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Environmental Initial Study 
 
 
Project Title:  A&A Intermodal #2 Site Plan Review (SPR-17-134) 
 
Lead Agency:   City of Lathrop  

 Community Development Department 
 390 Towne Center Drive 
 Lathrop, CA 95330 

                           
Contact Person:  David Niskanen, Contract Planner 

 (209) 941-7297 
          
Project Location:   1850 Louise Avenue (APN’s: 198-160-01) 
 
Applicant:    Sukhchain Gill  

 865 E. Roth Road 
   French Camp, CA 95231 
 
Property Owners:  Collishaw Enterprises, LLC 
   P.O. Box 611718 
   San Jose, CA 95161 
 
General Plan:   Service Commercial (SC) 
 
Zoning:    Commercial Service (CS) 
 
Project Description:  
The proposal is for a 185 truck parking facility including 49 off-street automobile parking and a 
400 square foot guard shack on a 10.04 acre portion of a 13.74 acre site.  The remaining 2.67 
acres is to remain vacant and undeveloped.  Access to the proposed project is provided via 
McKinley Avenue.  Water service is provided via connection to the existing 16” water line in 
McKinley Avenue.  Sanitary Sewer service is provided via extension of an 8” sewer line from the 
existing sewer line in E. Louise Avenue.  The proposed project includes an 8’ deep stormwater 
retention pond to retain all stormwater on-site.  Future water and sewer service to be stubbed 
for future development of the 2.67 acre remainder. Associated site improvements include 
paving, landscaping, curb, gutter and sidewalk.   
 
Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: The project site is located within the Service Commercial 
(SC) zoning district.  The property is located within a mostly developed industrial and 
commercial area.  The property is currently vacant and undeveloped.  Surrounding land uses 
include commercial and industrial uses to the north, east, south and west.  The site is relatively 
flat, with no extraordinary or unusual topographic features. 
 
Other Public Agencies Approval: No other agencies are involved in the approval process. 
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SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
The following is a summary of the mitigation measures identified within this Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND).  For detailed description regarding the potential 
impacts of the proposed project, please refer to the Environmental Checklist presented below: 
 
Air Quality: 
 

Mitigation Measure AIR-1: The Project Applicant shall implement a Dust Control Plan, 
Best Performance Standards (BPS), and an Indirect Source Review (ISR) as part of the 
project construction and operation.  In addition, the Applicant shall obtain approval from 
the SJVAPCD of an Air Impact Assessment in accordance with Rule 9510 (as required 
under SJVAPCD Regulation VIII and IX), prior to issuance of any construction permits.  
All requirements of the Air Impact Assessment shall be implemented as part of the 
project construction and operation. 

 
Biological Resources: 
 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1: The project shall participate in and obtain coverage under 
the SJMSCP.  The fee identified by SJVSCP per acre coverage shall be paid prior to the 
issuance of any construction permits or initiation of any site disturbance, and written 
verification shall be provided to the City of Lathrop.  All mitigation measures imposed by 
SJMSCP shall become requirements of the Project. 

 
Mitigation Measure BIO-2: The Project Applicant shall have a pre-construction survey 
completed by an SJMSCP-qualified biologist and submitted to the City of Lathrop and 
the SJMSCP prior to any ground disturbance to confirm the absence of protected 
wildlife. 

 
Hydrology/Water Quality: 
 

Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1: The project developer shall prepare and implement a 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for the project in accordance with the 
Construction General Permit.  The developer shall incorporate an Erosion Control Plan 
consistent with all applicable provisions of the SWPPP within the site development plan.  
The SWPPP shall be available on the construction site at all times.  The developer shall 
file a Notice of Intent (NOI) with the State Water Resources Control Board prior to 
commencement of construction activity, and shall submit the SWRCB Waste 
Discharger’s Identification Number (WDID) to the City prior to approval of development 
or grading plans. 

 
Transportation/Traffic: 
 

Mitigation Measure CIRC-1: The City may require the property owner/applicant prepare 
a Traffic Impact Analysis if traffic impacts are considered exceeding an acceptable level.  
The property owner/applicant shall pay for and implement all mitigation 
measures/recommendations as a result of the Traffic Impact Analysis. 
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS: 

     
 
I.  AESTHETICS - Would the project: 
     

 

 
   

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

    

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

    

c)  Substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its surroundings? 
         

    

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

    

 
(a-d) The project area is located in an urban setting which is surrounded by mostly developed 
industrial and commercial zoned land.  According to the Lathrop General Plan, this area is not 
considered a scenic vista.  The development of the site and area is planned for and anticipated 
under the City of Lathrop General Plan and Municipal Code.  The proposed use of a truck 
parking facility is consistent with the adjacent properties and surrounding area and is a use 
identified as permitted within the Service Commercial zoning district.  Light sources associated 
with the proposed project include site lighting and cam lighting on the guard shack.  Light 
sources are required to be consistent with the City’s lighting standards to minimize light and 
glare onto adjoining properties but provide sufficient lighting for health and safety.  As a result, 
the proposed project will have a less than significant impact as it relates to aesthetics. 
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II. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES - In determining 
whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant 
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the 
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site 
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California 
Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in 
assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. Would 
the project: 
         

     

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California 
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

         

    

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract? 
         

     

c)  Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning 
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code 
section 12220 (g)), timberland (as defined by Public 
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned 
Timberland Production (as defined by Government code 
section 51104(g))? 
          

     

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of 
forest land to non-forest use?  
         

     

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 
         

     

(a-e) The subject property and general are is planned and designated on the Lathrop General 
Plan Map for service commercial and industrial uses.  Although the project site is vacant and 
undeveloped, the site is not being used for agriculture purposes.  According to the Department 
of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, the site is identified as Vacant or 
Disturbed Land (San Joaquin County Important Farmland Map, 2014).  Vacant or Disturbed 
Land include open field areas that do not qualify for an agricultural category.  The property is not 
under a Williamson Act contract.  The project does not involve the rezoning of a forest land or 
conversion of a forest land to non-forest use.  The proposal is to develop a trucking facility and 
guard shack.  Therefore, no impacts are anticipated to Agricultural Resources and no mitigation 
measures are required. 
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III. AIR QUALITY - Where available, the significance 
criteria established by the applicable air quality 
management or air pollution control district may be 
relied upon to make the following determinations.  
Would the project: 

 

    

a)  Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 
          

    

b)  Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 
         

    

c)  Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase 
of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is 
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard (including releasing 
emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for 
ozone precursors)? 
          

    

d)  Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 
          

    

e)  Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people?  
          

   

Environmental Setting 
The project site is located in the City of Lathrop in the northern portion of the San Joaquin 
Valley, a portion of the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin.  The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution 
Control District (SJVAPCD) has jurisdiction over most air quality matters in the Air Basin.  Both 
the Air Basin and the jurisdiction of the SJVAPCD are comprised of San Joaquin, Stanislaus, 
Merced, Madera, Fresno, Kings and Tulare Counties, and the valley portion of Kern County. 
 
Both the State of California and the federal government have established ambient air quality 
standards for criteria air pollutants.  Both ambient air quality standards define clean air, but the 
State has one set of standards, while the federal government has two.  The primary federal 
standards are established to protect the health of the most sensitive individuals.  Federal 
secondary standards set limits to protect public welfare, including protection against decreased 
visibility, damage to animal, crops, vegetation, and buildings.  Both the State and the federal 
government have established standards for six “criteria” pollutants, but the State has 
established standards for additional pollutants.  Table 1 lists the criteria pollutants and the status 
of attainment of the ambient air quality standards for each pollutant by the San Joaquin Valley 
Air Basin. 
 
The San Joaquin Valley Air Basin is designated as non-attainment for ozone.  Ozone is not 
emitted directly into the air, but is formed by a photochemical reaction in the atmosphere.  
Ozone precursors, which include reactive organic gases (ROG) and nitrogen oxides (NOx), 
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react in the atmosphere in the presence of sunlight to form ozone.  Ozone is a respiratory irritant 
and an oxidant that increase susceptibility to respiratory infections and can cause substantial 
damage to vegetation and other materials.  The SJVAPCD currently has in place the 2016 Plan 
for the 2008 8-Hour Ozone Standard. 
 
The Air Basin is also designated a non-attainment area for respirable particulate matter, a 
mixture of solid and liquid particles suspended in air, including dust, pollen, soot, smoke, and 
liquid droplets.  In San Joaquin County, particulate matter is generated by a mix of rural and 
urban sources, including agricultural activities, industrial emissions, dust suspended by vehicle 
traffic, and secondary aerosols formed by reactions in the atmosphere.  Health concerns 
associated with suspended particulate matter focus on those particles small enough to reach 
the lungs when inhaled; consequently, both the federal and state air quality standards for 
particulate matter apply to particulates 10 microns or less in diameter (PM10) as well as to 
particulates less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5), which are carried deeper in the lungs.  
Acute and chronic health effects associated with high particulate levels include the aggravation 
of chronic respiratory diseases, heart and lung disease, coughing, bronchitis, and respiratory 
illness in children.  The SVAPCD currently has in place the 2007 PM10 Maintenance Plan and 
the 2015 PM2.5 Plan for compliance with the particulate matter standards. 
 

San Joaquin Valley Attainment Status 

Pollutant 

Designation/Classification 

Federal Standards State Standards 

Ozone – One Hour No Federal Standard Nonattainment/Severe 

Ozone – Eight Hour Nonattainment/Extreme Nonattainment 

PM 10 Attainment Nonattainment 

PM 2.5 Nonattainment Nonattainment 

Carbon Monoxide Attainment/Unclassified Attainment/Unclassified 

Nitrogen Dioxide Attainment/Unclassified Attainment 

Sulfur Dioxide Attainment/Unclassified Attainment 

Lead (Particulate) No 
Designation/Classification 

Attainment 

Hydrogen Sulfide No Federal Standard Unclassified 

Sulfates No Federal Standard Attainment 

Visibility Reducing Particulates No Federal Standard Unclassified 

Vinyl Chloride No Federal Standard Attainment 
Source: SJVAPCD, 2018 
 

Carbon monoxide (CO) is an odorless, colorless gas that is highly toxic.  It is formed by the 
incomplete combustion of fuels and is emitted directly into the air, unlike ozone.  The main 
source of CO in the San Joaquin Valley is on-road motor vehicles.  High CO concentrations 
occur in areas of limited geographic size, sometime referred to as “hot spots”, which are 
ordinarily associated with areas of highly congested traffic.  A State Implementation Plan for 
carbon monoxide has bene adopted by the California Air Resources Board (ARB) for the entire 
state. 
 
The SJVAPCD is responsible for implementation of measures to control air regional air pollution 
based on the foregoing state and federal standards, as reflected in the approved regional Air 
Quality Plan.  These controls preliminary affect stationary sources such as industry and power 
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plans.  Rules and regulation have been developed by SJVAPCD to control air pollution from a 
wide range of air pollution sources.  In March 2007, an Indirect Source Review (ISR) rule was 
adopted that controls air pollution from new land developments.   
 
Additionally, the SJVAPCD has developed a Guide for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality 
Impacts (GAMAQI) which identifies separate thresholds for use in analyzing projects within the 
San Joaquin Valley area to evaluate potentially significant impacts.  The City of Lathrop utilizes 
the SJVAPCD Guide to determine impact significance based on the following significant criteria: 
 

1. Construction Emissions of PM: Construction projects will be found to have a 
significant impact if they fail to comply with Regulation VIII as listed in the SJVAPCD; 
however, the size of the project and the proximity to sensitive receptors may warrant 
additional measures. 
 

2. Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions: A significant criteria pollutant impact will occur if the 
current SJVAPCD criteria construction or operational pollutant emissions standards are 
exceeded (SJVAPCD applies standards for permitted equipment and activities 
separately). 
 

3. Ambient Air Quality: Emissions that are predicted to cause or contribute to a violation 
of an ambient air quality would be considered a significant impact.  SJVAPCD 
recommends that dispersion modeling be conducted for construction or operation when 
on-site emissions exceed 100 pounds per day after implementation of all mitigation 
measures. 
 

4. Local CO Concentrations: Traffic emissions associated with the proposed project 
would be considered significant if the project contributes to CO concentrations at 
receptor locations in excess of the ambient air quality standards. 
 

5. Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) or Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs): Exposure to 
HAPs or TACs would be considered significant if the probability of contracting cancer for 
the Maximally Exposed Individual would exceed 20 in 1 million or would result in a 
Hazard Index greater than 1 for non-cancer health effects. 
 

6. Odors: Odor impacts associated with the proposed Project would be considered 
significant if the Project has the potential to frequently expose members of the public to 
objectionable odors through development of a new odor source or placement of 
receptors near an existing odor source. 

 
(a-e) Implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-1 below would result in the Project being 
consistent with SVAPCD rules and regulations.  SJVAPCD’s rules to reduce emission 
consistent with the State Implementation Plan commitments would apply based on the applicant 
Rules 9510 (Indirect Source Review) of Regulation IX and Rules 8021, 8031, 8041, 8051, 8061 
and 8071 of Regulation VIII.  Compliance with the SJVAPCD requirements ensures that there 
will be no significant air quality impacts. 
 
The Project site area is currently in non-attainment status for Ozone (1 & 8 hour), PM10, and 
PM2.5 emissions.  The project is consistent with the Lathrop General Plan land use designation 
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(“Service Commercial” – SC) and Zoning District regulations (“Commercial Service” – CS).  
SJVAPCD’s rules to reduce emission consistent with the rules and regulations of SJVACPD. 
 
The Project is required to comply with Regulation VIII of the SJVACPD.  There are no sensitive 
receptors within the immediate vicinity of the Project site which would be affected by the Project. 
 
The project would result in temporary odors from construction of the proposed Project.  All 
construction is subject to City of Lathrop construction regulations and ordinances.  However, 
these odors would be temporary in nature and is considered less than significant.   
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
Mitigation Measure AIR-1: The Project Applicant shall implement a Dust Control Plan, Best 
Performance Standards (BPS), and an Indirect Source Review (ISR) as part of the project 
construction and operation.  In addition, the Applicant shall obtain approval from the SJVAPCD 
of an Air Impact Assessment in accordance with Rule 9510 (as required under SJVAPCD 
Regulation VIII and IX), prior to issuance of any construction permits.  All requirements of the Air 
Impact Assessment shall be implemented as part of the project construction and operation. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
     



  
 

Potentially  
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No  
Impact 

 

Page 10 of 39 

IV.  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES: - Would the project: 

 
a)  Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on any species identified 
as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species  
in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by 
the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service? 

    

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified 
in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations or 
by the California Department of Fish and Game or US 
Fish and Wildlife Service? 
         

    

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally 
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means? 
          

    

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or 
with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites?  
 

    

e)  Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 

          
 

    

f)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation 
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan?          

    

 
(a-f) Based on a review of the General Plan and field inspection, the site is not adjacent to 
wetlands, a creek or natural drainage way.  No depressions or vernal pools were observed on 
the site.  The subject site does not contain any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife and 
will not conflict with any other biological policies or ordinances. 
 
The project area is located within the area covered by the San Joaquin Multi-Species Habitat 
Conservation and Open Space Plan (SJMSCP).  This plan, of which the City is a party to, was 
developed to minimize and mitigate impacts to plant and wildlife habitat resulting from the 
conversion of open space to non-open space.  Pursuant to the Final EIR/EIS for the SJMSCP, 
dated November 15, 2000, and certified by the San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) 



  
 

Potentially  
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No  
Impact 

 

Page 11 of 39 

on December 7, 2000, implementation of the SJMSCP is expected to reduce impacts to 
biological resources through various mitigation measures. 
 
The project site is listed as a Category “A” Exempt, No Pay Zone, under the SJMSCP map and 
would not conflict with the provisions other habitat conservation plans.  The proposal is to 
develop a truck parking facility and guard shack.  The site is currently vacant and undeveloped.  
However, because the site is within the SJMSCP area, Mitigation Measure BIO-1 and BIO-2 
have been added to require the project to participate in the SJMSCP and conduct a pre-
construction survey prior to any site disturbance. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1: The project shall participate in and obtain coverage under the 
SJMSCP.  The fee identified by SJVSCP per acre coverage shall be paid prior to the issuance 
of any construction permits or initiation of any site disturbance, and written verification shall be 
provided to the City of Lathrop.  All mitigation measures imposed by SJMSCP shall become 
requirements of the Project. 
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-2: The Project Applicant shall have a pre-construction survey 
completed by an SJMSCP-qualified biologist and submitted to the City of Lathrop and the 
SJMSCP prior to any ground disturbance to confirm the absence of protected wildlife. 
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V.  CULTURAL RESOURCES - Would the project: 

 
    

a)  Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in 
§15064.5? 
          

    

b)  Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 
§15064.5? 
          

    

c)  Directly or indirectly destroy a unique pale 
ontological resource or site or unique geologic feature? 
 
          

    

d)  Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries? 

    

 
(a-d) There are no known archaeological, cultural, or historical resources on the subject 
property.  No changes to a historical site or archaeological resource are anticipated.  There are 
no unique paleontological or geologic features present on the site.  The proposal is to develop a 
truck parking facility and guard shack.  The site is currently vacant and undeveloped.  No 
impacts related to Cultural Resources are anticipated and no mitigation measures are required. 
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VI.  GEOLOGY AND SOILS - Would the project: 

 
    

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving: 
        

    

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated 
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area 
or based on other substantial evidence of a known 
fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

 

    

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?  

 

    

iii)Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

 

    

iv) Landslides?  

 

    

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil? 
          

    

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

    

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in the 
California Building Code, creating substantial risks to 
life or property? 
          

    

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the 
use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal 
systems where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of wastewater? 
          

    

Environmental Setting 
The project area, along with the rest of Lathrop, is located in a seismically active region.  The 
California Geological Survey does not list Lathrop in an area included in the Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zones (California Geological Survey 2015).  However, San Joaquin County is 
subject to seismic shaking from fault features located to the east and west of San Joaquin 
County, including the Hayward/Rodgers Creek, San Andreas, and Calaveras Faults (San 
Joaquin County 2009). 
 
Potential seismic hazards include ground rupture (also called surface faulting), ground shaking, 
liquefaction, and lateral spreading.  Soil compaction and settlement can result from seismic 
ground shaking.  If the sediments which compact during an earthquake are saturated, water 
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from void is forced to the ground surface, where it emerges in the form of mud spouts or sand 
boils – a process called liquefaction.  Based on known information, areas of the County with 
groundwater less than 50 feet from ground surface in unconsolidated sediment are susceptible 
to liquefaction, including levees, wetlands and lands near river courses (San Joaquin County 
2009).   
 
A Geotechnical Engineering Report, prepared by Terracon Consultants, Inc., dated April 19, 
2018 was prepared for the proposed project (see Appendix A).  The investigation included a 
field exploration, multiple test borings, soil testing, percolation test and geological analysis. The 
report concluded that the site is suitable for the proposed construction based upon geotechnical 
conditions encountered during the test borings, provided that the recommendations presented in 
the report are implemented during the design and construction phases of the project.   
 

(a-e) The project site is subject to ground shaking from faults located east and west of the 
County.  During an earthquake event, structures can be subjected to near-source ground motion 
that may be damaging to structures, if the effects of potential ground motion have not been 
considered in the structural design.  The project would be required to comply with the 2016 
California Building Standards Code (California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Parts 1-12), which 
has been adopted by the City.  The proposed guard shack will be required to adhere to these 
regulations.  According to the most recent groundwater report available from the San Joaquin 
County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, groundwater in the vicinity of the project 
site is 30 feet below ground surface (San Joaquin County Flood Control District 2016).  
However, according to the Geotechnical Engineering Report, groundwater was encountered at 
19 feet bgs at the time of boring and the geotechnical investigation.  The project site including 
the surrounding area is generally underlain by deposits of Egbert silty clay loan (City of Lathrop 
Background Reports Page SAFE-11 Soils Map) with shallow groundwater.  In addition, the 
Geotechnical Engineering Report, based on test borings performed on the site, concluded that 
the project site is underlain by silty sand, sandy silt and lean clay. 
 
The site is flat and there is no potential for landslides on or adjacent to the site or for erosion of 
the soil.  The potential for faults within the County to generate moderate to large earthquakes 
causing strong ground shaking is low.  Of the known fault lines in San Joaquin County, none are 
currently classified by the State Geologist as being active (City of Lathrop Background Reports 
Page SAFE-6).  The project will not utilize septic tanks as municipal sewer is available.  There 
are no known unique paleontological or geological features on the project site.  The proposed 
project includes the development of a truck parking facility and guard shack.   
 
According to the Geotechnical Engineering Report, the site is not located within an Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault zone based on a review of the State Fault Hazard Maps.  Liquefaction 
is a mode of ground failure that results from the generation of high pore water pressures during 
earthquake ground shaking, causing loss of shear strength.  Liquefaction is typically a hazard 
where loose sandy soils and fine grained low plasticity soils exist below groundwater.  The 
California Geologic Survey (CGS) has designed certain areas within California as potential 
liquefaction hazard zones.  These are areas considered at a risk of liquefaction-related ground 
failure during a seismic event, based upon mapped surficial deposits and the presence of a 
relatively shallow water table.  According to the Geotechnical Engineering Report, the project is 
not located within a liquefaction hazard zone mapped by the CGS.  Therefore, the proposed 
project will have a less than significant impact in this area. 
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VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS Would the 
project: 

 

    

a)  Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly 
or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment?  
          

    

b)  Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases? 
          

    

Environmental Setting 
The City of Lathrop does not have an adopted Climate Action Plan (CAP) or other greenhouse 
gas reduction strategy.  The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) has 
developed a Guide for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts (GAMAQI) which identifies 
separate thresholds for use in analyzing projects within the San Joaquin Valley area to evaluate 
potentially significant impacts related to greenhouse gasses.  The SJVAPCD Guidance for 
Valley Land-Use Agencies in Addressing GHG Emissions Impacts for New Projects Under 
CEQA, establishes a requirement that land use development projects demonstrate a 29 percent 
reduction in GHG emissions from Business-As-Usual (BAU).   
 
(a)  The project will result in short term increase in GHG due to construction related activities as 
a result of material processing, emissions produced by onsite construction equipment and 
emissions arising from traffic delays due to construction.  While construction would slightly 
increase greenhouse gas emissions temporarily during construction, the operation of the project 
would combine various measures to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  The project will be 
subject to the Title 24 and California Green Building Standards which would reduce energy 
consumption through building design that increase energy efficiency and promotes water 
conservation. The project will also be required to comply with the City’s Water Conservation 
strategies to reduce water usage.  
 
(b)The project is not located in a community with an adopted qualified GHG Reduction Strategy, 
so consistency with such a plan cannot be analyzed at this time. GHG emissions associated 
with the proposed project were analyzed per the SJVAPCD guidance in addressing GHG 
emission impacts. SJVAPCD thresholds and methodologies take into account implementation of 
state-wide regulations and plans, such as the AB 32 Scoping Plan, therefore, there would be no 
impact in relation to consistency with GHG reduction plans.  As discussed in Environmental 
Topic No. III, the proposed project is required to be consistent with SJVAPCD Rules and 
Regulations as it relates to Air Quality and Greenhouse Gasses.  No further Mitigation 
measures are required. 
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VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
Would the project: 

 

    

a)  Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials?  
          

    

b)  Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? 
          

    

c)  Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 
school? 
          

    

d)  Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? 
          

    

e)  For a project located within 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 result in a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area? 
          

    

f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area? 
          

    

g)  Impair implementation of or physically interfere with 
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 
          

    

h)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, including 
where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or 
where residences are intermixed with wildlands?          

    

 
 
(a-c) Subject to compliance with local, state and federal law, the proposed Project’s construction 
and operation will not transport, use, or dispose of substantial quantities of hazardous materials.  
The construction of the truck parking facility will not involve the handling, storage, or other use 
of any hazardous materials.  All construction work will be required to follow the existing City of 
Lathrop ordinances related to construction related hazards, material usage and disposal.  The 
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construction and operation of the proposed Project will not result in the use of any new or 
increased quantities of any materials or other substances which are otherwise regulated under 
the City of Lathrop or county of San Joaquin ordinances.  Subject to compliance with applicable 
federal, state and local laws governing the transport of materials via trucks, the proposed 
Project will not result in any significant hazard to the public or the environment through upset 
and/or accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment. 
 
The closest existing school is the Lathrop Elementary School located to the North approximately 
3,200 feet to the northwest.  The proposed project will not result in any significant impacts 
related to hazards or hazardous material will affect existing or currently proposed school sites.  
 
(d) The Project site is not located on a known or listed hazardous materials site as regulated by 
the State of California.  The Project site does not include any previously discovered hazardous 
materials according to the Cal/EPA Cortese List as provided by the CA EPA Department of 
Toxic Substances pursuant to California Government Code Section 65962.5. 
 
(e-f) The nearest public airport to the project site, Stockton Metropolitan Airport, is 
approximately five miles to the north.  The project site is not located within an Airport Safety 
Zone and is outside the airport’s Area of Influence.  There are no private airstrips in the vicinity 
of the project site.  No impacts are anticipated. 
 
(g) The proposed project will not result in any substantial conflicts with emergency response or 
emergency evacuation plans.  There is a potential for traffic disruption from normal construction 
activity which may have a less than significant effect on local roadways, however, all of the local 
roadways surrounding the project site (Louise Avenue and McKinley Avenue) have adequate 
capacity to handle temporary construction impacts.  All construction work shall be in compliance 
with City Ordinances, which include traffic regulations for temporary construction.  No separate 
mitigation measures are needed and impacts are less than significant. 
 
(h)  Equipment used for construction on site shall be properly licensed and operated in 
accordance with City ordinances.  The Project site is located in an industrial area adjacent to 
public streets with adequate access for fire protection.  The Project site plans have been 
reviewed by the City and Fire Marshal, who have confirmed the adequacy of all site access, 
turning radius, and emergency vehicle access requirements.  Impacts are anticipated to be less 
than significant. 
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IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY – Would the 
project: 

 

    

a)  Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? 
          

    

b)  Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such 
that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a 
lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the 
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop 
to a level which would not support existing land uses or 
planned uses for which permits have been granted)? 
          

    

c)  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, in a manner which would 
result in substantial erosion or situation on- or off-site? 
          

    

d)  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase 
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which 
would result in flooding on- or off-site? 
          

    

e)  Create or contribute runoff water which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems or provide substantial additional 
sources of polluted runoff? 
          

    

f)  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 
          

    

g)  Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area 
as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or 
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other food hazard 
delineation map? 
          

    

h)  Place within a 100-year flood hazard area 
structures which would impede or redirect flood flows? 
          

    

i)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including 
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 
          

    

j)  Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?              
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Environmental Setting 
The City of Lathrop is located in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta region, a 600-square mile 
area of channels and islands at the confluence of the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers; the 
project site is, however, outside of the Delta Secondary Zone.  The project site is essentially flat 
and has no streams, ponds, or other bodies of water.  There are no drainage facilities on the 
project site; runoff percolates into the permeable soils. 
 
The surface water quality in the valley and Delta regions is managed by the RWQCB, by means 
of The Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento River and San Joaquin River Basins, 
revised most recently in June 2015.  The beneficial uses of surface waters in the general 
Lathrop region include municipal and domestic water supply; contact and non-contact 
recreation; commercial and sport fishing; migration of aquatic organisms; wildlife habitat; and 
habitat for rare, threatened, and endangered species.  The State Water Resource Control Board 
(SWRCB) determined that the quality of these waters does not fully support all of the beneficial 
uses assigned to the water bodies in the project area.  Water quality impacts are a result of tidal 
fluctuations; Sacramento River and San Joaquin River inflows; local agricultural, industrial, and 
municipal diversions and returns; and inadequate channel capacities. 
 
The project site is located within the eastern San Joaquin County groundwater basin.  Most of 
the fresh groundwater is unconfined and at depths of less than 2,500 feet.  The groundwater 
surface in the Lathrop area generally slopes from south to north.  Within the project vicinity, 
groundwater is shallow as a result of the low elevation and proximity to the San Joaquin River 
channel.  Groundwater at the project site is approximately 30 feet below ground surface 
according to the most recent groundwater report available from the San Joaquin County Flood 
Control and Water Conservation District (San Joaquin County Flood Control District Fall 2016).  
According to the Geotechnical Engineering Report, prepared by Terracon Consultants, Inc., 
groundwater was occurred at 19 feet bgs.  High groundwater can be influenced by water levels 
in the San Joaquin River, subsurface groundwater flow from areas of higher elevation to the 
east, and local irrigation practices. 
 
Several geohydrologic formations underlie the Lathrop area; however, only the top two, the 
Victor and Laguna formations, are currently used as a source of fresh water.  The Victor 
formation, the uppermost formation, extends from the ground surface to a maximum depth of 
approximately 150 feet.  The underlying Laguna formation is hydrologically connected to the 
Victor formation and is estimated to be about 1,000 feet thick in the area of the project area.  
Most of the municipal and industrial wells in the Lathrop area penetrate through the Victor 
formation into the deeper Laguna formation.  Because of saltwater intrusion into the Delta 
region of the County, and because of infiltration of runoff from the San Joaquin River, 
agricultural areas, and urban areas, the quality of groundwater taken from the shallower Victor 
formation include nitrate, iron, manganese, arsenic and bacteriological and radiological 
contamination.  As a result of bacteriological contamination, the City began chlorinating water at 
all of its municipal wells in 1996.  In general, groundwater within the City currently meets all 
drinking water standards. 
 
Based on maps prepared by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), the project 
site is located within Zone X, which denotes the area outside the 100-year floodplain but within 
the 500-year floodplain, or areas protected by levees from a 100-year flood. The 100-year flood 



  
 

Potentially  
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No  
Impact 

 

Page 20 of 39 

is the typical flood for which environmental impacts are evaluated.  According to a dam failure 
plan prepared by the County Office of Emergency Services, the project site and vicinity is 
subject to inundation from a potential failure of New Melones Dam and San Luis Dam (San 
Joaquin County OES 2003). 
 
(a, c, f) The project site is not located on or near streams or other surface waters.  Therefore, 
the project would not directly impact surface waters.   The project would involve construction-
related including construction of the guard shack, paving, landscape and stormwater 
improvements.   
 
The City of Lathrop adopted Storm Water Development Standards, per requirements contained 
in the City’s MSR NPDES Permit. The Storm Water Development Standards require all new 
development to implement minimum BMPs that are common industry-accepted design practices 
that do not involve large capital expenditures.  BMPs for the proposed project would be specific 
to Drainage Zone 2 – areas in Lathrop where stormwater is retained.  The BMPs required for 
Zone 2 development are spill response measures that require facilities to incorporate into their 
design a location for the storage of spill response equipment for materials stored or used at that 
facility and, at the storage location, post information on how to respond to a spill (City of Lathrop 
2008).   
 
Additionally, the SWRCB has adopted a Construction General Permit that covers all 
construction activities that disturb at least one acre of soil.  Discharges subject to the 
Construction General Permit must develop and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan (SWPPP).  The SWPPP identifies potential construction pollution sources and needed 
BMPs, including those for erosion control, and it specifies maintenance and monitoring activities 
needed to prevent exceedance of applicable water quality standards.  A Notice of Intent (NOI) 
describing the status of the project and SWPPP must be filed with the SWRCB, which then 
issues a Waste Discharger’s Identification Number.  Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1 would 
require preparation of the SWPPP as part of the Construction General Permit.  Compliance with 
the provisions of the Construction General Permit and the City’s Storm Water Development 
Standards would reduce impacts on surface water quality to a level that would be less than 
significant. 
 
(b) The project does not propose to drill any wells; therefore, it would not directly affect 
groundwater supplies.  The depth to groundwater on the project site is approximately 30 feet, so 
construction activities would not intercept the groundwater table. 
 
(d, e) The project would result in the generation of increased urban runoff from the creation of 
substantial impervious areas, which could contribute to urban runoff constituents to downstream 
surface waters.  In order to treat and store the site’s stormwater runoff, the project would 
construct a large retention basin along a portion of the western border of the project site.  The 
retention basin is designed to accommodate runoff generated by two back-to-back 10-year, 48-
hour storms. 
 
The City’s Storm Water Development Standards identify certain activities that must implement 
the treatment controls for any new development.  As with the priority categories, new 
developments for any of the listed industrial activities must implement treatment controls that 
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are identified in the Standards for the drainage zone corresponding to the development, and 
select and properly size one or more of the treatment controls listed in the Standards. 
 
Compliance with the Storm Water Development Standards, along with the proposed design 
features of the retention basin, would reduce drainage and runoff impacts to a level that would 
be less than significant. 
 
(g, h) The project would not place housing within a 100-year floodplain.  The project site is not 
located within a 100-year floodplain; therefore, the project would not impede or redirect flood 
flows. 
 
The City of Lathrop anticipates that 200-year flood protection facilities will be in place prior to the 
2025 target date.  If the project receives discretionary approval prior to July 1, 2018, it would not 
need to meet SB 5 200-year flood protection findings requirements in order to issue a building 
permit.  If discretionary approvals are required after that date, the City would need to make 
findings that the applicable 200-year flood requirements would be met.  In either event, impacts 
related to SB 5 would be less than significant, and overall project impacts on flooding would be 
less than significant. 
 
i) The project area is located within inundation zones for New Melones and San Luis Dams were 
they to fail.  However, the probability of failure of these dams is considered low, and the project 
would have no change on the potential hazard within the project site.  Therefore, the project is 
considered to have no impact related to dam inundation hazards. 
 
j) The project site is not located near large bodies of water and the project site is relatively flat in 
topography.  Therefore, the project would not be subject to seiche, tsunami or mudflow hazards.  
The project would have no impact on this issue. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1: The project developer shall prepare and implement a Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for the project in accordance with the Construction 
General Permit.  The developer shall incorporate an Erosion Control Plan consistent with all 
applicable provisions of the SWPPP within the site development plan.  The SWPPP shall be 
available on the construction site at all times.  The developer shall file a Notice of Intent (NOI) 
with the State Water Resources Control Board prior to commencement of construction activity, 
and shall submit the SWRCB Waste Discharger’s Identification Number (WDID) to the City prior 
to approval of development or grading plans. 
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X.  LAND USE AND PLANNING - Would the project: 

 
    

a)  Physically divide an established community? 
          

    

b)  Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the 
project (including, but not limited to the general plan, 
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 
          

    

c)  Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation 
plan or natural community conservation plan?    
          

    

 

(a-c) The proposed project would not create an adverse impact as it relates to land use and 
planning.  The subject property has a General Plan Land Use Designation of SC, Service 
Commercial and is within the CS, Commercial Service Zoning District.  The proposed use of a 
truck parking facility (“storage yards for commercial vehicles”) is a permitted use within the CS 
Zone.  Therefore, development of the site and area is planned for and anticipated under the City 
of Lathrop. 
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XI.  MINERAL RESOURCES - Would the project: 

 
    

a)  Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the state? 
          

    

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important 
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?  

    

 
(a-b) The City’s General Plan does not identify the project area or vicinity as containing known 
mineral resources, nor is the area designated on any plan as a locally-important miner resource 
recovery site. Therefore, no impacts to mineral resources would occur.  
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XII.  NOISE - Would the project result in: 

 
    

a)  Exposure of persons of or generation of noise levels 
in excess of standards established in the local general 
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of 
other agencies? 
          

    

b)  Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
ground borne vibration or ground borne noise levels? 
          

    

c)  A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 
          

    

d)  A substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above level 
existing without the project? 
          

    

e)  For a project located within 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 
to excessive noise levels? 
          

    

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project expose people residing or working in 
the project area to excessive noise levels?          

    

 
Environmental Setting 
The existing noise environment in the project area and vicinity is defined primarily by noise from 
vehicular traffic on Louise Avenue and McKinley Avenue and from rail traffic on the Union 
Pacific Railroad (UPRR) tracks.  The South Lathrop Specific Plan EIR calculated traffic noise 
contours for McKinley Avenue adjacent to the project site, as well as four segments of Louise 
Avenue and McKinley Avenue that may be affected by the project.  The table below shows the 
noise contours for these road segments (De Novo Planning Group 2013). 
 

Roadway Segment Distance to Noise Contours from Centerline (feet) 

70 dB 65 dB 60 dB 

Louise Ave., east of McKinley Ave. 36 78 168 

Louise Ave., west of McKinley Ave. 37 79 170 

McKinley Ave., Lathrop to Louise Ave. 12 27 58 

McKinley Ave., Louise to Yosemite Ave. 20 44 94 
Source: De Novo Planning Group 2013. 
 
Ambient noise on the project originates primarily from traffic on Louise Avenue and McKinley 
Avenue.  Lesser noise comes from traffic on the UPRR tracks and from light industrial activities 
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in the project vicinity.  Based on the noise contours described above, most of the project site 
experiences ambient noise that is less than 60 dB.  Only the 60 dB noise contour of McKinley 
Avenue encroaches substantially upon the site. 
 
The City of Lathrop has set noise standards in its Noise Ordinance (Lathrop Municipal Code 
Section 8.20.040).  In addition, the Lathrop Municipal Code, Section 8.20.110, prohibits outside 
construction work within 500 feet of a residential zone between 10:00 pm and 7:00 am 
weekdays, or between 11:00 pm and 9:00 am Fridays, Saturdays, and legal holidays, unless a 
permit is obtained from the City. 
 
(a)  The project would generate new noise associated with project operations.  Noise sources 
would include truck maneuvering on-site, idling trucks, and on-site vehicular traffic.  Properties 
surrounding the project site are primarily industrial, commercial or agricultural use.  These uses 
are not noise-sensitive; noise generated by the project would be consistent with these uses and 
would not result in a significant noise effect. 
 
The proposed project would be required to adhere to the City’s Noise Ordinance (Section 
2.80.040 of the Lathrop Municipal Code), which requires commercial activities to not exceed 66 
dB from 10:00 pm to 7:00 am and 65 dB from 7:00 am to 10:00 pm.  Therefore, impacts 
associated with project related noise is less than significant.   
 
(b)  Groundborne vibration is typically associated with transportation facilities, although it is 
unusual for vibration from sources such as busses and trucks to be perceptible, even in 
locations close to major roads.  Some common sources of groundborne vibration are trains, 
buses on rough roads, and construction activities such as blasting, pile-driving and operating 
heavy earth-moving equipment. 
 
The project would likely use some earthmoving equipment during construction.  However, their 
use would be temporary and would cease with the completion of the construction work.  As 
noted above, while trucks would enter and exit the project site, perceptible vibration from trucks 
is unusual.  Project impacts are considered less than significant. 
 
(c) The project proposes to construct a truck parking facility and guard shack.  Therefore, the 
project is expected to increase ambient noise levels in the immediate vicinity of the site.  In 
addition, the project is expected to generate an increase in traffic, which is expected to increase 
traffic noise along Louise Avenue and McKinley Avenue, in the project vicinity.  However, the 
proposed project is not expected to increase ambient noise levels to a significant level (a 3.0-dB 
increase) and is therefore less than significant.  The project is located zoned for industrial and 
service commercial uses, which are less sensitive to changes in noise levels.  Project impacts 
on permanent changes in ambient noise levels are considered less than significant.   
 
(d) Project construction activities would likely expose the adjacent properties to significant but 
short-term noise impacts.  Heavy equipment likely to be used, and which would generate 
substantial noise, would include dozers, scrapers, compactors and excavators.  However, 
project construction would occur in an area where land uses are predominately industrial or 
service commercial.  Such land uses are less sensitive to noise and have higher exposure level 
based on City standards.  Construction noise is a short-term occurrence that does not result in 
significant or long-term effects, provided that sleep interruption is not involved.  Construction 
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activities would not occur during the hours of 10:00 pm to 7:00 am, in accordance with the 
Lathrop Municipal Code.  These are the hours that most residents are asleep, which is when 
they would be particularly sensitive to noise.  Impacts related to construction noise are 
considered less than significant.   
 
(e, f) The nearest airport is the Stockton Metropolitan Airport at 5000 S. Airport Way in Stockton, 
California.  The project site is located approximately 6 miles south of the airport.  The project 
site is not within the Airport Influence Area and does not conflict with the Airport’s Land Use 
Compatibility Plan.  The project is not located near a public or private airport or airstrip, and 
does not include a residential component.   
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XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING - Would the 
project: 

 

    

a)  Induce substantial 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)? 
          

    

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

    

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 
          

    

 

(a) The project would not involve the construction of housing; therefore, it would have no impact 
on population growth.  No residential resources (existing or proposed) would be affected by the 
Project. As a result, the proposed project would have no impact on population growth in the 
area, either directly or indirectly. 
 
(b, c) The project site is undeveloped and vacant and does not include an existing residential 
unit or development.  Development of the proposed therefore would not displace either housing 
or persons and no impact is anticipated.  
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XIV.  PUBLIC SERVICES 

 
    

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered governments) 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: 
          

    

a) Fire protection? 

 

    

b) Police protection? 

 

    

c) Schools? 

 

    

d) Parks? 

 

    

e) Other public facilities? 

 

    

 

Environmental Setting 
 
Fire protection services within the City of Lathrop are provided by the Lathrop-Manteca Fire 
Protection District.  Along with fire services, the Fire District provides medical emergency 
response, river rescue, urban search and rescue, and fire prevention services.  The Fire District 
operates four fire stations: Station #31 on J Street, Station #32 on Union Road, Station #33 on 
Austin Road, and Station #34 in Mossdale Landing. 
 
Police protection services in the City of Lathrop are provided, by a unit known as Lathrop Police 
Services, through a contract with the San Joaquin County Sheriff’s Department.  Lathrop Police 
Services is staffed by deputy sheriffs who work only within the City and receive training specific 
to City law enforcement issues.  The Police Department is located at 15597 South Seventh 
Street in Lathrop, northwest of the project site. 
 
The project site is within the service boundaries of the Manteca Unified School District. The 
School District provides school services for grades kindergarten through 12 within the 
communities of Manteca, Lathrop, Stockton, and French Camp.  It operates 19 elementary 
schools, four high schools, one continuation school, and two community day schools.  The 
nearest school to the project is Lathrop Elementary School, approximately 1.0 miles to the 
northwest. 
 
The City of Lathrop Parks and Recreation Department operates three community parks and 
nine neighborhood parks within the City.  The Parks and Recreation Department also operates 
a senior center, a community center, a skate park, and a dog park temporarily located at 
Mossdale Community Park.  The City currently has 68 developed acres of parkland.  The 
nearest park to the project site is Valverde Park, approximately 1.1 miles to the northwest.   
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a) The project proposes the construction of a new truck parking facility and guard shack, which 
would create a demand for fire protection services.  However, the one (1) project structure 
would be required to comply with the City building and fire codes through the building permit 
process, which include provisions designed to reduce potential fire hazards.  In addition, the 
project site circulation is required to meet minimum turn-radii for fire trucks to enter and 
maneuver through the site.  Project impacts on fire protection services would be less than 
significant.  
 
(b) The proposed construction would create a demand for police protection services.   However, 
no new or expanded facilities that could have environmental impacts would be required to serve 
the project.  Project impacts on police protection services would be less than significant.   
 
(c) Demand for school services is typically generated by the addition of residents through new 
housing.  The project does not propose new housing, so it would have no direct impacts on 
school services.  The project is not expected to create a demand for school services.  Project 
impacts on school services would be less than significant. 
 
(d, e) Demand for parks and public facilities such as libraries is typically generated by new 
residential development.  The project is not expected to create a demand for parks and other 
public facilities.  Project impacts on parks and other public facilities would be less than 
significant.  
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XV.  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? 
 

    

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? 
 

    

 

(a-b) The proposed project does not include any residential component, or housing of residents, 
which could contribute substantially to use of or impacts to the City of Lathrop park system.  The 
proposed project is not expected to create a demand for recreational facilities such that new or 
expanded facilities would be required.  Project impacts on parks and recreational facilities would 
be less than significant.   
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XVI.TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC - Would the 
project: 

 

    

a)  Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy 
establishing measures of effectiveness for the 
performance of the circulation system, taking into 
account all modes of transportation including mass 
transit and non-motorized travel and relevant 
components of the circulation system, including but not 
limited to intersections, streets, highways and 
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass 
transit? 
          

    

b)  Conflict with an applicable congestion management 
program, including, but not limited to level of service 
standards and travel demand measures, or other 
standards established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated roads or 
highways? 
          

    

c)  Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including 
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in 
location that results in substantial safety risks? 
          

    

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

    

e)  Result in inadequate emergency access? 
          

    

f) Conflict with adopted policies plans, or programs 
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, 
or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of 
such facilities? 
          

    

(a-f) The project site is located on the corner of Louise Avenue and McKinley Avenue.  Louise 
Avenue is an east-west arterial roadway that extends easterly from an interchange with 
Interstate 5 into the City of Manteca.  McKinley Avenue is a north-south arterial roadway 
extends southerly from Lathrop Road into the southern portion of the City of Manteca.  Louise 
Avenue has four travel lanes within Lathrop at the project site.  McKinley Avenue has two travel 
lanes within Lathrop at the project site.  On-street parking is prohibited on Louise Avenue and 
McKinley Avenue at the project site.  The proposed project includes the construction of a truck 
parking facility and guard shack.  Parking is provided at 50 automobile parking spaces including 
2 handicap accessible parking spaces and 185 truck and trailer parking spaces.  In a letter 
provided to the City of Lathrop, the estimated traffic in and out of the project facility is based on 
the type of parking spaces provided.  Below is a summary of the proposed truck and trailer 
parking spaces: 
 

 50 spot locations – long term – No traffic it will be for storage for 2-3 months. 
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 50 – Weekly – over the road drivers – 24/7 once a week in and out (drivers service 48 
states and will not return for a week at a time). 

 50 – Every 3 days – Shorter distance over the road drivers 24/7 (drivers service the 
western states and return every 3 days). 

 35 – Daily parking / from 5 am to 9 am leave for the day, return 4 pm to 9 pm. 
 
As shown above, the truck parking facility will provide commercial truck parking for long-term, 
weekly and everyday truck drivers.  Daily trips associated with the proposed project are 
projected to be 50 – 100, based on the number of daily parking and three (3) day parking 
spaces.  Although the proposed project includes 185 commercial truck and trailer parking 
spaces and an additional 50 automobile parking spaces, the number of new daily trips 
associated with the proposed project are less than significant.  However, the City may require a 
traffic impact analysis at a future date if traffic impacts are considered exceeding an acceptable 
level.  Therefore, Mitigation Measure CIRC-1 requires the applicant to prepare a traffic impact 
analysis at which time the City deems the study necessary and the applicant is required to 
implement the mitigation measures part of the study. 
 
As discussed previously, primary access to the project site is McKinley Avenue, a north-south 
arterial. The proposed project will feature 59’ – 61’ drive aisle widths and 15’ entry drive lane 
widths.  Emergency access will be provided via entry lanes on McKinley and will be able to 
access the site completely through the interior drive aisles.  Impact associated with emergency 
access are therefore considered less than significant. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
Mitigation Measure CIRC-1: The City may require the property owner/applicant prepare a 
Traffic Impact Analysis if traffic impacts are considered exceeding an acceptable level.  The 
property owner/applicant shall pay for and implement all mitigation measures/recommendations 
as a result of the Traffic Impact Analysis. 
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XVII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES - Would the 
project: 

 

    

a)  Would the project 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 Register 
of Historical Resources, or in a local register of 
historical resources as defined in Public Resources 
Code section 5020.1(k), or 
          

    

ii)  A resource determined by the lead agency, it 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 
Resources Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall 
consider the significance of the resource to a California 
Native American tribe. 
          

    

 
Environmental Setting 
Pursuant to AB 52, the scope of the evaluation at the project level should include consultation 
with Native American representatives identified by the Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC) for areas outside of reservations, and with tribal representatives of federally recognized 
tribes where projects are located near or within lands associated with federally recognized 
tribes.  The purpose of the consultation is to identify tribal cultural resources and ensure that 
such resources are taken into consideration in the planning process.  On April 26, 2018, the City 
of Lathrop transmitted letters to the Buena Vista Racheria of Me-Wuk Indians, and the Northern 
Valley Yokuts Tribe, both of which are traditionally and culturally affiliated with a geographic 
area within the City of Lathrop’s jurisdiction.  Notice of the proposed project was provided to 
both groups on April 26, 2018 for purposes of inviting comments and conducting consultation if 
needed. 
 
(a-i)  As discussed previously, the project site is currently vacant and undeveloped.  No existing 
structures or facilities are located on the site that are of historical or cultural value.  In addition, 
the site there is no known historical resource, tribal resource or other items of cultural 
significance on the site.  Per the requirements of AB 52, the City has transmitted letters to the 
Buena Vista Rancheria of Me-Wuk Indians and the Northern Valley Yokuts Tribe notifying them 
of the proposed project.  Impacts related to tribal cultural resources are considered less than 
significant. 
 
(a-ii)  Letters providing notice for potential consultation were sent to all known Native American 
tribes traditionally and/or culturally affiliated with the geographic area within which the project is 
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located, as noted above.   The notice letters establish a 30-day period within which the affected 
tribes may request information, provide comments, or request further consultation.  Therefore, 
the proposed project will have a less than significant impact as it relates to tribal cultural 
resources. 
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XVIII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS - Would 
the project: 

 

    

a)  Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?  
          

    

b)  Require or result in the construction of new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 
          

    

c)  Require or result in the construction of new storm 
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 
          

    

d)  Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 
project from existing entitlements and resources, or are 
new or expanded entitlements needed? 
          

    

e)  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? 
          

    

f)  Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate the project's solid waste 
disposal needs? 
          

    

g)  Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 
          

    

 

Environmental Setting 
The project proposes to connect to the City’s water system through an existing 16-inch diameter 
water line beneath McKinley Avenue.  A separate 2” water stub will be placed for a future 
connection to the 2.67 acre remainder. 
 
Wastewater from the project site will be collected and pumped to a new 8-inch diameter sewer 
line along McKinley Avenue, where it will connect to the existing 16-inch sewer line beneath 
Louise Avenue.  A separate 8” sewer stub will be placed for future connection to the 2.67 acre 
remainder. 
 
The proposed drainage system would keep all stormwater runoff contained on the project site.  
A major component of this drainage system would be a retention 8-feet deep basin installed on 
the western portion of the project site.  The retention basin would have the capacity to 
accommodate runoff from a City standard of two 10-year, 48-hour storms.  The basin would be 
surrounded by a chain link fence with privacy slats.  According to the Geotechnical Engineering 
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Report, prepared by Terracon Consultants, Inc., dated April 19, 2018, the percolation test at the 
basin area shows that the infiltration rate is 13 inches/hours.   
 
(a, e)  The proposed project would result in a small increase in wastewater flows to the City’s 
system, the cumulative impacts from which can be mitigated through payment of a fee 
established by the City of Lathrop.  The proposed project includes the development of a guard 
and will includes one (1) handicap accessible bathroom.  Impacts related to wastewater are 
anticipated to less than significant.  
 
(b, d)  The proposed project would connect to the City’s existing water system at the McKinley 
Avenue frontage.  The city’s Urban Water Management Plan estimates that the water demand 
for the City would be 20,867 acre-feet per year in the year 2030.  The total available water 
supply for the City during the worst-case scenario of a multiple dry year would be 21,706 acre-
feet per year in 2030, which results in as surplus of 839 acre-feet per year (Nolte Associates 
2009).  The assumptions used by the Urban Water Management Plan to calculate the City’s 
demand is based on the buildout of the General Plan.  The proposed project is consistent with 
the land use planned for the project site in the General Plan, and is therefore in the Urban Water 
Management Plan.  Thus, the City would have adequate water supply to serve the proposed 
project.  Project impacts would be less than significant. 
 
(c) As noted in Section IX, all stormwater would be retained on the project site.  As such, it 
would not generate a demand for the City’s stormwater services.  The project would have no 
impact on this issue. 
 
(f, g) Solid waste collection services can be extended to the project site.  The Forward landfill 
has adequate capacity to the year 2054.  It is expected that the project would comply with all 
applicable statutes related to solid waste.  Project impacts on solid waste would be less than 
significant. 
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XIX. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE  

 
    

a) Does the project have the potential to 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 animal community, reduce the number 
or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal or eliminate important examples of the major 
periods of California history or prehistory? 

 

    

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, the effects of other current 
projects, and the effects of probable future projects)? 

 

    

c)  Does the project have environmental effects which will 
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly? 

 

    

 

(a) This finding is checked as “Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated” on the basis 
of the project’s potential biological impacts, described in Environmental Checklist No. IV. 
Potentially significant environmental effects were identified in this issue area, but all of the 
potentially significant effects would be reduced to a less than significant level with mitigation 
incorporated into the project. 
 
(b)  As described in this Initial Study, the potential environmental effects of the project would be 
either less than significant, or the project would have no impact at all, when compared to the 
baseline.  Where the project involves potentially significant effects, these effects would be 
reduced to a less than significant level with proposed mitigation measures and compliance with 
required permits and applicable regulations.  The potential environmental effects identified in 
this Initial Study have been considered in conjunction with each other as to their potential to 
generate other potentially significant effects.   The various potential environmental effects of the 
project would not combine to generate potentially significant cumulative effects.  
 
As described in Environmental Checklist No. X, the project is consistent with the City of Lathrop 
General Plan.  The Lathrop General Plan EIR analyzed potential cumulative effects of 
development under the General Plan and did not identify any cumulatively considerable effects 
that pertains to this project. 
 
(c)  Potential adverse effects on human beings were discussed in Environmental Check List No. 
VI, Geology and Soils, VIII, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and IX, Hydrology and Water 
Quality (flooding).  No potential adverse effects on human beings were identified during the 
preparation of this IS/MND. 
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