ online resources, where
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seismic hazard maps and data are regularly updated. This information should be reviewed and considered for

any future projects proposed under the General Plan Update. All future developments in the City and SOI

would be required to comply with the most recent version of the CBC which would ensure that liquefaction
impacts, if any, would be reduced. Additionally, the General Plan Update policies include Policy S-P27, which
requires that geotechnical investigations for critical structures (e.g., police stations, fire stations, water towers,
and large public buildings) before construction or building permit approval, if deemed necessary. The
investigation must assess the maximum credible earthquake, ground acceleration, duration, and the potential
for ground failure due to liquefaction or differential settling, As with the 2009 Certified EIR, impacts would be
less than significant.

The text on pages 8—10 of Chapter 8, Impacts Found Not to Be Significant, under the heading “Geology and
Soils” in the DEIR, has been revised in response to Comment A-1 from the California Geological Survey, dated
May 29, 2025.

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result
of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?

Less Than Significant Impact. Lateral spreadmg is the downslope movement of surface sediment due to
liquefaction in a subsurface layer A i j

Survey, the City and SOI have not yet been evaluated for liquefaction hazards. The absence of a designated
“liquefaction zone” does not indicate a lack of liquefaction risk; rather, it reflects that CGS has not yet assessed

this area. As mapping and evaluations continue, the city can consult CGS’ online resources, where seismic

hazard maps and data are regularly updated. This information should be reviewed and considered for any future
projects proposed under the General Plan Update.

The major cause of ground subsidence is the excessive withdrawal of groundwater. According to the California
Department of Water Resources;-thereds—redand-subsideneeinthe City o+ SOIHLCDWR2023). All future
developments under the proposed project would be required to comply with the most recent version of the
CBC to ensure impacts are reduced. Additionally, the General Plan Update includes Policy S-P626 which
requires soil reports for new projects. In the case that the soil report identifies geological hazards for a new
project then the city would determine appropriate permitting requirements. Policy S-P25 prohibits seismically
unsafe buildings from adjusting to higher occupancy or intensive use until an engineering evaluation and
structural deficiencies are corrected by City building codes, and Policy S-P27 mandates geotechnical
investigations for proposed critical structures before construction or building permit approval, including
estimation of maximum credible earthquake, ground acceleration, duration, and potential ground failure due
to liquefaction or differential settling. The General Plan Update policies would require new development to be
reviewed for any geologic hazards. As with the 2009 Certified EIR, impacts would be less than significant.
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3.3 DRAFT SEIR REVISIONS

The following are additional revisions that have been made to the Draft SEIR. While these changes introduce
new information, it is historic to the City of Lodi, and the analysis remains consistent with the revised impact
discussion. Therefore, recirculation of the Draft SEIR is not required.

These revisions were made in response to comments from City Councilwoman Lisa Craig-Hansley regarding
the incorrect identification of historical resources not present in Lodi, specifically in the downtown area. The
edits to the Draft EIR remove the inaccurate references. However, it remains accurate that the City of Lodi,
particularly the downtown, contains historic resources that could be affected by development facilitated by the
Lodi 2025 General Plan Update. Therefore, the impact determination and mitigation measures presented in the
Draft SEIR remain valid and unchanged and these corrections do not require recirculation. The edits have now

been incorporated into the document.

The text on pages 4.4-8 of Chapter 4.4, Land Use and Planning, under the heading “Downtown” in the DEIR,
has been revised in response to comments from City Councilwoman Lisa Craig-Hansley.

Downtown
Lodi's downtown area holds significant o

historical importance, serving as the heart of the
city since its founding in 1869 (Lodi 2024b).
Originally called Mokelumne, the city grew

around the Central Pacific Railroad station, with '
Sacramento  Street becoming the main
thoroughtfare (Lodi 2024b). The Lodi Arch,
constructed in 1907 for the Tokay Carnival, is
listed on the National Register of Historic Places
(NRIS #80000848) and setves as a prominent
visual landmark reflecting the city’s agricultural
heritage and community identity (Caparoso
2018a). Several additional historic buildings are
located within the downtown area, including the o
Buildingand-the Hotel Lodi, dating back to 1915 (NRIS #95001140) (Caparoso 201 8b24—\XLHS—2924) the
Lodi Women’s Club constructed in 1933 (NRIS #88000555) and the Carnegie Library. See Figure 3.5-1 Historic

Resources, in the 2009 Lodi General Plan Environmental Impact Report.

Lodi Mission Arch, Source City of Lod.
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The text on pages 4.4-17 of Chapter 4.4, Land Use and Planning, under Impact LU-5 in the DEIR, has been

revised in response to comments from City Councilwoman Lisa Craig-Hansley.

In addition, the downtown district, swhich-has—a-period-of signiffeancefrom1866-+t01958; is notable for its

historic architectural and commercial importance such as the Lodi Arch, Hotel Lodi, and Lodi City Hall as
listed in Table 4.4-2. Fhe FOTFaton Buildine (1611655 Main-Sereetybutlin 1866 standsas—the—eathess

S5oehmtedlin et and-Banke +Building {1 heowen v of-oftheetts
commeretalarehiteetare AWHS2024) Therefore, structures already existing in the Lodi downtown that are 50

years or older could have the potential to be designated as a historic resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines

Section 15064.5. Under the proposed project, the Downtown Specific Plan includes a goal to preserve the
historic character of downtown. This will be achieved through tools for historic preservation and adaptive
reuse, including creating a historic sites inventory with input from the San Joaquin Historical Society. Currently,
the City does not have a sites inventory related to historic preservation (Lodi 2024c).

The text on pages 4.4-21 of Chapter 4.4, Land Use and Planning, under the heading “References” in the DEIR,
has been revised in response to comments from City Councilwoman Lisa Craig-Hansley.

Caparoso, Randy. 2018a. Historic Lodi buildings and images (Part 1 - Sacramento and Main Streets).
https://www.lodiwine.com/blog/Historic-Lodi-buidlings-and-images--Part-1---Sacramento-and-Main-

Streets-

. 2018b. Historic Lodi buildings (Part 2 - Past and present images of Lodi's glory days).

https://www.lodiwine.com/blog/Historic-I.odi-Buildings--Part-2---Past-and-present-images-of-Lodi-s-davs-

Lodi, City of. 2025. Mission Arch. https://www.lodi.gov/610/Mission-Arch
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