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Figure 2-2: Local Vicinity Map

Source: ESRI, 2024
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Figure 2-4: Conceptual Site Plan

Source: Kimley-Horn, 2025
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The City has notified California Native American tribes of the proposed project and an invitation to 
consult with the City as provided under Assembly Bill 52. The notifications were distributed based 
on a list provided by the California Native American Heritage Commission of tribes who may have 
knowledge of cultural resources in the project area. These notification letters were distributed to 
identified Native American Tribes on December 20, 2024, with one response at the time of this 
publication from the California Valley Miwok Tribe received on December 27, 2024, with no 
comments or concerns and no request for consultation. No other tribes have requested 
consultation or indicated there are known cultural or tribal resources on the project site.  

NOTE: Conducting consultation early in the CEQA process allows tribal governments, lead agencies, and project 
proponents to discuss the level of environmental review, identify and address potential adverse impacts to tribal 
cultural resources, and reduce the potential for delay and conflict in the environmental review process. (See Public 
Resources Code section 21080.3.2.) Information may also be available from the California Native American Heritage 
Commission’s Sacred Lands File per Public Resources Code section 5097.96 and the California Historical Resources 
Information System administered by the California Office of Historic Preservation. Please also note that Public 
Resources Code section 21082.3(c) contains provisions specific to confidentiality.  
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at 
least one impact identified as “Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” as indicated by the 
checklist on the following pages. 

Aesthetics 

Air Quality 

Agricultural and Forestry 
Resources 

Biological Resources 

Cultural Resources 

Energy 

Geology/Soils 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Hazards & Hazardous 
Materials 

Hydrology/Water Quality 

Land Use/Planning 

Mineral Resources 

Noise 

Population/Housing 

Public Services 

Recreation 

Transportation 

Tribal Cultural Resources 

Utilities/Service Systems 

Wildfire 

Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 

DETERMINATION: 

On the basis of this initial evaluation (check one): 

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there 
will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or 
agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially 
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been 
addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to 
be addressed. 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated 
pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures 
that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

CERTIFICATION: 

Signature 
 
Date 
04/02/2025

□ 

□ 

~ 

~ 

~ 

□ 

~ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

~ 

□ 

~ 

□ 

□ 

~ 

□ 
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5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

 AESTHETICS  

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Issues 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

AESTHETICS. Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project: 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?   X  

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including but not 
limited to trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings 
within a state scenic highway? 

  X  

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing 
visual character or quality of public views of the site and its 
surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced 
from publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in an 
urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable 
zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality? 

  X  

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would 
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area? 

  X  

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Under CEQA, a scenic vista is defined as a viewpoint that provides 
expansive views of a highly valued landscape for the benefit of the public. A vista is a view from a 
particular location or combination of locations; a scenic vista combines an aesthetically pleasing 
aspect, often natural, to the vista. While a scenic vista may be formally designated, they are often 
informal public views. An adverse effect to a scenic vista may result from a degradation of an 
existing vista or the loss of access to an existing viewpoint. 

As outlined in the Lodi General Plan Environmental Impact Repert, on clear days distant views of 
the Sierra Nevada foothills to the east and Mount Diablo and surrounding hills to the southwest 
can be seen from the City of Lodi. Most days these views are obstructed due to weather conditions, 
and therefore the proposed project would only intermittently obstruct views on clear days. The 
project site is currently located to the southwest of the City of Lodi with the parcel proposed to be 
zoned General Commercial (GC) within the City of Lodi with annexation into the City of Lodi. 
Locally, the project site is surrounded by agricultural fields to the south and the Mokelumne River 
to the north. The project would have a less than significant impact on views of the river, as the 
project is at a far enough distance where views would not be possible from the project site. The 

5.1 
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project would fit into the context of the existing development and not significantly alter the visual 
aesthetic of the surrounding area. Impacts would be Less Than Significant. 

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including but not limited to trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is located in a relatively flat area with SR-99 to the 
west, commercial area to the north, a vacant previously disturbed lot to the south, and a rural 
residential area to the east. This area does not contain any aesthetically significant trees, rock 
outcroppings, or historical buildings. Additionally, the project site is not located near a scenic 
highway, the site is located approximately 17.5 miles southeast from the nearest California Scenic 
Highway 160 (DOT, 2018) and therefore would cause a less than significant impact to scenic 
resources. 

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of 
public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced 
from publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area, would the 
project conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is located in an urbanized area, and, with annexation, 
the project would not conflict with the General Commercial zoning district it would fall within. This 
zoning district is described in the Cities Municipal Code as  

“…areas appropriate for a range of community serving commercial, regional retail, and service land 
uses. The FAR is 0.6. The GC zoning district is consistent with the general commercial land use 
designation of the general plan.” 

The specific project components would be required to determine allowable use and be required 
to obtain correct permitting and review prior to issuance of grading permits. The proposed uses 
including a service station, auto-related services, restaurants (sit down and quick serve 
restaurants), coffee, grocery, and pharmacy are all allowed under this zoning district and fit into 
the overall aesthetic landscape. A gas station would require a Use Permit in this zoning but would 
conform to the overall aesthetic landscape. The project would align with the General Plan’s 
Economic Development Goals to support business park growth in the southeast by providing 
employee-serving amenities and services adjacent to the southeast Business Park and would 
improve the aesthetic quality in the built environment by having curbside landscaping, providing 
sidewalks where space is available. The project site includes landscaping plans consistent with City 
guidelines and includes maintaining landscaping and a sidewalk to meet General Plan Guidelines. 
The proposed project would also have adequate and attractive signage on the project site to 
update the area and alert the public to the commercial uses at the project site. The project 
proposes installation of one 100-foot pylon sign and one 40-foot mid-rise signs on site to be visible 
from the freeway.  The intent of the freeway signs is to be visible to notify drivers of the location 
of the business.  The proposed signs are consistent with other freeways signs along SR-99 in Lodi, 
notably the nearby Liebherr sign and the sign located at the Lodi Toyota dealership located just 
north of the project site. The project would include a variance application to allow for the 
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construction of the 100-foot pylon sign and 40-foot mid-rise sign that exceeding height maximums 
for its zoning district sign standards. With approval of a variance, the project would comply with 
site planning and general development standards. The project would also comply with all 
additional federal, state, and local regulations governing scenic quality. Therefore, impacts are less 
than significant. 

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Due to the nature of the project, operational hours are anticipated 
to be 24 hours per day/7 days per week/ 365 days per year. Excessive or inappropriately directed 
lighting can adversely impact nighttime views by reducing the ability to see the night sky and stars. 
Glare can be caused from unshielded or misdirected lighting sources. Reflective surfaces (i.e., 
polished metal) can also cause glare. Impacts associated with glare range from simple nuisance to 
potentially dangerous situations (i.e., if glare is directed into the eyes of motorists). Existing 
outdoor lighting at and near the project site is associated with commercial/retail, industrial, and 
street lighting typical of suburban areas. The proposed project would generate lighting from two 
primary sources: lighting from building interiors that would pass through windows, and lighting 
from exterior sources (e.g., street lighting, vehicles, security lighting, and landscape lighting). 
Lighting associated with the project would not be directed towards adjacent properties across 
Beckman Road or to the east adjacent properties along East Kettleman Lane toward the residential 
community.  

The City of Manteca’s Municipal code Section 17.16.030 General Design Guidelines outlines 
exterior lighting standards. This includes nuisance prevention which would require all lighting to 
be directed downward, toward structures, and shielded to prevent glare and light pollution, 
maintenance, shielding which would reduce light trespass, level of illumination, max height, energy 
efficient fixtures, etc. The project would adhere to these standards. Further, the City would also 
review new lighting for conformance with the 2022 California Green Building Standards Code 
(CALGreen) (California Code of Regulations [CCR] Title 24 Part 11) such that only the minimum 
amount of lighting is used, and no light spillage occurs. The Project would adhere to the 
City’s Municipal Code, California’s Green Buildings Standards Code, and all additional federal, 
state, or local regulations. Therefore, resulting in a less than significant impact concerning a new 
source of substantial light or glare.  

Cumulative Impacts 

The potential aesthetic impacts related to views, aesthetics, and light and glare are site-specific. As 
discussed above, project-related impacts to scenic vistas would be less than significant, and the proposed 
project would not result in any impacts to on-site visual resources because the project would retain and 
enhance the visual characteristic of the site. In addition, the proposed project would also be consistent 
and comply with the City’s land use, scenic quality and development regulations contained in the City’s 
Municipal Code and General Plan. Although signage would exceed height maximums for its zoning district 
sign standards, the project would have a variance application that would comply with code and is designed 
for visibility and minimum impact to the existing adjacent uses. Lighting and sources of glare, while not 
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• Off-site traffic noise. 

As previously discussed, the project proposes annexation into the City of Lodi and would be subject 
to the City of Lodi’s noise standards. However, sensitive receptors near the project site are located 
within San Joaquin County and would be subject to San Joaquin County noise standards.  

Stationary Noise Sources 

Implementation of the project would create new sources of noise in the project vicinity from 
stationary sources (i.e., mechanical equipment, restaurant and commercial retail activities, 
delivery trucks, fuel dispensing activities, parking areas, and landscape maintenance). Table 5.13-
8: Stationary Operational Noise Levels, shows the noise levels generated by various stationary 
noise sources and the resulting noise level at the nearest receiver.  

It should be noted that the commercial center (i.e., drive-thru restaurant, commercial retail, coffee 
drive-thru, commercial, dine-in restaurant, and grocery/drug store) is conceptual in nature and 
specific development is not proposed at this time. Therefore, the below analysis is based on Figure 
2- 4: Conceptual Site Plan and a worst-case scenario of 24-hour operation for the Maverik gasoline 
station and the commercial center.  

Mechanical Equipment 

Regarding mechanical equipment, the project would generate stationary-source noise associated 
with heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) units. HVAC units typically generate noise 
levels of approximately 52 dBA at 50 feet.17 Based on the site plan, the nearest commercial center 
HVAC units could be located as close as 80 feet from the sensitive receptors to the east. At this 
distance mechanical equipment noise would attenuate to 47.9 dBA. Further, the nearest Maverik 
gasoline station HVAC units could be located as close as 280 feet from the sensitive receptors to 
the west. At this distance mechanical equipment noise would attenuate to 37.0 dBA.  

As shown in Table 5.13-8, existing noise levels near the sensitive receptors to the east and west 
ranged from 72.5 dBA (daytime) and 72.9 dBA (nighttime). Operation of mechanical equipment 
would not increase ambient noise levels beyond existing noise levels.  

Outdoor Dining Noise 

The project may include outdoor dining areas within the commercial center. Outdoor dining areas 
would be used by individuals or small groups to gather outside for a meal and may include low-
level background music. Outdoor dining areas with music can generate noise levels up to 
approximately 82 dBA at one meter from the source.18 The nearest sensitive receptors (single-
family residences to the east) would be located approximately 135 feet from the closest potential 
outdoor dining area (drive-thru restaurant). At this distance, outdoor dining noise would be 
approximately 49.7 dBA. As shown in Table 5.13-8, existing noise levels near the sensitive receptors 

 
 
17 Elliott H. Berger, Rick Neitzel, and Cynthia A. Kladden, Noise Navigator Sound Level Database with Over 1700 Measurement Values, July 6, 

2010. 
18 Obtained from the SoundPLAN Essential version 5.1 reference noise level database.  
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to the east range from 72.5 dBA (daytime) to 72.9 dBA (nighttime). Therefore, outdoor dining noise 
would not increase ambient noise levels beyond existing noise levels. 

Drive-Thru Operations 

The proposed commercial center would include several drive-thru restaurants with menu boards 
and intercoms that would be located near the restaurant buildings. Project noise sources from 
drive-thru operations include amplified speech from the intercom, idling vehicles, and vehicles 
circulating along the drive-thru lane. The measured noise level from intercoms is 54 dBA at 32 
feet.19 The nearest sensitive receptors (single-family residences to the east) would be located as 
close as 35 feet from the proposed menu board and intercom. At this distance, intercom noise 
levels would be approximately 53.2 dBA. 

In addition, automobiles idling in the drive-thru would generate a noise level of 36 dBA at 
approximately 100 feet (30 meters).20 As the nearest sensitive receptors would be located 
approximately 30 feet from the closest drive-thru lane/queuing area, noise levels could be 46.5 
dBA at the nearest sensitive receptors.  

As shown in Table 5.13-8, existing noise levels near the sensitive receptors to the east would range 
from 72.5 dBA (daytime) to 72.9 dBA (nighttime). However, when combined with drive-thru 
operation noise levels, existing noise levels would range from 72.6 dBA (daytime) to 72.9 dBA 
(nighttime). Therefore, drive-thru operation noise levels would result in an increase of 0.1 dBA, 
which would not exceed the 5 dBA increase above ambient noise threshold. 

Loading Area Noise 

The project is a commercial development that would include deliveries. The primary noise 
associated with deliveries is the arrival and departure of trucks. Operations of the proposed project 
would potentially require a mixture of deliveries from vans, light trucks, and heavy-duty trucks. 
During loading and unloading activities, noise would be generated by the trucks’ diesel engines, 
exhaust systems, and brakes during low gear shifting’ braking activities; backing up toward the 
docks/loading areas; dropping down the dock ramps; and maneuvering away from the docks. 
Typically, heavy truck operations generate a noise level of 64 dBA at a distance of 50 feet.21 The 
nearest commercial center loading area (i.e., south of the grocery/drug store) would be located 
approximately 193 feet from the residential uses to the north. At this distance, loading area 
activities would be approximately 52.3 dBA. While there would be temporary noise increases 
during truck maneuvering and engine idling, these impacts would be of short duration and 
infrequent.  

 
 

19  HM Electronics, INC. Drive-thru Sound Pressure Levels from the Menu Board or Speaker Post. 
20 Elliott H. Berger, Rick Neitzel, and Cynthia A. Kladden, Noise Navigator Sound Level Database with Over 1700 Measurement Values, June 26, 

2015. 
21 Elliott H. Berger, Rick Neitzel, and Cynthia A. Kladden, Noise Navigator Sound Level Database with Over 1700 Measurement Values, July 6, 

2010. 
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Table 5.13-8 shows that existing noise levels near the sensitive receptors to the east range from 
72.5 dBA (daytime) to 72.9 dBA (nighttime). Therefore, commercial center loading area noise 
would not increase ambient noise levels beyond existing noise levels. 

It should be noted that the Maverik gasoline station would not receive deliveries from heavy-duty 
trucks, rather vans and light-duty trucks. Noise levels from Maverik gasoline station deliveries 
would be similar to parking lot noise levels, discussed below. 

Parking Lot and Gas Station Activities 

Traffic associated with parking areas is typically not of sufficient volume to exceed community 
noise standards, which are based on a time-averaged scale such as the CNEL scale. However, the 
instantaneous maximum sound levels generated by a car door slamming, engine starting up and 
car pass-bys may be an annoyance to adjacent noise-sensitive receptors. Parking lot noise can also 
be considered a “stationary” noise source. The instantaneous maximum sound levels generated by 
a car door slamming, engine starting up, and car pass-bys range from 53 to 61 dBA at 50 feet.22  
Conversations in parking areas may also be an annoyance to sensitive receptors. Sound levels of 
speech typically range from 33 dBA at 48 feet for normal speech to 50 dBA at 50 feet for very loud 
speech.  It should be noted that parking lot noise are instantaneous noise levels compared to noise 
standards in the hourly Leq metric, which are averaged over the entire duration of a time period. 
As a result, actual noise levels over time resulting from parking lot activities would be far lower. 

The project would include parking spaces throughout the project site. Additionally, 14 vehicle 
fueling positions and six truck fueling positions would also include similar noise sources as parking 
spaces, which would include vehicular circulation, louder engines, car alarms, and door slams. The 
nearest sensitive receptors (single-family residences) would be located approximately 150 feet 
from the closest fueling positions. At this distance, fueling activity noise levels would be 
approximately 51.5 dBA. Additionally, Maverik gasoline station parking spaces would be located 
approximately 170 feet from sensitive receptors (single-family residences) to the west. At this 
distance, parking lot noise levels would be approximately 50.4 dBA. Table 5.13-8 shows that 
existing noise levels near the sensitive receptors to the west range from 68.7 dBA (daytime) to 72.9 
dBA (nighttime). However, when combined with Maverik gasoline station parking lot and fueling 
noise levels, existing noise levels would range from 68.8 (daytime) to 72.9 dBA (nighttime). 
Therefore, Maverik gasoline station parking lot and fueling noise levels would result in an increase 
of 0.1 dBA, which would not exceed the 5 dBA increase above ambient noise threshold. 

Additionally, commercial center parking spaces would be located approximately 15 feet from the 
nearest sensitive receptors (single-family residences) to the north. At this distance, parking lot 
noise levels would be approximately 71.5 dBA. Table 5.13-8 shows that existing noise levels near 
the sensitive receptors to the north range from 72.5 dBA (daytime) to 72.9 dBA (nighttime). 
However, when combined with commercial center parking lot noise levels, existing noise levels 
would range from 75.0 (daytime) to 75.2 dBA (nighttime). Therefore, commercial center parking 

 
 
22 Kariel, H. G., Noise in Rural Recreational Environments, Canadian Acoustics 19(5), 3-10, 1991. 
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lot noise levels would result in an increase of 2.5 dBA, which would not exceed the 5 dBA increase 
above ambient noise threshold. 

Landscape Maintenance Activities 

Development and operation of the project includes new landscaping that would require periodic 
maintenance. Noise generated by a gasoline-powered lawnmower is estimated to be 
approximately 70 dBA at a distance of five feet.23 Proposed landscaping areas at the time of this 
analysis is not known. Therefore, it was conservatively assumed that landscaping activities would 
occur up to the project site boundary. The nearest commercial center landscape maintenance 
activity would be located approximately 15 feet from the closest sensitive receptors (single-family 
residences) to the north. At this distance, landscape maintenance noise levels would be 
approximately 60.5 dBA. Table 5.13-8 shows that existing noise levels near the sensitive receptors 
to the north range from 72.5 dBA (daytime) to 72.9 dBA (nighttime). However, when combined 
with commercial center landscape maintenance noise levels, existing noise levels would range 
from 72.8 (daytime) to 73.1 dBA (nighttime). Therefore, commercial center landscape 
maintenance noise levels would result in an increase of 0.3 dBA, which would not exceed the 5 
dBA increase above ambient noise threshold. 
 
Additionally, the nearest Maverik gasoline station landscape maintenance activity would be 
located approximately 105 feet from the closest sensitive receptors (single-family residences) to 
the west. At this distance, landscape maintenance noise levels would be approximately 43.6 dBA. 
Table 5.13-8 shows that existing noise levels near the sensitive receptors to the west range from 
68.7 dBA (daytime) to 72.9 dBA (nighttime). Therefore, Maverik gasoline station landscape 
maintenance noise would not increase ambient noise levels beyond existing noise levels. 
 
Landscape maintenance activities would operate during daytime hours for brief periods of time 
and would not permanently increase ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. Additionally, 
landscape maintenance noise levels would be consistent with activities that currently occur at the 
surrounding uses. Further, County Development Code Section 9-404.060 states that maintenance 
of property may exceed the noise standards between 6:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m.  
 
Summary  
As discussed above and shown in Table 5.13-8, stationary noise levels generated at the commercial 
center and Maverik gasoline station would not exceed the 5 dBA increase above ambient noise 
threshold. However, the County has identified daytime (55 dBA) and nighttime (45 dBA) noise 
standards for stationary noise sources. As depicted in Table 5.13-8, commercial center stationary 
noise levels would range from 46.5 to 71.5 dBA. Therefore, commercial center stationary noise 
levels would exceed the County’s daytime (55 dBA) and nighttime (45 dBA) noise standards. As 
development of the commercial center is speculative, Mitigation Measure MM NOI-1 would be 
required to ensure noise-generating stationary source equipment would not exceed noise 
regulations established by the County.  

 
 

23 U.S. EPA, Noise from Construction Equipment and Operations, Building Equipment, and Home Appliances, 1971 
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Further, Table 5.13-8 shows that Maverik gasoline station stationary noise levels would range from 
37.0 to 51.5 dBA. Therefore, Maverik gasoline station stationary noise levels would not exceed the 
County’s daytime (55 dBA) noise standard. Although parking and fueling noise levels may exceed 
the County’s nighttime (45 dBA) noise standard, existing nighttime ambient noise levels would 
increase by 0.1 dBA. Therefore, the Maverik gasoline station nighttime stationary sources would 
not generate perceptible noise levels at the nearest sensitive receptors. With implementation of 
Mitigation Measure MM NOI-1, impacts would be less than significant. 

Table 5.13-8: Stationary Operational Noise 

Sensitive 
Receptor 
Location 

(Coordinates)1 

Noise Source 
Reference 

Level 
(dBA)2 

Reference 
Distance 

(feet) 

Distance 
to 

Receptor 
(feet) 

Level at 
Receptor 

(dBA)3 

Daytime / Nighttime 

Significant? Ambient 
Level 

 (dBA)4 

Combined 
Noise at 
Receptor 

(dBA) 

Incremental 
Increase 

(dBA) 

Commercial Center 

653095.00, 
4220104.00 

Mechanical 
Equipment5 52 50 80 47.9 72.5 / 72.9 72.5 / 72.9 0.0 / 0.0 No 

653095.00, 
4220104.00 

Outdoor Dining 
Noise6 

82 3.28 135 49.7 72.5 / 72.9 72.5 / 72.9 0.0 / 0.0 No 

653095.00, 
4220104.00 

Intercom7 54 32 35 53.2 72.5 / 72.9 72.6 / 72.9 0.1 / 0.0 No 

653095.00, 
4220104.00 

Drive-Thru 
Idling8 36 100 30 46.5 72.5 / 72.9 72.5 / 72.9 0.0 / 0.0 No 

653129.00, 
4220078.00 

Loading Area9 64 50 193 52.3 72.5 / 72.9 72.5 / 72.9 0.0 / 0.0 No 

653095.00, 
4220104.00 

Parking10 61 50 15 71.5 72.5 / 72.9 75.0 / 75.2 2.5 / 2.3 No 

653095.00, 
4220104.00 

Landscape 
Maintenance11 52 50 80 47.9 72.5 / 72.9 72.8 / 73.1 0.3 / 0.2 No 

Maverik Gasoline Station 

652815.08, 
4220109.79 

Mechanical 
Equipment5 

52 50 280 37.0 68.7 / 72.9 68.7 / 72.9 0.0 / 0.0 No 

652815.08, 
4220109.79 

Parking10 61 50 170 50.4 68.7 / 72.9 68.8 / 72.9 0.1 / 0.0 No 

652834.00, 
4220024.00 Fueling10 61 50 150 51.5 68.7 / 72.9 68.8 / 72.9 0.1 / 0.0 No 
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Sensitive 
Receptor 
Location 

(Coordinates)1 

Noise Source 
Reference 

Level 
(dBA)2 

Reference 
Distance 

(feet) 

Distance 
to 

Receptor 
(feet) 

Level at 
Receptor 

(dBA)3 

Daytime / Nighttime 

Significant? Ambient 
Level 

 (dBA)4 

Combined 
Noise at 
Receptor 

(dBA) 

Incremental 
Increase 

(dBA) 

652834.00, 
4220024.00 

Landscape 
Maintenance11 70 5 105 43.6 68.7 / 72.9 68.7 /72.9 0.0 / 0.0 No 

1. The sensitive receptor location is listed in Universal Transverse Mercator (UTM) coordinates. 
2. The distance is from the location of the operational noise source to the sensitive receptor property line. 
3. Calculated using the inverse square law formula for sound attenuation: dBA2 = dBA1+20Log(d1/d2), where dBA2 = estimated noise level at 
receptor; dBA1 = reference noise level; d1 = reference distance; d2 = receptor location distance.  
4. Measured ambient noise levels ranged from 68.7 dBA and 72.9 dBA (refer to Table 5.13-4). The lowest measured level at the closest residential 
receptor is conservatively used for this evaluation.  
5. Source for reference level: Elliott H. Berger, Rick Neitzel, and Cynthia A. Kladden, Noise Navigator Sound Level Database with Over 1700 
Measurement Values, July 6, 2010.  
6. Source for reference level: Obtained from the SoundPLAN Essential version 5.1 reference noise level database 
7. Source for reference level: HM Electronics, INC. Drive-thru Sound Pressure Levels from the Menu Board or Speaker Post. 
8. Source for reference level: Elliott H. Berger, Rick Neitzel, and Cynthia A. Kladden, Noise Navigator Sound Level Database with Over 1700 
Measurement Values, June 26, 2015. 
9. Source for reference level: Elliott H. Berger, Rick Neitzel, and Cynthia A. Kladden, Noise Navigator Sound Level Database with Over 1700 
Measurement Values, July 6, 2010.  
10. Source for reference level: Kariel, H. G., Noise in Rural Recreational Environments, Canadian Acoustics 19(5), 3-10, 1991. 
11. Source for reference level: U.S. EPA, Noise from Construction Equipment and Operations, Building Equipment, and Home Appliances, 1971. 

Traffic Noise 

The proposed project would result in additional traffic on adjacent roadways from daily activities, 
thereby increasing vehicular noise in the vicinity of existing and proposed land uses. Based on the 
Lodi Maverik Gas Station Traffic Study Technical Memorandum (Traffic Memo) prepared by GHD 
(dated September 30, 2024), typical daily activities are forecast to generate a total of 11,053 daily 
vehicle trips. However, with internal capture and pass-by trips, the project would result in 4,818 
net new trips. In general, traffic noise level increases of less than 3 dBA is barely perceptible to 
people, while a 5‐dBA increase is readily noticeable. Generally, traffic volumes on project area 
roadways would have to approximately double for the resulting traffic noise levels to increase by 
3 dBA. Therefore, permanent increases in ambient noise levels of less than 3 dBA are considered 
to be less than significant. 

Traffic noise levels for roadways primarily affected by the project were calculated using the FHWA’s 
Highway Noise Prediction Model (FHWA-RD-77-108). Traffic noise modeling was conducted for 
conditions with and without the project, based on traffic volumes obtained from the Traffic Memo 
along with City and County data.24,25 The calculated traffic noise levels for the “Opening Year 
Without Project” and “Opening Year With Project” scenarios are compared in Table 5.13-9: 
Opening Year Traffic Noise Levels. As depicted in Table 5.13-9, under the “Opening Year Without 
Project” scenario, noise levels would range from approximately 55.0 dBA to 66.2 dBA, with the 
highest noise levels occurring along Kettleman Lane. The “Opening Year With Project” scenario 

 
 
24 City of Lodi, Average Daily Traffic (ADT) Volume Map, https://www.lodi.gov/DocumentCenter/View/744/Traffic-Volume-PDF, accessed 

December 2024.  
25 San Joaquin County Public Works, ADT Map, https://san-joaquin-county-public-works-sjc-gis.hub.arcgis.com/datasets/sjc-

gis::adt/explore?location=38.102143%2C-121.256040%2C17.81, accessed December 2024. 



  Maverik Lodi Project 
City of Lodi Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

April 2025  Page 129 

noise levels would range from approximately 68.9 dBA to 72.0 dBA, with the highest noise levels 
also occurring along Kettleman Lane. 

Table 5.13-9: Opening Year Traffic Noise Levels 

Roadway Segment 

Opening Year 
 Without Project 

Opening Year 
With Project 

Change 

Existing 
Ambient 

Noise 
Level1 

Significant 
Impacts ADT1 

dBA CNEL 
at 50 feet 

from 
Roadway 
Centerline 

ADT2 

dBA CNEL 
at 50 feet 

from 
Roadway 
Centerline 

Kettleman Lane 
I-99 On-ramp/Off-ramp to Wells 
Lane 8,380 66.2 14,621 72.0 5.9 80.2 No 

Beckman Road 
Kettleman Lane to Harney Lane 1,342 55.0 3,055 68.9 13.9 80.2 No 
ADT = average daily trips; dBA = A-weighted decibels; CNEL = community noise equivalent level. 
1. ADT volume sources: City of Lodi, Average Daily Traffic (ADT) Volume Map, https://www.lodi.gov/DocumentCenter/View/744/Traffic-
Volume-PDF, accessed December 2024; San Joaquin County Public Works, ADT Map, https://san-joaquin-county-public-works-sjc-
gis.hub.arcgis.com/datasets/sjc-gis::adt/explore?location=38.102143%2C-121.256040%2C17.81, accessed December 2024. 
2. ADTs derived from the Lodi Maverik Gas Station Traffic Study Technical Memorandum prepared by GHD (dated September 30, 2024). 
3. Measured Ldn at noise measurement location LT-1; refer to Appendix D. 

As depicted in Table 5.13-9, the “Opening Year With Project” scenario traffic noise levels would 
exceed the 3.0 dBA increase significance threshold along the surrounding roadways. However, the 
“Opening Year With Project” scenario traffic noise levels would not exceed the existing ambient 
noise level in the project vicinity. Therefore, the project would not result in a perceptible increase 
in traffic noise levels and impacts would be less than significant.  

MM NOI-1 Prior to issuance of building permits, the property owner/developer shall 
demonstrate compliance with the San Joaquin County Development Title Chapter 
9-404, Noise, for any future commercial center development projects that would 
include stationary noise sources, such as loading, shipping, or parking facilities. The 
property owner/developer shall submit an Operational Noise Reduction Plan to 
the City of Lodi Planning Director for review and approval. The plan shall identify 
specific techniques and measures to reduce on-site stationary operational noise 
to ensure compliance with the stationary noise standards within San Joaquin 
County Development Title Chapter 9-404, Noise; refer to Table 5.13-1. Noise 
reduction design features may include, but are not limited to, locating stationary 
noise sources on the site to be shielded by structures (buildings, enclosures, or 
sound walls). 

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. 

Construction 

Increases in groundborne vibration levels attributable to the project would be primarily associated 
with construction-related activities. Construction on the project site would have the potential to 
result in varying degrees of temporary groundborne vibration, depending on the specific 
construction equipment used and the operations involved. Ground vibration generated by 
construction equipment spreads through the ground and diminishes in magnitude with increases 
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in distance. The effect on buildings located in the vicinity of the construction site often varies 
depending on soil type, ground strata, and construction characteristics of the receiver building(s). 
The results from vibration can range from no perceptible effects at the lowest vibration levels, to 
low rumbling sounds and perceptible vibration at moderate levels, to slight damage at the highest 
levels. Groundborne vibrations from construction activities rarely reach levels that damage 
structures. 

The types of construction vibration impacts include human annoyance and building damage. 
Human annoyance occurs when construction vibration rises significantly above the threshold of 
human perception for extended periods of time. Building damage can be cosmetic or structural. 
Ordinary buildings that are not particularly fragile would not experience cosmetic damage (e.g., 
plaster cracks) at distances beyond 30 feet. This distance can vary substantially depending on soil 
composition and underground geological layer between vibration source and receiver. This 
distance can vary substantially depending on the soil composition and underground geological 
layer between vibration source and receiver. In addition, not all buildings respond similarly to 
vibration generated by construction equipment. The County does not provide numerical vibration 
standards for construction activities. As the nearest structure is a residential building to the east 
of the project site, this impact discussion uses the FTA and Caltrans structural damage criterion of 
0.3 in/sec PPV for residential buildings and the human annoyance criterion of 0.4 in/sec PPV.  

Table 5.13-10: Typical Construction Equipment Vibration Levels, lists vibration levels for typical 
construction equipment. It should be noted that the project would not require the use of pile 
drivers.  Groundborne vibration generated by construction equipment spreads through the ground 
and diminishes in magnitude with increases in distance.  

Table 5.13-10: Typical Construction Equipment Vibration Levels 

Equipment 
Peak Particle 

Velocity at 
5 Feet (in/sec) 

Peak Particle 
Velocity at 

10 Feet (in/sec) 

Peak Particle 
Velocity at 

12 Feet (in/sec) 

Peak Particle 
Velocity at  

20 Feet (in/sec)1 
Vibratory Roller 2.348 0.830 0.631 0.293 
Large Bulldozer 0.995 0.352 0.268 0.124 
Loaded Trucks 0.850 0.300 0.229 0.106 
Jackhammer 0.391 0.138 0.105 0.049 
Small Bulldozer/Tractors 0.034 0.012 0.009 0.004 
Notes: 
1. Calculated using the following formula: PPVequip = PPVref x (25/D)1.5 

where: PPVequip = the peak particle velocity in in/sec of the equipment adjusted for the distance 
PPVref = the reference vibration level in in/sec from Table 7-4 of the Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and 
Vibration Impact Assessment Manual, 2018. 
D = the distance from the equipment to the receiver 

Source: Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual, 2018. 

Construction activities are anticipated to occur up to the project boundary line. Therefore, the 
nearest structure (i.e. residential building) would be located approximately 5 feet to the north of 
the commercial center project site boundary. As indicated in Table 5.13-10, vibration velocities 
from typical heavy construction equipment operations that would be used during project 
construction range from 0.034 to 2.348 in/sec PPV at 5 feet from the source of activity. Therefore, 
commercial center construction groundborne vibration would exceed the structural damage 
criterion (0.3 in/sec PPV) and human annoyance criterion (0.4 in/sec PPV). Mitigation Measure 
MM NOI-2 would be required to reduce vibration impacts to a less than significant level. Mitigation 
Measure MM NOI-2 would require a buffer distance for heavy equipment operation adjacent to 
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the existing residential buildings to ensure groundborne vibration generated by commercial center 
construction would not exceed the structural damage criterion (0.3 in/sec PPV) and human 
annoyance criterion (0.4 in/sec PPV). It should be noted that Mitigation Measure MM NOI-1 would 
only apply to the commercial center development. Development of the Maverik gasoline station 
would not require vibration-generating construction equipment to operate within 20 feet of 
structures or sensitive receptors. With implementation of Mitigation Measure MM NOI-2, impacts 
would be less than significant. 

Operations 

The project would not generate groundborne vibration that could be felt at surrounding uses. 
Although the project would generate truck trips at the Maverik gasoline station, the truck 
movement would generally be low-speed (i.e., less than 15 miles per hour) and would occur over 
new, smooth surfaces. For perspective, Caltrans has studied the effects of propagation of vehicle 
vibration on sensitive land uses and notes that “heavy trucks, and quite frequently buses, generate 
the highest earthborn vibrations of normal traffic.” Caltrans further notes that the highest traffic-
generated vibrations are along freeways and state routes. Their study finds that “vibrations 
measured on freeway shoulders (five meters from the centerline of the nearest lane) have never 
exceeded 0.08 inches per second, with the worst combinations of heavy trucks and poor roadway 
conditions (while such trucks were moving at freeway speeds). This level coincides with the 
maximum recommended safe level for ruins and ancient monuments (and historic buildings)”.26 
Since the project’s truck movements would be at low speed (not at freeway speeds) and would be 
over smooth surfaces (not under poor roadway conditions), Project-related vibration associated 
with truck activity would not result in excessive groundborne vibrations; no vehicle-generated 
vibration impacts would occur. In addition, there are no sources of substantial groundborne 
vibration associated with the Project, such as rail or subways. The project would not create or 
cause any vibration impacts due to operations and impacts would be less than significant. 

MM NOI-2 The following measures shall be incorporated on all grading and building plans and 
specifications subject to approval of the City’s Building and Safety Division prior to 
issuance of a grading permit:  

• The developer shall ensure construction equipment will not approach the 
construction buffer zone adjacent to the residential buildings (i.e., 5070 E. 
Kettleman Lane, 5100 E. Kettleman Lane, 5136 E. Kettleman Lane, 5174 E. 
Kettleman Lane, 5200 E. Kettleman Lane, and 5242 E. Kettleman Lane) 
along portions of the project’s northern and eastern project boundary. 
The buffer zone shall be tiered based on distances established in Table 
5.13-10: Typical Construction Equipment Vibration Levels. As shown in 
Table 5.13-10, vibratory rollers shall not operate within 20 feet of the 
residential buildings; large bulldozers shall not operate within 12 feet of 
the residential buildings; and loaded trucks,  jackhammers, and small 
bulldozers/tractors shall not operate within 10 feet of the residential 
buildings. 
 

 
 
26  California Department of Transportation, Technical Noise Supplement to the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (“TeNS”), September 2013. 
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c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive 
noise levels? 
Less Than Significant Impact. The nearest airport to the project site is the Lodi Airpark located 
approximately 3.93 miles southwest of the project site. The project site lies outside of the CNEL 
noise contours shown in the Stockton Metropolitan Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan Update 
report published in May 2016 and amended in January 2018.27 Aircraft-related noise at the project 
site would not substantially increase ambient noise levels. Exterior noise levels resulting from 
aircraft would be compatible with the proposed project. By ensuring compliance with the City’s 
normally acceptable noise level standards, interior noise levels would also be considered 
acceptable with aircraft noise. Therefore, the project would not expose people residing or working 
in the project area to excessive airport- or airstrip-related noise levels and no mitigation is 
required. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Cumulative Construction Noise 

The project’s construction activities, when properly mitigated, would not result in a substantial temporary 
increase in ambient noise levels. The City of Lodi limits construction to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 
p.m. on any day. The project would contribute to other proximate construction noise impacts if 
construction activities were conducted concurrently. However, based on the noise analysis above, the 
project’s construction-related noise impacts would be less than significant following compliance with local 
regulations.  

Construction activities at other planned and approved projects would be required to take place during 
daytime hours, and the City/County and project applicants would be required to evaluate construction 
noise impacts and implement mitigation, if necessary, to minimize noise impacts. Each project would be 
required to comply with the applicable Lodi Municipal Code/County Development Title limitations on 
allowable hours of construction. Therefore, project construction would not contribute to cumulative 
impacts and impacts in this regard are not cumulatively considerable. 

Cumulative Operational Noise 

Cumulative noise impacts describe how much noise levels are projected to increase over existing 
conditions with the development of the project and other foreseeable projects. Cumulative noise impacts 
would occur primarily as a result of increased traffic on local roadways due to buildout of the project and 
other projects in the vicinity. However, noise from generators and other stationary sources could also 
generate cumulative noise levels. 

Stationary Noise  

As discussed above, impacts from the project’s operations would be less than significant with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure MM NOI-1. Due to site distance, intervening land uses, and the 

 
 
27 San Joaquin County’s Aviation System Stockton Metropolitan Airport, Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan Update for Stockton Metropolitan 

Airport, May 2016.  
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fact that noise dissipates as it travels away from its source, noise impacts from on-site activities and other 
stationary sources would be limited to the project site and vicinity. No known past, present, or reasonably 
foreseeable projects would compound or increase the operational noise levels generated by the project. 
Thus, cumulative operational noise impacts from related projects, in conjunction with project-specific 
noise impacts, would not be cumulatively significant. 

Traffic Noise 

A project’s contribution to a cumulative traffic noise increase would be considered significant when the 
combined effect exceeds perception level (i.e., auditory level increase) threshold. A described above, 
implementation of the project would generate increased traffic volumes along study roadway segments.  
The project is expected to generate a net of 4,818 average daily trips, which would not result in an increase 
above ambient noise levels. Therefore, project traffic noise would not be perceptible and would not be 
cumulatively significant.  
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 POPULATION AND HOUSING 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Issues 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

POPULATION AND HOUSING.  Would the project: 

a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an 
area, either directly (for example, by proposing new 
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, 
through extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 

  X  

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or 
housing, necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

  X  

a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for example, 
by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure)? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is designated as Commercial in the Lodi General Plan 
planning area and zoned General Agriculture (AG-40) in the San Joaquin County Development Title 
(San Joaquin County, 2016). The parcel is proposed to be zoned General Commercial (GC) within 
the City of Lodi with annexation. The proposed project does not propose any residential uses that 
could generate new residents within the City. The proposed project includes a gas service station, 
auto-related services, restaurants (sit down and QSR’s), coffee, grocery, and pharmacy. The shops, 
grocery store, and gas station would serve the existing population in the surrounding area and 
would not substantially induce unplanned population growth. In addition, project construction and 
operation would create new employment opportunities. The workers are anticipated to come from 
within the City or surrounding jurisdictions and commute daily to the site. Although it is possible 
that demand for workers could induce some people to move to the area this is anticipated to be a 
small number relative to total demand for construction workers and permanent employees. It is 
anticipated that, with the recent and continuing growth of the City, there are adequate numbers 
of people already residing in the area to work on or at the Maverik Lodi site. Therefore, impacts 
from the proposed project to unplanned population growth are less than significant. 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction 
of replacement housing elsewhere? 

Less Than Significant Impact. As mentioned above, the project site is not zoned or designated in 
the General plan to be used for residential. There are no existing housing units, or permanent 
structures on the project site, therefore the project would not displace housing or people, or 
require construction of replacement housing elsewhere. Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant. 

5.14 
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Cumulative Impacts 

Overall, the project site would serve the existing demand from the population within the local vicinity. 
The proposed project would be consistent with the planned land uses in the City’s General Plan and the 
population and employment projections for the City and the region as a whole. Impacts from cumulative 
growth are considered in the context of their consistency with these local and regional planning efforts. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not cause a cumulatively considerable impact on population and 
housing and no mitigation is required. 
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 PUBLIC SERVICES 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Issues 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

PUBLIC SERVICES.  Would the project: 

a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated 
with the provision of new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, need for new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant environmental impacts, in 
order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response 
times or other performance objectives for any of the 
public services: 

    

i) Fire protection?   X  

ii) Police protection?   X  

iii) Schools?   X  

iv) Parks?   X  

v) Other public facilities?   X  

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or 
other performance objectives for any of the public services: 

i) Fire protection? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Fire protection for the project site is currently served by the 
Woodbridge Fire District.  As part of the annexation process, the project site would be detached 
from the Woodbridge Fire District service area and be annexed into the City of Lodi.  Upon 
annexation fire service would be provided by the Lodi Fire Department.  There are four Fire Stations 
located within the City of Lodi. Fire Station 2 at 2 South Cherokee Lane is the closest to the project 
site, located 1.2 miles northeast. The City of Lodi’s Fire Department will review the development 
plans for the project to ensure the development adheres to the Fire Departments requirements 
and the project would include the payment of standard City development impact fees, which 
include a fee for fire protection service impacts. The nominal population growth associated with 
the project would incrementally increase the demand for fire protection and emergency medical 
services to the project site. The project site is included as a commercial area in the City’s General 
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Plan. Furthermore, the project does not propose, and would not create a need for, new/physically 
altered fire protection facilities, thus, less than significant environmental impacts would occur in 
this regard. Finally, the project would be constructed to meet the latest CBC requirements and the 
project is subject to fire suppression development impact fees and other standards and conditions 
required by the City and County Fire. As such, a less than significant impact would occur. 

ii) Police protection? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The City of Lodi’s Police Department is under contract to provide 
police protection and public safety services within the city, and would include the project site with 
the proposed annexation. The Lodi Police Department is located approximately 1.8 miles northeast 
from the project site. The nominal population growth associated with the project would 
incrementally increase the demand for police protection services to the project site. However, the 
proposed commercial development would not result in any unique or more extensive crime 
problems that cannot be handled with the existing level of police resources. Additionally, the 
project would not have a significant impact on police response times, because the project site is 
planned commercial consistent with the City’s General Plan and is subject to a police fee per 1,000 
square feet of developed building. Therefore, project impacts concerning police protection 
services would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. Additionally, the project does 
not propose, and would not create a need for, new/physically altered police protection facilities; 
thus, less than significant environmental impacts would occur in this regard. 

iii) Schools? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The following schools are in the local vicinity of the project site; Lodi 
Academy approximately 0.5 mile to the northeast, Heritage Elementary School approximately 0.9 
miles northeast, Lois E. Borchardt Elementary School approximately 0.8 miles southeast, Lois E. 
Borchardt Elementary School approximately 1.6 miles southeast, Rio Valley Charter School 
approximately 1.6 miles west, Leroy Nichols Elementary School approximately 1.5 miles, Lodi 
Middle School approximately 1.8 miles northwest, and Lawrence Elementary School approximately 
1.9 miles northeast. The nominal population growth due to the proposed project would not cause 
any significant increase of demand on the above listed schools in the area. According to 
Government Code Section 65996, the payment of development fees authorized by SB 50 are 
deemed to be full and complete school facilities mitigation. The project would be required to pay 
mandated development fees for commercial buildings. As such, impacts are anticipated to be less 
than significant impact. 

iv) Parks? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Parks in the local vicinity to the project site include, Blakely Park 
approximately 0.7 miles northwest, Salas Park approximately 0.9 miles southwest, End of Century 
Park approximately 1.1 miles southwest, Hemlock Park approximately 1.1 miles southwest, 
Orchard Lane Park approximately 1.6 miles southwest, Hale Park approximately 1.5 miles 
northwest, Lawrence Park approximately 1.6 miles northwest, and Emerson Park approximately 
1.8 miles northwest. Due to proposed commercial uses it is not anticipated that the project would 
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create additional need for recreational facilities. The project overall would only result in nominal 
population growth. Although the project would bring new residents to the general area, the use of 
surrounding parks and other facilities has been accounted for in the General Plan. The proposed 
commercial development would not significantly increase the demand of such services and a less 
than significant impact would occur. 

v) Other public facilities? 

Less Than Significant Impact.  Other public facilities in the area such as health care, production, 
commercial, retail, residential, etc. would not be adversely impacted because the proposed 
project, with annexation into the City and zone change, would be consistent with the City of Lodi 
General Plan.  Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Cumulative Impacts 

The project, with annexation and zone change, would be consistent with the current General Plan and 
Zoning designations, the project would not result in substantial incremental effects to public services or 
facilities that could be compounded or increased when considered together with similar effects from 
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects.  The project alone would not result in 
cumulatively considerable impacts to public services or facilities.  
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 RECREATION 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Issues 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

RECREATION.  

a) Would the project increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of 
the facility would occur or be accelerated? 

  X  

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require 
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities 
which might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 

  X  

a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur 
or be accelerated? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The closest existing neighborhood park is Blakely Park at 1050 S 
Stockton Street, Lodi, located approximately 0.7 miles northwest of the project site. The nature of 
the commercial uses of the proposed project is not likely to generate an increase in population 
that would use existing recreational facilities in the area. The proposed commercial uses include, 
a service station, auto-related services, restaurants (sit down and QSR’s), coffee, grocery, and 
pharmacy. These uses do not lead to a population that would increase use in the surrounding area, 
such that substantial physical deterioration of recreational facilities would occur or be accelerated. 
Therefore, the project would have a less than significant impact. 

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project does not include any recreational facilities. The 
proposed commercial uses include, a service station, auto-related services, restaurants (sit down 
and QSR’s), coffee, grocery, and pharmacy. The proposed project would not induce population 
growth in a way that would require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. The 
proposed uses do not lead to a population that would increase use in the surrounding area. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not have a significant adverse physical effect on the 
environment, and potential impacts would be less than significant.  

Cumulative Impacts 

Development of the proposed project is not anticipated to create a significant cumulative increase of 
recreational facilities. The proposed project would not create a substantial population increase that would 
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result in a significant impact on existing recreational facilities. Therefore, no cumulative impacts on 
recreational facilities would occur.  
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 TRANSPORTATION 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Issues 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

TRANSPORTATION.  Would the project: 

a) Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy 
addressing the circulation system, including transit, 
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?  

 X   

b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA 
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

  X  

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) 
or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

  X  

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?   X  

a) Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, 
including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?  

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The proposed project would be located in the 
southeast corner of Kettleman Lane and Business Park Drive/Beckman Road (West), just east of 
Interstate 5 (I-5). Kettleman Lane is a major arterial road that passes through mixed-use centers, 
office, low density residential, medium density residential, high density residential, commercial, 
mixed-use corridors, and industrial land uses. Kettleman Lane is planned to be 6 lanes between the 
City limit and Guild Avenue/Wells Lane and 4 lanes east of Guild Avenue. Kettleman Lane runs east-
west along the Highway 12 alignment within the City of Lodi with connections to both I-5 and 
Highway 99. The roadway is referred to as East Kettleman Lane within the project vicinity. East 
Kettleman Lane is a four-lane major arterial street west of Highway 99 and a four-lane minor 
arterial street east of Highway 99. Beckman Road south of East Kettleman Lane is a two-lane 
collector in the study area which runs to East Harney Lane. Highway 99 runs north-south through 
the City of Lodi and is immediately adjacent to the project site.  

Directly north of the project site, sidewalk coverage is limited to the north side of East Kettleman 
Lane and the west side of Beckman Road (East). West of the project site, no sidewalk is currently 
provided along Beckman Road (West). No marked crosswalks are available to travel across East 
Kettleman Lane within the direct vicinity of the project. The nearest crosswalk is located 
approximately 0.13 miles west of the project site. Lodi GrapeLine Route 5 partially runs along 
Cherokee Lane and brings travelers to and from the Lodi Transit Station on South Sacramento 
Street. The closest transit stop to the proposed project site is at the intersection of East Kettleman 
Lane and Cherokee Lane for Route 5 (weekday) and Route 5 and 31 (weekend) and is within a 

5.17 



  Maverik Lodi Project 
City of Lodi Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

April 2025  Page 142 

quarter-mile of the project site. The site will have  one (1) full access driveway on Kettleman Lane 
and two (2) full access driveways on Beckman Road (West). The proposed site would utilize the 
existing sidewalk facility available along the north side of East Kettleman Lane, would install 
sidewalks along Beckman Road along the project’s western boundary and along East Kettleman 
Lane along the northern boundary, and provide pedestrian walkways to access the stores and 
parking spots. The proposed project would be consistent with City Public Improvement Design 
Standards and Standard Plans. 

A Traffic Study was conducted and summarized in a technical memorandum prepared by GHD. See 
Appendix E: Traffic Study Technical Memorandum. The Study provides an overview of trip 
generation, site access, circulation, and potential impacts to nearby intersections. 

During construction, the predominant vehicle routes (for haul trucks) would follow East Kettleman 
Lane from Highway 99 and then turn onto Beckman Road (West). The presence of large and slow-
moving vehicles and construction equipment on streets in the vicinity of the project site may result 
in potential hazards to motorists. Additionally, project construction activities may result in 
temporary lane closures along East Kettleman Lane. 

Accordingly, mitigation is proposed requiring the project applicant to implement a Construction 
Traffic Control Plan during construction activities to minimize impacts on surrounding roadways 
and nearby parking areas, as provided under Mitigation Measure MM TRANS-1. 
With implementation of Mitigation Measure MM TRANS-1, potential impacts are considered less 
than significant. 

MM TRANS-1:  Prior to issuance of grading permits, the applicant shall submit a Construction 
Traffic Control Plan to the City of Lodi for review and approval. The plan shall 
identify the timing and routing of all major construction equipment and trucking 
to avoid potential traffic congestion and delays on the local street network. The 
plan shall encourage the use of Highway 99, East Kettleman Lane, and Beckman 
Road (West) wherever practical. Anticipated temporary road closures should be 
identified, along with safety measures and detours. If necessary, construction 
equipment and materials deliveries shall be limited to off-peak hours to avoid 
conflicts with local traffic circulation. The plan shall also identify suitable locations 
for construction worker parking. 

b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, 
subdivision (b)? 

Less Than Significant Impact. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 states that “vehicle miles traveled” 
(VMT) is the preferred metric evaluating transportation impacts, rather than LOS. VMT measures 
the total miles traveled by vehicles generated by a project. While LOS focuses on motor vehicle 
traffic, VMT accounts for the total environmental impact of a project on transportation, including 
use of travel modes such as buses or bicycles. Section 15064.3(b) sets forth the criteria for 
analyzing transportation impacts using the preferred VMT metric.  
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SB 743 is part of a long-standing policy effort by the California legislature to improve California’s 
sustainability and reduce greenhouse gas emissions through denser infill development, a reduction 
in single occupancy vehicles, improved mass transit, and other actions. Recognizing that the 
current environmental analysis techniques are, at times, encouraging development that is 
inconsistent with this vision, the legislature enacted into law change the basis of environmental 
analysis for transportation impacts from Level of Service (LOS) to Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT). 
VMT is understood to be a good proxy for evaluating Greenhouse Gas (GHG) and other 
transportation related impacts that the State is actively trying to address. While the use of VMT to 
determine significant transportation, impacts has only been considered recently, it is by no means 
a new performance metric and has long been used as a basis for transportation system evaluations 
and as an important metric for evaluating the performance of Travel Demand Models. 

In January 2019, the Natural Resources Agency finalized updates to the CEQA Guidelines including 
the incorporation of SB 743 modifications. The Guidelines’ changes were approved by the 
Office of Administrative Law and are now in effect. Specific to SB 743, Section 15064.3(c) states, 
“A lead agency may elect to be governed by the provisions of this section immediately. 
The provisions apply statewide as of July 1, 2020.” 

To help aid lead agencies with SB 743 implementation, the Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research (OPR) produced the Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA 
(December 2018) that provides guidance about the variety of implementation questions they face 
with respect to shifting to a VMT metric. Key guidance from this document includes: 

 VMT is the most appropriate metric to evaluate a project’s transportation impact. 

 OPR recommends tour- and trip-based travel models to estimate VMT, but ultimately 
defers to local agencies to determine the appropriate tools. 

 OPR recommends measuring VMT for residential and office projects on a “per rate” basis. 

 OPR states that by adding retail opportunities into the urban fabric and thereby improving 
retail destination proximity, local-serving retail development tends to shorten trips and 
reduce VMT. Generally, retail development including stores smaller than 50,000 square 
feet might be considered local serving. 

 OPR recommends that where a project replaces existing VMT-generating land uses, if the 
replacement leads to a net overall decrease in VMT, the project would lead to a less-than-
significant transportation impact. If the project leads to a net overall increase in VMT, 
then the thresholds described above should apply. 

 Lead agencies have the discretion to set or apply their own significance thresholds. 

Recommendations provided in the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research's Technical Advisory 
on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA considers the VMT performance of residential and 
non-residential components of a project separately, using the efficiency metrics of VMT per capita 
and VMT per employee, respectively. For retail components of a project, or other customer-
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focused uses, the citywide VMT change is analyzed. The recommended thresholds of significance 
are summarized below for each of these components: 

 Residential – 15% below baseline (existing) average VMT per Capita 

 Employment-based land uses (e.g., office) – 15% below baseline (existing) average VMT 
per Employee 

 Customer-based non-residential land uses (e.g., retail) – No net increase in VMT 

The City of Lodi prepared a SB 743 Implementation Guidelines in July 2020 to present 
recommendations for implementing SB 743 within the City. The guidelines present VMT 
calculations, proposed VMT thresholds of significance for land use and roadway projects, and 
mitigation measures and updates to the significance criteria and VMT thresholds.   

The following assumptions for the purposes of SB 743 analysis were used to determine significance. 

Retail less than 50,000 square feet (drive-thru restaurant, commercial retail, coffee drive-thru, 
commercial store, dine-in restaurant, grocery/drug store, and Maverik gas station) 

The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research’s Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation 
Impacts in CEQA28 specifically addresses some of the key issues surrounding how a local-serving 
retail store should be evaluated in terms of its VMT impact. As described, the threshold for 
significance for retail uses is “a net increase.” This means that if a proposed retail use results in 
additional VMT, it would result in a finding of significance.  

Local-serving retail primarily serves preexisting needs (i.e., it does not generate new trips because 
it meets existing demand). Because of this, local-serving retail uses can be presumed to reduce trip 
lengths when a new store is proposed. Essentially, the assumption is that someone will travel to a 
newly constructed local-serving store because of its proximity, rather than that the proposed retail 
store is fulfilling an unmet need (i.e., the person had an existing need that was met by the retail 
located farther away and is now traveling to the new retail use because it is closer to the person’s 
origin location). This results in a trip on the roadway network becoming shorter, rather than adding 
a new trip to the roadway network, which would result in an impact on the overall transportation 
system. Conversely, residential and office land uses often drive new trips, given that they introduce 
new participants to the transportation system.  

The Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA provides for a general 
threshold of 50,000 square feet per establishment as an indicator as to whether a retail store can 
be considered local-serving or not.  

Exhibit 1 visually demonstrates the basis for this finding. Introducing a new retail store often has 
the effect of redistributing existing customer trips in a manner that reduces average trip lengths, 

 
 

28 Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA. Governor’s Office of Planning and Research. December 2018. Page 16. 
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thereby resulting in a VMT reduction (i.e., trip segments that were 3 miles before the new retail 
store are reduced to 1 mile with the addition of the new retail store). Therefore, it can be presumed 
that VMT related impacts from the proposed drive-thru restaurant, commercial retail, coffee drive-
thru, commercial store, dine-in restaurant, grocery/drug store, and Maverik gas station would be 
less than significant. 

Exhibit 1: Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) by Land Use 

Therefore, all components of the proposed project would result in shorter trips and therefore 
lower VMT. The project would not conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 
15064.3, subdivision (b) and impacts would be less than significant. 
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c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Within the project site the proposed drive aisles would be of 
adequate size to provide sufficient space to accommodate standard auto traffic and, where 
needed, heavy vehicles. The service station is expected to serve both standard vehicles and trucks. 
Trucks are expected to use the driveway off of Beckman Road to enter the fueling station and exit 
through the driveway at Kettleman Lane, where they would be able to make a left turn to travel 
west along East Kettleman Lane. Enough space would be provided behind the major store for 
loading trucks to access the facility. The loading trucks for the Grocery/Drug store would also use 
the Beckman Road entrance. Since the trucks are expected to arrive/depart at off-peak hours, it 
won’t impact the pedestrians accessing the major store. Two restaurants/coffee shops with drive-
through windows would have enough space to queue outside the facility. The planned drive-thru 
restaurant is designed with double lane storage to accommodate a higher volume of queuing. The 
proposed project is not anticipated to increase hazards due to geometric design or incompatible 
use and impacts would be less than significant.  

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

Less Than Significant Impact.  Emergency vehicle access would be maintained at all times 
throughout construction activities, in accordance with the City’s routine/standard construction 
specifications. Further, construction activities would not impede emergency access to any local 
roadways or surrounding properties. All driveways and internal site access roads would be 
constructed to accommodate all emergency vehicles and personnel. Further emergency access 
discussion is located within Section 5.9, Hazards. Project impacts regarding emergency access 
would be less than significant. 

Cumulative Impacts 

The project would reduce VMT by shortening trips. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in 
incremental effects to transportation that could be compounded or increased when considered together 
with similar effects from other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. 
Potential impacts are not cumulatively considerable and less than significant.  
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 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Issues 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 
a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources 
Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, 
cultural landscape that is geographically defined in 
terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred 
place, or object with cultural value to a California Native 
American tribe, and that is: i) Listed or eligible for listing 
in the California: 

    

i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register 
of Historical Resources, or in a local register of 
historical resources as defined in Public Resources 
Code section 5020.1(k)? 

 X   

ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its 
discretion and supported by substantial evidence, 
to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 
5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section 
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a California Native 
American tribe? 

 X   

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined 
in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape 
that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, 
or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: i) Listed or 
eligible for listing in the California: 

i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a 
local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 
5020.1(k)? 

And, 

ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by 
substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) 

5.18 
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of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider 
the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. A Cultural Resources Technical Report 
for The project site was conducted by Rincon Consultants, Inc. on November 2024. As 
previously mentioned, there were no historical resources found on-site, this is substantiated 
through a CHRIS records search, a Sacred Lands File search, archival and background 
research, a pedestrian survey, an extended phase I (XPI) archaeological testing on the project 
site, review of historical topographic and aerial imagery, and a pedestrian survey. However, 
the absence of substantial surface prehistoric or historic-period archeological remains within 
the project vicinity and the existing level of disturbance does not preclude the possibility of 
subsurface resources. Though the circumstances would present a low possibility, the 
following mitigation measure would reduce impacts in the unanticipated discovery of 
cultural resources during construction. With the implementation of Mitigation Measure MM 
CUL-1, impacts would be less than significant. 

The City has notified California Native American tribes who have formally requested 
notification on CEQA projects under Assembly Bill 52. These notification letters were 
distributed to identified Native American Tribes on December 20, 2024, with one response 
at this time from the California Valley Miwok Tribe received on December 27, 2024. The 
California Valley Miwok Tribe has no comments or concerns and did not request formal 
consultation. These letters are on file at the City of Lodi Community Development 
Department. 

Impacts on tribal cultural resources are considered less than significant with mitigation. 

Cumulative Impacts 

The combination of the proposed project as well as past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects in 
the local area would be required to comply with all applicable State, federal, and County and local 
regulations concerning preservation, salvage, or handling of cultural and paleontological resources, 
including compliance with required mitigation.  Similar to the proposed project, these projects also would 
be required to implement and conform to mitigation measures, which would be likely to reduce impacts 
to less than significant. Although in the process of development, some known or unknown resources may 
be lost, it is not anticipated that these impacts would be cumulatively considerable. In addition, 
implementation of Mitigation Measure MM CUL-1, would reduce project-specific impacts to a less than 
significant level. Therefore, the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts would be less than 
significant.  
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 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
Issues 

Potentially 
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Less Than 
Significant 
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Less Than 
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No 
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UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.  Would the project: 

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of 
new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or 
storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the construction or 
relocation of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

  X  

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 
project and reasonably foreseeable future 
development during normal, dry and multiple dry 
years? 

  X  

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider which serves or may serve the project that it 
has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected 
demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments? 

  X  

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local 
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local 
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of 
solid waste reduction goals? 

  X  

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and 
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste? 

  X  

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater 
treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications 
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

And,  

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve 
the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in 
addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 

5.19 
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Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would connect to the City’s existing water and 
sanitary sewer system. As part of this connection, the proposed project would not be required to 
increase the size of existing water and sanitary sewer lines in order to serve the proposed project. 
The proposed project would be consistent with planned growth in the General Plan, in that it would 
be consistent with the type of development planned for this area in the General Plan. The City has 
sufficient capacity in its domestic water and sanitary sewer systems to accommodate development 
within the proposed project. Thus, the project would not require the extension of sewer mains, 
water lines, storm water drainage lines, or natural gas pipelines to the project site, as these lines 
are already available on East Kettleman Lane. Only connecting lines from the project site to these 
existing facilities would be required. Electrical and telecommunication lines are available in the 
project vicinity and can be extended to the project site as necessary. The project does not propose 
the relocation of any existing utility lines or facilities. Project impacts would be less than significant.  

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable 
future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years? 

Less Than Significant Impact. In 2021, the City adopted the City of Lodi 2020 Urban Water 
Management Plan (UWMP), as required by the Urban Water Management Planning Act of 1983. 
The UWMP serves as a long-term planning document for sustainable water supply, and includes a 
description of water sources, historical and projected water use, and a comparison of water supply 
and demand during normal and dry years. The UWMP has identified regional water demand in 
normal, single dry, and multiple dry years in five-year increments. Water demand projections were 
based on buildout of the City’s General Plan. The UWMP indicates that the City would have up to 
approximately 21,000 acre-feet per year (AFY) for 2025 and 21,000 AFY for 2030 in a normal year 
(City of Lodi, 2021). Table 5.19-1: Water Supply and Demand – Normal Year (AFY) and Table 5.19-2: 
Water Supply and Demand – Single Dry Year (AFY) show the projected water supply and demand 
totals during a normal year and during a single dry year, respectively. Table 5.19-3: Water Supply 
and Demand – Multiple Dry Years (AFY) shows the projected supply and demand totals under 
multiple dry year conditions for the first, second, third, fourth, and fifth years. 

Table 5.19-1: Water Supply and Demand – Normal Year (AFY) 

 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 

Supply 
Totals 

21,000 21,000 21,000 21,000 21,000 

Demand 
Totals 

14,663 15,512 16,410 17,360 18,365 

Difference 6,337 5,488 4,590 3,640 2,635 

NOTES: 
(-) indicates a negative value 
SOURCE: City of Lodi 2020 Urban Water Management Plan, August 2021 
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Table 5.19-2: Water Supply and Demand – Single Dry Year (AFY) 

 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 

Supply 
Totals 

18,000 18,000 18,000 18,000 18,000 

Demand 
Totals 

1,4663 15,512 16,410 17,360 18,365 

Difference 3,337 2,488 1,590 640 (-) 365 

NOTES: 
(-) indicates a negative value 
SOURCE: City of Lodi 2020 Urban Water Management Plan, August 2021 

Table 5.19-3: Water Supply and Demand – Multiple Dry Years (AFY) 

 2025  2030 2035 2040 2045 

1st 
Year 

Supply Totals 18,000 18,000 18,000 18,000 18,000 

Demand Totals 14,463 15,512 16,410 17,360 18,365 

Difference  3,337 2,488 1,590 640 (-)365 

2nd 
Year 

Supply Totals 17,250 17,250 17,250 17,250 17,250 

Demand Totals 14,296 15,124 15,999 16,926 17,906 

Difference  2,954 2,126 1,251 324 (-)656 

3rd 
Year 

Supply Totals 16,500 16,500 16,500 16,500 16,500 

Demand Totals 13,929 14,736 15,589 16,492 17,447 

Difference  2,571 1,764 911 8 (-)947 

4th 
Year 

Supply Totals  15,750 15,750 15,750 15,750 15,750 

Demand Totals  13,563 14,348 15,179 16,058 16,987 
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Difference  2,187 1,402 571 (-)308 (-)1,237 

5th 
Year 

Supply Totals  15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 

Demand Totals  13,196 13,960 14,769 15,624 16,528 

Difference  1,804 1,040 231 -624 -1,528 

NOTES: 
(-) indicates a negative value 
SOURCE: City of Lodi 2020 Urban Water Management Plan, August 2021 

Based on the above, the City of Lodi anticipates a water supply shortage by 2045 in one-dry year. 
However, as described in the UWMP, two water supply options were identified to address future 
water supply shortfalls: 

1. Agricultural Reuse Project: The City would construct a non potable water transmission 
would supply irrigation demands to reduce demand on groundwater supplies during peak 
irrigation seasons. 

2. Non-potable Water System Serving Urban Customers: The City could construct a non-
potable water distribution to supply raw water from the Woodbridge Irrigation District 
(WID) to urban customers for irrigation purposes to reduce demand on groundwater 
supplies. 

Inclusion of the above water supply options as well as implementation of the City’s Water Shortage 
Contingency Plan would ensure that adequate water supplies are available to serve buildout of the 
General plan. Therefore, projected water supplies would be sufficient to satisfy water demands 
associated with the proposed project while still meeting the current and projected water demands 
of existing customers within the service area. Impacts would be less than significant. 
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d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of 
local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals? 

And, 

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations 
related to solid waste? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The City of Lodi, in partnership with WM, provides solid waste 
hauling service for the City of Lodi and would serve the proposed project. The nearest landfill to 
the project site is approximately 8.4 miles to the southeast of the project site. Solid waste is 
collected by the City and deposited at the North County Landfill and Recycling Center. According 
to Cal Recycle, the Forward Landfill has a closure date of 2053 and is currently operating at 14% 
capacity. The proposed project would be consistent with planned growth in the Manteca 2023 
General Plan, in that it would be consistent with the type of development planned for this area in 
the Manteca 2023 General Plan. Therefore, the proposed project’s waste generation has already 
been addressed in the Lodi 2010 General Plan EIR. Therefore, the capacity identified in the Lodi 
2010 General Plan EIR, is more than sufficient to serve the proposed project. Because the Forward 
Landfill has adequate capacity for the construction and operation of the Proposed project would 
have a less than significant impact. 

The proposed project would not interfere with regulations related to solid waste or generate waste 
in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure. The proposed project would have a less than 
significant impact in this regard. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Utilities are generally provided or delivered on a local level but often originate from sources outside of 
the City as part of a regional distribution system. Similar to the project, other projects within the City 
would be required to adhere to the Standard Conditions of Approval related to water efficiency, utilities 
services and plans, and drainage. As shown above a cumulative analysis of water supply and demand was 
identified for multiple water years. With the inclusion of the additional water supply options and the City’s 
Water Shortage Contingency Plan. Additionally, the proposed project would connect to existing 
stormwater facilities. Furthermore, the proposed project would be consistent with the General Plan. 
Therefore, implementation of the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to 
impacts on water supply and wastewater, stormwater, or solid waste generation. 

The coordination process associated with the preparation of development and infrastructure plans is 
intended to ensure that adequate resources are available to serve both individual projects and cumulative 
demand for resources and infrastructure as a result of cumulative growth and development in the area. 
Individual projects are subject to review for utility capacity to avoid unanticipated interruptions in service 
or inadequate supplies. Other planned projects are subject to connection and service fees to assist in 
facility expansion and service improvements triggered by an increase in demand. The proposed project 
would not result in incremental impacts to utilities or service systems, that taken in sum with past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable projects, would not result in significant cumulative utility impacts.  



  Maverik Lodi Project 
City of Lodi Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

April 2025  Page 154 

 WILDFIRE 
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WILDFIRE.  If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, 
would the project: 

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

  X  

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, 
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project 
occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or 
the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

  X  

c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated 
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency 
water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may 
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or 
ongoing impacts to the environment? 

  X  

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including 
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a 
result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage 
changes? 

  X  

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is not located in or near a LRA or SRA, nor is the site 
designated as a Very High Fire Severity Zone (VHFHSZ). Additionally, the project would comply with 
all local regulations related to emergency access/evacuation. As such, a less than significant impact 
would occur in this regard. 

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby 
expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled 
spread of a wildfire? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Refer to the previous response a).  

c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel 
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire 
risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The project includes standard infrastructure, including roadways, 
utilities, and fire suppression systems. 
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	b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

	5.17 TRANSPORTATION
	a) Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?
	b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?
	c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
	d) Result in inadequate emergency access?

	5.18 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES
	a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope ...
	i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k)?
	And,
	ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in s...

	5.19 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
	a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significa...
	And,
	c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?
	b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years?
	d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals?
	And,
	e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste?

	5.20 WILDFIRE
	a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
	b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?
	c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the envir...
	d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes?

	5.21 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE
	a) Have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or a...
	b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable" means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, t...
	c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?
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