
1)  Project Title: 

CITY OF TURLOCK 

INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST 

MINOR DISCRETIONARY PERMIT 2021-06 

2) Lead Agency Name and Address: City of Turlock 
156 South Broadway, Ste. 120 
Turlock, CA 95380 

3) Contact Person and Phone Number: Adrienne Werner - Senior Planner 
(209) 668-5640 

4) Project Location: 1806 S. Walnut Road (Stanislaus County APN: 044-017-008) 

5) Project Sponsor's Name and Address: Jagjit Deol 
4281 Glenhaven Drive 
Tracy, CA 95377 

6) General Plan Designation: 

7)Zoning: 

Industrial (I) 

Industrial (I) 

8) Description of the Project: 

The applicant is proposing to 
develop a 9.86-acre parcel at 
1806 S. Walnut Road 
(Stanislaus County APN 044­ 
017-008) for a truck yard for 
approximately 260 semi­ 
trucks and trailers with a 
3,600 square foot truck repair 
shop and office. The existing 
house will remain and be 
used as a caretaker's unit. 
Full frontage improvements, 
including curb, gutter, and 
sidewalk will be constructed 
along S. Walnut Road. On­ 
site paving, landscaping, 
security lighting, perimeter 
fencing, and a storm water 
retention basin will also be 
constructed. The applicant anticipates paving and striping 4-acres of the parcel for 50 semi-trucks and trailers 
within the first 12-months after approval. The construction of the office and truck repair building and paving 
and striping for the remaining 190 truck parking stalls is anticipated to be completed within 36-months after 
project approval. 

9) Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: (Briefly describe the project's surroundings) 

The properties to the north , south, and west are zoned Industrial (I) and are developed with industrial 
uses. The properties to the east are part of the Enterprise Park industrial subdivision, zoned Planned 
Development 172 ,  and developed with a variety of industrial buildings and uses. 

1 



h 

=e> 

A . - CITY O F -  ]  
T1CK 

CITY OF TURLOCK 

INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST 

10) Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g. permits, financing approval, or 
participation agreement). 

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 
Regional Water Quality Control Board 

1 1 )  Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area 
requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.1? If so, is there a 
plan for consultation that includes, for example, the determination of significance of impacts to 
tribal cultural resources, procedures regarding confidentiality, etc.? 

The Yokuts tribe was contacted in writing on June 7, 2021 with the project description as part of the Early 
Public Consultation process. Consultation has not been requested by the Yokuts tribes for this project. 

12) EARLIER ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSES 
Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, one 
or more effects have been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. [Section 15183] 

a) Earlier analyses used. (Available for review at the City of Turlock -- Community Development 
Services, 156 S. Broadway, Suite 120, Turlock, CA). 

City of Turlock General Plan, 2012 (City Council Resolution No. 2012-173) 
Turlock General Plan -- EIR, 2012 (Turlock City Council Resolution No. 2012-156) 
City of Turlock, Housing Element, Certified in 2016 
City of Turlock, Waster Water Master Plan Update, 2003 (updated 2009) 
Turlock Parks Master Plan, 1995 (Reviewed in 2003) 
City of Turlock, Waste Water Master Plan, 1991 (Updated 2014) 
City of Turlock, Storm Water Master Plan, 2013 (Adopted 2016) 
City of Turlock, Urban Water Management Plan, 2010 (Adopted 2011) 
City of Turlock, Sewer System Master Plan, 2013 
Turlock Municipal Code 
City of Turlock Capital Facilities Fee Nexus Study (Turlock City Council Resolution No. 2013-202) 
Westside Industrial Specific Plan (WISP) (Turlock City Council Resolution No. 2006-259) (November 14, 

2006, Amended June 12, 2007, Second Amendment November 28, 2017) 
Westside Industrial Specific Plan MEIR (WISP MEIR) (Turlock City Council Resolution No. 2006-259) 

(November 14, 2006) 
Westside Industrial Specific Plan MEIR Addendum (WISP EIR Addendum) (Turlock City Council 

Resolution No. 2007-148) (July 12, 2007; September 2017) 

b) Impacts adequately addressed. (Effects from the checklist below, were within the scope of, and 
adequately analyzed during an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and such 
effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis). 

As identified in the Turlock General Plan EIR and the Westside Industrial Specific Plan (WISP) MEIR & Addendum, 
development in the project area would result in significant, and unavoidable, impacts in the areas of 
transportation/traffic, regional air quality, and the eventual loss of agricultural land and soil resources. The magnitude 
of these impacts can be reduced, but not eliminated, by applying the policies, programs and mitigation measures 
identified in the Turlock General Plan and the WISP to the project and identifying mitigation measures as necessary 
in this initial study. The intensity of the proposed development will result in project level impacts that are equal to, or 
of lesser severity, then those anticipated in the General Plan EIR and the WISP EIR and Addendum, and they would 
not be different from cumulative effects anticipated by the Turlock General Plan EIR and WISP EIR and Addendum. 
Potential secondary environmental impacts from the project will be of equal or lesser severity than those identified in 
the General Plan EIR and WISP EIR and Addendum. Therefore, mitigation measures identified in the General Plan 
EIR and the WISP EIR and Addendum, and their respective Statements of Overriding Considerations (contained in 
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Turlock City Council Resolution No. 2012-156), are adequate to mitigate the impacts from the proposed project where 
feasible, and are hereby incorporated by reference. 

c) Mitigation Measures. (For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated," 
describe the mitigation measures that were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the 
extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project. 

Project level impacts will be mitigated by application of mitigation measures identified in this initial study, and by 
appropriate conditions of approval. All cumulative environmental effects related to the ultimate development of the 
project area will be mitigated through compliance with the policies, standards, and mitigation measures of the Turlock 
General Plan and General Plan MEAIEIR, the WISP MEIR and Addendum as well as the standards of the Turlock 
Municipal Code, and are herein incorporated by reference where not specifically identified. 

The project is not located on a site which is included in one or more Hazardous Waste and Substance Site 
Lists, compiled pursuant to California Government Code Section 65962.5. 

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 

The environmental factors checked below [] would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one 
impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. However, 
these impacts would result in a less than significant impact on the environment by incorporating appropriate 
mitigation measures. 

X 
Aesthetics X Greenhouse Gas Emissions Public Services 

Agricultural and Forestry Hazards & Hazardous 
Recreation 

Resources Materials 

X Air Quality X Hydrology/Water Quality Transportation/Traffic 

X Biological Resources Land Use/Planning X Tribal Cultural Resources 

X Cultural Resources Mineral Resources Utilities/Service Systems 

X Energy X Noise Wildfire 

X Geology/Soils Population/Housing 
Mandatory Findings of 

Sianificance 

RECOMMENDED FINDINGS: Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080(c)(2) and CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15168(c)(1), the City of Turlock, as lead agency for the proposed project, has prepared 
an initial study to make the following findings: 
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Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080(c)(2) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c)(1) ,  the City of 
Turlock, as lead agency for the proposed project, has prepared an initial study to make the following findings: 

1 .  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162,  the proposed activity is adequately described and is within 
the scope of the General Plan EIR and the WISP MEIR and Addendum. 

2. All feasible mitigation measures developed in the General Plan EIR and WISP EIR and Addendum have 
been incorporated into the project. 

3. Pursuant to Public Resources Code Sections 21080(c)(2) and 21 157 .5 ,  the initial study prepared for the 
proposed project has identified potential new or significant effects that were not adequately analyzed in 
the General Plan EIR or WISP EIR and Addendum, but feasible mitigation measures have been 
incorporated to revise the proposed subsequent project to avoid or mitigate the identified effects to a point 
where clearly no significant effects would occur. 

4. There is no substantial evidence before the lead agency that the subsequent project, as revised, may 
have a significant effect on the environment. 

5. The analyses of cumulative impacts, growth inducing impacts, and irreversible significant effects on the 
environment contained in the General Plan EIR and WISP EIR and Addendum are adequate for this 
subsequent project. 

6. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, a Statement of Overriding Considerations was adopted for 
the General Plan EIR (City Council Resolution 2012-156). As identified in the Turlock General Plan EIR, 
development in the project area would result in significant, and unavoidable, impacts in the areas of 
noise, regional air quality, and the eventual loss of agricultural land. The magnitude of these impacts can 
be reduced, but not eliminated by the mitigation measures referenced in the initial study prepared for this 
project and General Plan EIR. Therefore, mitigation measures identified in the General Plan EIR, and its 
respective Statements of Overriding Considerations, are adequate to mitigate the impacts from the 
proposed project where feasible, and are hereby incorporated by reference. 

7. Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21157.6(a) ,  having reviewed the General Plan EIR, the City 
of Turlock finds and determines that: 

a. No substantial changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the General 
Plan EIR was certified, and 

b. That there is no new available information which was not and could not have been known at the time 
the General Plan EIR was certified. 

Pursuant to Section 15164 of the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines the lead agency 
prepared an addendum to a previously certified Environmental Impact Report if some changes or 
additions to the project are necessary but none of the conditions described in Section 15162 have 
occurred. 

8. Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21157.6(a) ,  having reviewed the General Plan EIR and 
Westside Industrial Specific Plan MEIR, the City of Turlock finds and determines that: 

c. No substantial changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the General 
Plan EIR and WISP MEIR were certified, and 

d. That there is no new available information which was not and could not have been known at the time 
the General Plan EIR and WISP MEIR were certified. 

9. Whereas, on September, 2017, the City of Turlock adopted minor changes, deletions, and additions to 
the project described in the Final Master Environmental Impact Report for the Westside Industrial Specific 
Plan and certified an Addendum to the Final EIR demonstrating that the preparation of a Subsequent 
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CITY OF TURLOCK 

INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was not required, pursuant to Section 15162 of the California 
Environmental Quality Act, because none of the following findings could be made: 

( 1 )  Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the previous 
EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the 
severity of previously identified significant effects; 

(2) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is undertaken 
which will require major revisions of the previous EIR due to the involvement of new significant 
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant 
effects; or 

(3) New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been known 
with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified as complete, shows 
any of the following: 

(A) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR; 

(B) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the 
previous EIR; 

(C) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact be 
feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project, but the 
project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative; or 

(D) Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those analyzed in 
the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment, 
but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative. 

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency) 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

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 

X 
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 
ENV IRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 
I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potential 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 
ENV IRONMENT AL 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 in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE 
DEDCLARATION 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 . 

.e.tell.de. 
hr Arlie werr, senior Fanner 
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

1 )  A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are adequately supported 
by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A "No Impact" 
answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does 
not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g. the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A "No 
Impact" answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general 
standards (e.g. the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific 
screening analysis). 

2) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, 
cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational 
impacts. 

3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist 
answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or 
less than significant. "Potentially Significant Impact" is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an 
effect may be significant. If there are one or more "Potentially Significant Impact" entries when the 
determination is made, an EIR is required. 

4) "Negative Declaration: Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated" applies where the 
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact" to a "Less 
Significant Impact." The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they 
reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from Section 17 ,  " E a rl i e r  Analys is," 
may be cross-referenced). 

5) Earlier analysis may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program E IR ,  or other CEQA process, an 
effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 15063 (c) (3) (d) . 
In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:  

(a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review. 
(b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope 

of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state 
whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis. 

(c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with M itigation Measures 
Incorporated," describe the mitigation measures that were incorporated or refined from the earlier 
document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project. 

6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for 
potential impacts (e.g. general plans,  zoning ordinances) .  Reference to a previously prepared or outside 
document should ,  where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is 
substantiated. 

7) Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals 
contacted should be cited in the discussion. 

8) This is only a suggested form ,  and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead 
agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project's 
environmental effects in whatever format is selected. 

9) The analysis of each issue should identify: (a) the significance criteria or threshold used to evaluate each 
question; and (b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance. 
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact 
Significant Significant Significant 
Impact Impact With Impact 

Mitigation 

1 .  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 X 
within a state scenic highway? 

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing X 
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? 

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

Response; 
a) The General Plan recognizes the relatively flat topography of Turlock results in few scenic vistas and 

notes that brief panoramic views of surrounding farmland are visible from highway overpasses on the 
City's boundary and at its agricultural edge. There are no scenic vistas located within the project area. 
The project would convert an undeveloped property designated for industrial (I) development to urban 
uses, impacting the existing visual character or quality of the vacant site. However, this is considered 
a less than significant impact as the magnitude of this impact is no greater than the anticipated urban 
development for the area under the Turlock General Plan. Pursuant to CEQA §15162, the project will 
not create any adverse aesthetic impacts that warrant additional environmental documentation over 
and above the impacts addressed in the Turlock Area General Plan MEA/EIR and the Westside 
Industrial Specific Plan (WISP) Master Environmental Impact Report (MEIR) and Addendum. (General 
Plan EIR pg. 3 . 7- 1 , 3.  7-7, 3.7-9, WISP pgs. 3.1, 3.4) 

b) There are no scenic or historic resources on the project site. There is a residence currently on the 
property that will be used as a caretaker's residence for the project. There is currently residential 
landscaping but no other distinctive natural or historic resources. There are currently no highways 
in the General Plan study area eligible or officially designated as scenic highways by The Master 
Plan of State Highways Eligible for Official Scenic Highway Designation. (General Plan EIR pr. 3.7-1, 
WISP EIR pgs. 3-1 through 3-5) 
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c) The 9.86-acre property currently has residence and associated accessory structures on site. The 
residence will be used as a caretaker's residence for the project. The properties to the north, south, 
and west are developed with industrial/light industrial uses. The properties to the east are part of 
the Enterprise Park industrial subdivision, zoned and developed with a variety of industrial/light 
industrial buildings and uses. The WISP notes that the existing visual character of agricultural fields 
and orchards will be replaced with urban development, including business, industrial, and 
commercial uses that will be different in character from current agricultural uses. The WISP requires 
landscaping and architectural standards for many uses in the commercial and industrial use areas. 
These standards are required as part of the conditions of approval for this project which will result 
in an attractively landscaped street and project site. These standards and policies contained in the 
Turlock General Plan and WISP specifically improve the visual character throughout the city and are 
designed to minimize any negative impacts on visual character from proposed projects. The project 
will not conflict with the applicable zoning designation or other regulations regarding scenic quality. 
(TMC $9-2-122, Design Guidelines pgs. 27-31, WISP pgs. 4-35 through 4-47, WISP EIR pg.3-4) 

d) The WISP recognizes that proposed development in the agricultural open space areas will constitute 
new sources of light and glare. The development of the project site will produce additional light and 
glare from required on-site security lighting. Given that the areas proposed for new development in 
the WISP area are contiguous with existing development, some nighttime light and glare already exist 
in the area. The impact of light and glare from the proposed project can be minimized by 
incorporating design features and operating requirements that limit light and glare on-site. (General 
Plan EIR pg. 3.7-11, WISP pgs. 4-35 through 4-47, WISP EIR pgs. 3-4 through 3-5) 

Sources: City of Turlock, General Plan and MEIR, 2012; City Design Element, 2012; City of Turlock, Standard 
Specifications, Section 18; City of Turlock Beautification Master Plan, 2003; Westside Industrial Specific Plan 
(WISP) (Turlock City Council Resolution No. 2006-259) (November 14, 2006, Amended June 12, 2007, Second 
Amendment November 28, 2017); Westside Industrial Specific Plan MEIR (WISP MEIR) (Turlock City Council 
Resolution No. 2006-259) (November 14, 2006); Westside Industrial Specific Plan MEIR Addendum (WISP EIR 
Addendum) (Turlock City Council Resolution No. 2007-148) (July 12, 2007 and September 2017) 

Mitigation: 

1 .  AV-2.1 All lighting fixtures must be shielded to confine light spread within the site boundaries. 
2. AV-2.2 Building illumination and architectural lighting shall be indirect. Floodlights are 

prohibited. 
3. AV-2.3 Light standards for parking areas shall not exceed thirty (30') feet in height. 
4. AV-2.4 Security lighting fixtures shall not project above the fascia or roofline of the building and 

are to be shielded. The shields shall be painted to match the surface to which they are attached. 
5. AV-2.5 Provide minimal street lighting to meet safety standards and provide direction. 
6. AV-2.6 Lights shall be placed to direct and control glare. Obtrusive light, light trespass, and 

poorly directed up-lighting shall not be permitted. 
7. AV-2.7 Lighting sources shall be thoughtfully located and shall have cut-off lenses to avoid light 

spillage and glare on adjacent properties. 
8. AV-2.8 Provide directional shielding for street and parking lot lighting. 
9. AV-2.9 Automatic shutoff or motion sensors shall be used for lighting to be used intermittently 

or for safety purposes. 
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact 
Significant Significant Significant 
Impact Impact With Impact 

Mitigation 

2. Agriculture and Forestry 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 ( 1 9 9 7 )  prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use 
in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. I n  determining whether impacts to forest resources, including 
timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the 
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the states inventory of forest land, including the 
Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment Project; and forest carbon 
measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. Would 
the project: 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of 
Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps 
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 

X Monitoring Program of the California Resources agency, to 
non-agricultural use? 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use of a 
Williamson Act contract? X 

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 X 
Production (as defined by Government Code section 
5 1 1 0 4 ( g ) )  

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

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, 
due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of 

X 
Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest 
land to non-forest use? 

Response: 
a) The project is proposed to be developed on property designated as "Urban and Built-Up Land" on 

the 2016 Stanislaus County Important Farmland Map as compiled by the California Department of 
Conservation, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. Some properties in the project area 
remain in agricultural production. The WISP allows agricultural activity to continue on lands 
designated for urban use, until urban development is imminent. The project site is currently 
underdeveloped with a home, related accessory buildings, and residential landscaping; however, 
no agricultural uses are currently active on the property, therefore the project will not be 
converting prime farmland, unique farmland, or farmland of statewide importance. (WISP pg. 3-3, 
WISP EIR ps. 4-11  through 4-13) 

b) The property is not enrolled in Williamson Act contracts or adjacent to any properties that are 
enrolled in the Williamson Act. The site is zoned for urbanized uses and will not conflict with any 
agricultural zoning districts or land held in Williamson Act Contract. (General Plan pg. 7-10, General 
Plan EIR pg. 3.1-3, WISP EIR pg. 4-12) 
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