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Views of the project site from the Trinity Parkway and the adjacent bike path (as seen in Figure 
4.12.2), include foreground views of the levee banks. Behind the levee banks are expansive views of 
the flat and open agricultural fields and power transmission lines, with other flat agricultural fields 
filling the horizon in the background. 
 
 
Existing Policies and Regulations. 
The following General Plan policies relate to visual and aesthetic resources. 
 
City Concept and Design Goal 1: Enhance the sense of community identity in Stockton 
 
Policy 1: Promote aesthetically pleasing and environmentally sound urban development by providing 
for design flexibility through the use of development by providing for design flexibility through the 
use of development controls such as planned unit developments. 
 
 

4.12.2 Impact Significance Criteria 
 
The project would have a significant impact on the environment if it would:  
 
VIS-a  Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista as viewed from a public vantage 
  point; 
 
VIS-b  Substantially damage scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees, rock 

outcroppings, and historic buildings within a State scenic highway; 
 
VIS-c  Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site or its 

surroundings by failing to blend in with the visual character of the surrounding 
neighborhoods; or 

 
VIS-d  Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or 

nighttime views in the area.  
 
 

4.12.3 Impacts And Mitigation Measures 
 
Impacts Considered Less than Significant 
Impact VIS-1: Development of the project site would substantially damage scenic resources.  
 
There are no State scenic highways adjacent to the project site.1 There are no rock outcroppings or 
historic buildings on the project site nor are any of the trees on the project site visible from a scenic 
                                                      
1 California Scenic Highway Mapping System, 1999. San Joaquin County. Website: 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/ LandArch/scenic/cahisys.htm 
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highway. Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially damage scenic resources. The 
conditions outlined in Significance Criterion VIS-b would not occur.  
 
 
Impact VIS-2: Development of the project site would substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the site or its surroundings by failing to blend in with the visual character of 
the surrounding neighborhoods. 
 
The project site is located in an area that has historically been in agricultural production. The 
surrounding areas are gradually converting to urban uses (e.g. Spanos Park West and Westlake 
Villages). The proposed project would entail medium density residential developments similar to the 
adjacent residential development to the east and other the surrounding neighborhoods. Therefore, the 
conditions outlined in Significance Criterion VIS-c would not occur.  
 
 
Potentially Significant Impacts  
The proposed project would have the following potentially significant impacts: 
 
 
Impact VIS-3: Development of the project site will not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic 
vista as viewed from a public vantage point.  
 
The proposed project would involve the urban development on existing open agricultural land. The 
most prominent public views of the project site are from Otto drive in the Twins Creeks Estates 
residential neighborhood, from the Bear Creek and Mosher Sloughs and the Trinity Parkway. Views 
from Otto Drive will change from a road that stops at an exposed dirt levee bank into a new 
residential development and intersection with the Trinity Parkway extension. 
 
Views from the Mosher Slough and Bear Creek water ways have changed with construction of the 
levee improvement project. Additional changes are expected due to the proposed project with a trail 
system adjacent to the waterways. According to the City staff, The Preserve project is not within an 
area designated with Scenic Vista status. The incorporation of the following mitigation measure will 
ensure that views from the adjacent residential development are not adversely affected by the urban 
conditions created by the proposed project. 
 
Mitigation Measure VIS-1: The City shall require the project applicant to submit a landscape plan 
for Trinity Parkway which will provide a visual screen and green buffers between the project and the 
adjacent existing residential development. 
 
Implementation of the above listed mitigation measure would reduce impacts affecting scenic 
vistas to less than significant levels. Consequently, the conditions included in Significance 
Criterion VIS-a will be avoided. 
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Impact VIS-4: Development of the project site may create a new source of substantial light or glare 
which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. 
 
The proposed project would involve new sources of lighting which will affect day and nighttime 
views in the area. The majority of the project site is adjacent to agricultural lands and wetland areas, 
and therefore increased lighting will have minimal adverse impacts on these areas. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure VIS-1 will create a screen of trees to reduce light spillover from the project site. 
In addition, traffic entering and leaving the project area via Otto Drive may result in impacts from 
headlights due to the roadway rising over the existing dryland levee. However, landscaping required 
by mitigation measure VIS-1 will reduce headlight impacts as well as new light source impacts. 
 
Mitigation Measure VIS-2: The City shall require the project applicant to submit a lighting plan 
which includes specifications for lighting along the Trinity Parkway Extension to be focused 
downwards and away from nearby residences in the Twin Creeks Estates. The City shall ensure that 
the landscape plan includes landscaped medians on the Trinity Parkway Extension to reduce light 
spillover from the residential developments and new road. 
 
Implementation of the above listed mitigation measure would reduce impacts affecting lighting 
and glare to less than significant levels. Therefore, the conditions included in Significance 
Criterion VIS-d will be avoided. 
 
 

4.12.4 Level Of Significance After Mitigation 

The above mitigation measures will assist in reducing the cumulative project impacts on visual 
resources to less than significant levels. 
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4.13 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
A technical cultural resources study was prepared for this site by LSA Associates, Inc. entitled A 
Cultural and Paleontological Resource Study for the The Preserve Project, August 31, 2005. For 
confidentially purposes, the document is available for review (by permission) at the City of Stockton, 
Community Development Department. 
 
 

4.13.1 Environmental Setting 
 
Prehistory 
The Paleo-Archaic-Emergent cultural sequence developed by Frederickson (1974) is commonly used 
to interpret the prehistoric occupation of Central California. The sequence is broken into three broad 
periods: the Paleoindian Period (10,000-6000 B.C.); the three-staged Archaic Period, consisting of the 
Lower Archaic (6000-3000 B.C.), Middle Archaic (3000-1000 B.C.), and Upper Archaic (1000 B.C. - 
A.D. 500); and the Emergent Period (A.D. 500-1800). 
 
The Paleo Period began with the first entry of people into California. These people probably subsisted 
mainly on big game, minimally processed plant foods, and had no trade networks. The Archaic period 
is characterized by increased use of plant foods, elaboration of burial and grave goods, and 
increasingly complex trade networks (Bennyhoff and Frederickson 1994, Moratto 1984). The 
Emergent Period is marked by the introduction of the bow and arrow, the ascendance of wealth-
linked social status, and the elaboration and expansion of trade networks, signified in part by the 
appearance of clam disk bead money (Moratto 1984). 
 
The San Joaquin Valley was probably settled by native Californians between 12,000 to 6,000 years 
ago. The San Joaquin Valley has had many population movements and waves of cultural influence 
from neighboring regions; it was probably first occupied at the end of the Pleistocene, approximately 
11,500 to 7,500 years ago, as evidenced by core and flake tools (Moratto 1984:214-5). Hokan 
speakers may have been the early occupants of the San Joaquin Valley, eventually displaced by 
migrating Penutian speakers (ancestral Yokuts) coming from areas outside California. The Penutians 
most likely entered the San Joaquin Valley in several minor waves, slowly replacing the original 
Hokan speakers, causing them to migrate to the periphery of the valley (Elsasser 1978:41; Shipley 
1978:81). By about A.D. 300-500, the Penutian settlement of the San Joaquin Valley was complete. 
At the time of European contact, the study area was within the territory of the Northern Valley 
Yokuts. The population of the 18th century Valley Yokuts is estimated at approximately 40,000, 
making them the largest ethnic group in precontact California (Moratto 1984:173). 
 
 
Ethnography 
Ethnographically, the project area may have been the territory of the Plains Miwok or the Northern 
Valley Yokuts. According to Wallace (1978), the location belonged to the Plains Miwok; Levy 
(1978) depicts the location of the project area in Northern Valley Yokuts territory. Bennyhoff (1977) 
places the location of the project area on the boundary of the two groups. The ethnographic affiliation 
of this region is a subject of controversy (Wallace 1978:462). 
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Northern Valley Yokuts territory extended from a line midway between the Mokelumne River and 
the Calaveras River south to near where the San Joaquin River makes a big bend toward the east 
(Wallace 1978:462). The western limit has been identified as the eastern side of the Coast Range 
(Milliken 1994) while the eastern limit extended to the juncture of the San Joaquin Plain and the 
foothills of the Sierra Nevada (Wallace 1978:462,466). Yokuts settlements were typically placed on 
low mounds near the banks of large watercourses like the San Joaquin River. This elevated position 
helped keep the inhabitants, their houses and possessions above the spring flood waters. The abundant 
riverine environment allowed a sedentary lifestyle and influenced succeeding generations to remain at 
the same sites (Wallace 1978:466). 
 
Plains Miwok territory covered both banks of the Cosumnes and Mokelumne rivers, and included 
both banks of the Sacramento River from approximately Rio Vista in the south, reaching almost to 
Sacramento in the north (Levy 1978:398). The foothills of the Sierra formed the eastern boundary 
(Bennyhoff 1977:165). Linguistically, the Plains Miwok were part of the Eastern group of the two 
subdivisions of Miwokan speakers (Levy 1978:398, 399). Plains Miwok settlements were located 
along the banks of the Sacramento, Cosumnes, and San Joaquin rivers and their tributaries. Dwellings 
were circular thatched structure, with some underground structures belonging to wealthier individuals 
(Levy 1978:408-409). 
 
 
History 

Stockton History. Stockton found its start as a supplier of goods to the thousands of miners who 
flocked to the Sierra Nevada gold fields during the California Gold Rush of 1849. Captain Charles M. 
Weber recognized early that the city would become profitable as a supply center for gold miners and 
purchased the land that would become Stockton from William Gulnac in 1845. Originally known as 
Tuleberg, the town’s name was changed by Weber to Stockton in 1849 in honor of Commodore 
Robert F. Stockton (Hoover et al. 1990:350).  
 
With the opening of the southern mines, Stockton grew rapidly in importance and size, and soon 
became a flourishing trade center (Marschner 2000). Miners made their way to Stockton by boat up 
the San Joaquin River or over the Livermore Pass. Commerce soon grew and freighting and staging 
activities developed along with the cattle and agriculture industries. With the establishment of 
churches and schools, Stockton became a permanent settlement. In 1849, 1,000 people lived in 
Stockton. In 1850 Stockton was incorporated and also became the county seat (Hoover et al. 
1990:350). In 1851, Stockton, which consisted primarily of tents and frame buildings, was nearly 
destroyed by fire. Subsequent fires in 1856 and 1862 resulted in the need for more permanent 
structures, and stone and brick establishments were built in the commercial district, including a new 
city hall that was erected in 1852 (Costello and Marvin 1999:13-14). 
 
In the 1860s the city began making civic improvements that included road construction, street 
improvements, and sewer works in addition to more churches, schools, and three volunteer fire 
companies. By the mid 1860s residential neighborhoods were also being developed. In the 1880s and 
1890s Stockton became more industrialized. Grain mills and warehouses were constructed, along 
with manufacturing plants and lumber yards, near the Stockton Channels. More residential housing 
was developed for the growing population (Costello and Marvin 1999:14-15). 
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Beginning in 1850 Stockton served as a river landing, with the paddle-wheel steamers the Delta King 
and the Delta Queen navigating the San Joaquin River from 1850 to 1938. The first inland seaport in 
California opened in Stockton in 1933 and soon Stockton was known for its boat building industry. 
Local shipyards were active during World War II filling government contracts; by 1943 fifty firms 
were supplying the wartime effort. The late 1940s saw a growth of residential and commercial areas 
to the north of Stockton and by the 1970s the population had almost quadrupled (Hillman and 
Covello 1985:5-9). 
 
Today, with a population of 260,000, Stockton remains the focal point for the agribusiness of the San 
Joaquin Valley. The rich farmland of the San Joaquin/Sacramento River Delta supports varied 
agriculture, growing potatoes, corn, sunflowers, tomatoes, asparagus, and more recently, wine grapes. 
Stockton is a major transportation hub and a popular water recreation area that has over 1,000 miles 
of waterways for boating and water sports (City of Stockton 2003). 
  
 
Delta History. In 1850, Congress passed the Swamp and Overflow Land Act which gave all states 
any unsold federal land that was either swamp or subject to overflowing. Under the act, states were to 
ensure that the lands would be drained, reclaimed, and used for agricultural purposes (Anonymous 
1994:5). Delta ownership was passed from the federal government to the state, and by 1855, 
California had passed the Reclamation District Act providing for the sale of swamp and overflow 
lands. By 1871, almost all of the state’s swampland had been sold to private interests (Thompson and 
Dutra 1983).  
 
In the years following the Gold Rush, the economy of the Stockton area shifted from mining to 
agriculture. In the 1860s, the number of miners in the state dropped from 83,000 to 36,000 (US Army 
Corps of Engineers 1990:4). Many of the miners relocated to the Delta to become farmers (Cook 
n.d.:20). Large number of Chinese laborers became available in 1869 when the transcontinental 
railroad’s Chinese labor force found themselves without work (Delta Protection Commission 1994:5). 
They made their way to the Delta where, working with simple hand tools, they built the first levees 
around a number of islands (Maniery and Syda 1989:19).  
 
The earliest levee construction was not an organized or systematic effort. The Delta’s first levee may 
have been constructed in 1849 on Grant Island; other sources indicate that the first levee was built on 
Merritt Island in 1853 (Delta Protection Commission 1994:5). Initial reclamation attempts took the 
form of shoe string levees: low mounds of sediment atop natural levees along rivers that only served 
to hold back tidal waters (Thompson 1982:9). Levees around the Delta’s islands were built next; 
some were constructed of sediment and some were constructed of peat (Thompson 1982:12). Early 
levees were prone to failure, as evidenced by floods at the Webb Tract in 1872-3, Bacon Island in 
1873, and Bouldin Island in 1874 (Maniery and Syda 1989:19). Levee construction improved in the 
late 1800s, with the invention of the clamshell dredger, hydraulic dredger, and steam driven dredger. 
Mechanical dredgers constructed levees using sediment deeper than the shallow peat used by human 
labor, resulting in stronger levees (Maniery and Syda 1989:21). 
 
By 1880, levees had been constructed around almost all land in the Delta, and by 1930, all but a few 
areas were being farmed (Delta Protection Commission 1994:6; Frayer, Peters, and Pywell 1989:6). 
Since flooding in 1907, levee maintenance and improvement has been an ongoing process, with spoils 
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from channel dredging being used to raise and widen the levees (Dillon 1982:92). Almost all of the 
Delta’s flood control levees have been improved over the years (John Thompson 2005, pers. comm.). 
 
The Delta now contains over 500,000 acres of reclaimed land, interconnected by 1,000 miles of 
natural and man-made watercourses (Delta Protection Commission 1995:1). Agriculture dominates 
the Delta’s economy, with over 91 per cent of the Delta zoned for agriculture (California Department 
of Water Resources 1986:2). Water-based recreation in the form of fishing, boating, and water-skiing 
has come to occupy a large part of the Delta’s economy (Delta Protection Commission 1995:1).  
 
 
Paleontological Setting 
The project area lies in the southeastern portion of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. Within and 
adjacent to the project area, the fertile soils of this valley have an average depth of between 5 to 6 feet 
(McElhiney 1992). The sediments underlying the soil are Quaternary alluvium generally derived from 
the east by the erosion of the Sierra Nevada Range. This alluvium consists of Modesto Formation 
sediments underlain by Early Tertiary marine sediments. 
 
 
Modesto Formation 
The project area and much of the San Joaquin Valley lie on Late Pleistocene Modesto Formation 
sediments (Wagner et al. 1987). Sediments of this age and formation in the vicinity of the project area 
have produced significant vertebrate fossils from the Rancholabrean land mammal age (Marchand 
and Allwardt 1977). Common examples of Rancholabrean vertebrate fossils include ground sloth, 
dire wolf, saber-toothed cat, camel, bison, mammoth, horse, rodent, bird, reptile and amphibian 
fossils (Savage 1951; Stirton 1951; Bell et al. 2004). The Modesto Formation sediments directly 
underlie the soil layer within and adjacent to the project area and any fossils within them can be 
encountered just below the soil depth. 
 
 
Undifferentiated Early Tertiary Marine Deposits 
Modesto Formation sediments are underlain at great depth (hundreds of feet) by Tertiary (65-2 
million years old) sediments (Wagner et al. 1987). Little is known about these marine deposits near 
the project area as they are deeply buried. The likelihood of encountering these deposits is very low 
to non-existent. 
 
 
Background Research 

Cultural Resources 
A records search and literature review were done to (1) identify previously recorded cultural 
resources and previous cultural resources studies of or adjacent to the study area, (2) assess the 
likelihood of unrecorded cultural resources based on archaeological, ethnographic, and historical 
information, and the distribution of nearby cultural resources in relation to their environmental 
settings, and (3) obtain information for the cultural settings portion of the report. 
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Records Search. A records search (File No. 5592L) of the project area and a 3-mile radius was 
conducted on January 24, 2005, by the Central California Information Center (CCIC) of the 
California Historical Resources Information System, California State University, Stanislaus, Turlock. 
The CCIC, an affiliate of the State of California Office of Historic Preservation, is the official state 
repository of cultural resources records and reports for San Joaquin County (Appendix A).  
 
No cultural resources have been recorded within the project area. One cultural resource, P-39-004529, 
The Preserve Levee, was identified immediately adjacent to the project area. The levee was evaluated 
for eligibility for listing in the National and the California registers (Kaptain and Gerike 2005a, 
2005b) (C). The evaluation found the levee not eligible for listing in either register. 
 
One cultural resources study has been conducted of the project area (Napton 1987a). No cultural 
resources were identified by the study. At the time of the survey, the surface visibility was excellent 
and the Aentire surface was exposed for inspection” (Napton 1987a).  
 
Two cultural resources study have been conducted adjacent to the project area:  
 

a. Napton (1987b) conducted a 1,285-acre survey north of the The Preserve. Two cultural 
resources were identified during this survey; CA-SJO-151, a prehistoric site consisting of 
chert and obsidian fragments and a charmstone, and CA-SJO-0198H, a historic site consisting 
of a surface scatter of brick, glass, nails, and ceramics. 

 
b. LSA conducted a 9-acre cultural resources study adjacent to the eastern boundary of The 

Preserve (Kaptain 2002). No cultural resources were identified in that project area. 
 
LSA reviewed the following cultural resource inventories: 
 
• California Inventory of Historic Resources (California Department of Parks and Recreation 

1976); 

• Five Views: An Ethnic Historic Sites Survey for California (California Office of Historic 
Preservation 1988); 

• California Historical Landmarks (California Office of Historic Preservation 1996); 

• California Points of Historical Interest (California Office of Historic Preservation 1992); and 

• Caltrans Historic Bridge Inventory (October 1, 2001); and 

• Directory of Properties in the Historic Property Data File (California Office of Historic 
Preservation December 3, 2004) which includes the listings of the National Register of Historic 
Places, the California Register of Historical Resources, California Historical Landmarks, and 
California Points of Historical Interest; and 

• Historic Engineering Landmarks of Sacramento and Northeastern California (American Society 
of Civil Engineers, Sacramento 1976). 

 
The Delta levee system is listed in Historic Civil Engineering Landmarks of Sacramento and 
Northeastern California (American Society of Civil Engineers 1976:26). 
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No other cultural resources listed in these publications are within or adjacent to the project area. 
 
 
Literature Review. LSA reviewed publications and maps for archaeological, historical, 
ethnographic, and environmental information about the project area and its vicinity. See References 
Consulted for the publications and maps reviewed.  
 
No cultural resources listed in these publications and maps are within or adjacent to The Preserve. 
 
 
Paleontological Resources 
A fossil locality search and literature review were done to (1) identify previous surveys of known 
paleontological sites in and near the project area, and (2) identify the formations and types of fossils 
that may contain significant fossil resources within the project area. 
 
 
Fossil Locality Search. An online fossil locality search was conducted by LSA paleontologist 
Benjamin Matzen using resources provided by the Berkeley Natural History Museums on March 28, 
2005 using the Berkeley Natural History Museum (BNHM) online database, specifically data from 
the University of California Museum of Paleontology (UCMP), Berkeley. The purpose of this search 
was to (1) identify previous studies and known paleontological sites within and near the project area; 
and (2) identify the formations and types of fossils that might be expected within and adjacent to the 
project area based on the existing geological and paleontological data. 
 
There are no fossil localities within or directly adjacent to the project area; two vertebrate fossil 
localities lie within five miles of the project area. These vertebrate fossils are from the Late 
Pleistocene sediments of the Rancholabrean land mammal age (between approximately 10 to 30,000 
years old), from the same formation as the sediments that underlie the project area. The fossils from 
these localities are horse (Equus sp.) and mammoth (Mammuthus sp.), though these fossils represent 
only two examples of the various vertebrate fossil taxa commonly found in these sediments (Savage 
1951; Stirton 1951; Bell et al. 2004). Rancholabrean fossils are very common within Modesto 
Formation sediments throughout the San Joaquin Valley (Berkeley Natural History Museum 2005). 
 
 
Literature Review. LSA reviewed paleontological and geological literature relevant to the project 
area and its vicinity. This literature was reviewed to (1) identify locations where paleontological 
resources are known to occur; and (2) identify the geological formations and paleontological 
resources that may occur in the project area.  
 
 
Consultation 
On January 11, 2005, LSA sent a letter with maps depicting the project area to the Native American 
Heritage Commission (NAHC) in Sacramento requesting a review of their sacred lands file for any 
Native American cultural resources that might be affected by the proposed project. Debbie Pilas-
Treadway, NAHC Environmental Specialist III, responded in a faxed letter dated March 1, 2005, that 
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a review of the sacred lands file did not indicate the presence of Native American cultural resources 
Ain the immediate project area” (Appendix B). 
 
On January 11, 2005, LSA sent a letter with maps depicting the project area to the San Joaquin County 
Historical Society, requesting information or concerns regarding the proposed project area (Appendix B). 
On February 13, 2005, a follow-up phone call was made and a message was left on the Society’s 
answering machine requesting the society to call LSA. No response has been received to date. 
 
On March 1, 2005, LSA sent a letter and maps depicting the project area to the Haggin Museum, asking if 
the museum had concerns regarding the proposed project area (Appendix B). On March 22, 2005, Todd 
Ruhstaller, museum director, stated that the museum had no concerns about the project area. 
 
 
Field Survey 
The entire project area was previously surveyed by Napton in 1987 when the Aentire surface [of the 
project area] was exposed for inspection” (Napton 1987a). On February 4, 2005, LSA archaeologist 
John Kelley conducted a cursory field review of the 360-acre project area. The LSA survey reviewed 
the current project area to confirm Napton’s findings. 
 
The project area is on fallow, nearly level, agricultural land that has been affected by agricultural 
activities. Ground visibility during Mr. Kelley’s survey was less than 5 percent due to heavy 
vegetation in the project area. Small areas of bare ground were regularly exposed by trowel and 
rodent burrow backdirt was examined for possible archaeological deposits. The field survey was 
documented with maps, field notes, and photographs. 
 
A paleontological field survey was not conducted. 
 
 

Study Results 

Cultural Resources 
This study identified no cultural resources within the project area. One cultural resource, The 
Preserve Levee, was identified immediately adjacent to the project area. The Preserve levee surrounds 
the project area. Historic Engineering Landmarks of Sacramento and Northeastern California lists 
the Delta levee system as a significant civil engineering landmark (American Society of Civil 
Engineers 1976:26). 
 
 
Paleontological Resources 

Two vertebrate fossil localities recorded from Modesto Formation sediments are within five miles of 
the project area. Late Pleistocene Modesto Formation deposits within and directly adjacent to the 
project area may contain significant fossil resources.  
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4.13.2 Impact Significance Criteria 

Potential significant impacts associated with cultural and paleontological resources have been 
evaluated using the following criteria: 
 
CR-a  The proposed project would result in damage to important cultural resources; 
 
CR-b  The proposed project would result in damage to potentially important cultural resources (i.e., 

unevaluated milling feature sites); 
 
CR-c  The proposed project would result in damage to previously undiscovered cultural resources; 

and 
 
CR-d The proposed project would result in direct or indirect destruction of a unique paleontological 

resource or site or unique geological feature. 
 
Under CEQA only those cultural resources deemed important (e.g., California Register of Historic 
Places [California Register] or National Register of Historic Places [National Register]-eligible) can 
be significantly affected (i.e., impacted) with project implementation. 
 
A cultural resource is evaluated under four California Register criteria to determine its historical 
significance. A resource must be significant at the local, state, or national level in accordance with 
one or more of the following criteria: 
 
A. Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 

California's history and cultural heritage; 
 
B. Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 
 
C. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, 

or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic value; or, 
 

D. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 
 
Additionally, the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology has identified vertebrate fossils, their taxonomic 
and associated environmental indicators, and fossiliferous deposits as significant nonrenewable 
paleontological resources. Botanical and invertebrate fossils and assemblages may also be considered 
as significant. 
 
 

4.13.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Potentially Significant Effects 
Impact CR-1: Project site development could potentially affect known and unknown resources with 
cultural significance. 
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Although no cultural resources were found onsite or within the extension corridor of Trinity Parkway/ 
Hammer Lane in the Shima Tract, Paleontological resources are within five miles of the project area. 
Consultation with the Native American Heritage Commission representatives and the San Joaquin 
County Historical Society did not indicate the presence of archeologically sensitive resources. If any 
cultural resources are found with the commencement of construction activities, the following 
mitigation measures will ensure that no significant impacts will occur. 
 
Mitigation Measure CR-1a: Project personnel shall not collect or move any archaeological material. 
Fill soils that may be used for construction purposes shall not contain archaeological materials.  
 
Mitigation Measure CR-1b: If deposits of prehistoric or historical archaeological materials are 
encountered during project activities, all work within 25 feet of the discovery should be redirected 
and a qualified archaeologist contacted to evaluate the finds and make recommendations. It is 
recommended that adverse effects to such deposits be avoided by project activities. If such deposits 
cannot be avoided, they should be evaluated for their eligibility for listing in the California Register 
of Historical Resources. If the deposits are not eligible, avoidance is not necessary. If the deposits are 
eligible, they will need to be avoided by adverse effects or such effects must be mitigated. Upon 
completion of the archaeological assessment, a report should be prepared documenting methods and 
results, and recommendations. The report should be submitted to the project proponent, appropriate 
City of Stockton agencies, and the Central California Information Center. 
 
Prehistoric materials can include flaked-stone tools (e.g. projectile points, knives, choppers) or 
obsidian, chert, basalt, or quartzite toolmaking debris; culturally darkened soil (i.e., midden soil often 
containing heat-affected rock, ash and charcoal, shellfish remains, faunal bones, and cultural 
materials); and bone tools and stone milling equipment (e.g., mortars, pestles, handstones). 
Prehistoric sites often contain human remains. Historical materials can include wood, stone, concrete, 
or adobe footings, walls and other structural remains; debris-filled wells or privies; and deposits of 
wood, glass, ceramics, metal, and other refuse. 
 
Mitigation Measure CR-1c: If human remains are encountered, work within 25 feet of the discovery 
should be redirected and the County Coroner notified immediately. At the same time, an 
archaeologist should be contacted to assess the situation. If the human remains are of Native 
American origin, the Coroner must notify the Native American Heritage Commission within 24 hours 
of this identification. The Native American Heritage Commission will identify a Most Likely 
Descendant (MLD) to inspect the site and provide recommendations for the proper treatment of the 
remains and associated grave goods.  
 
Upon completion of the assessment, the archaeologist should prepare a report documenting the 
methods and results, and provide recommendations for the treatment of the human remains and any 
associated cultural materials, as appropriate and in coordination with the recommendations of the 
MLD. The report should be submitted to the project proponent, appropriate City of Stockton 
agencies, and the Central California Information Center. 
 
Mitigation Measure CR-1d: If paleontological resources are encountered within five feet of the 
ground surface, however, they should be handled according to the accidental discovery section below. 
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There is a possibility of encountering significant paleontological resources in the Modesto Formation 
sediments of the project area that directly underlie the soils. Paleontological monitoring is 
recommended if the proposed project plans involve ground disturbance at a depth greater than five 
feet. Prior to ground disturbing activities, a qualified paleontologist should develop a monitoring plan 
that takes into account the specific details of construction plans as well as information from any 
available paleontological, geological, and geotechnical studies, as well as limited subsurface 
investigations. 
 
Implementation of the above listed mitigation measures would reduce impacts affecting cultural 
resources to less than significant levels. Consequently, the conditions include in Significance 
Criterion CR-a through CR-d will be avoided. 
 
 

4.13.4 Level Of Significance After Mitigation 

Implementation of mitigation measures will mitigate impacts to unknown cultural or paleontological 
resources. 
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4.14 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS/WASTES 
4.14.1 Environmental Setting 

A government records search, prepared by Environmental Data Resources, Inc., indicates that no 
spills, accidents, or releases of hazardous materials or wastes have been reported for the project site. 
The records search also indicates that the operator of the project site is not registered as a generator of 
hazardous wastes. This records search is provided in Appendix I. 
 
 

4.14.2 Impact Significance Criteria 

Potential significant impacts associated with hazardous materials/wastes have been evaluated using 
the following criteria: 
 
HAZ-a  Development of the project would create a substantial hazard to the public or environment 

due to the release of hazardous materials or wastes. 
 

4.14.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures  

Potentially Significant Effects 
Impact HAZ-1: Due to the existing conditions of the site, the environment and construction 
workers could be exposed to hazardous wastes and materials.  
 
The government records search did not identify any major spills or accidents on the site or project 
vicinity. Nor were any hazardous materials or wastes discovered as a result of the visual site survey. 
 
It is not expected that the proposed land uses (residential and recreation) will introduce hazardous 
materials to the environment or the general public. Hazardous substances may be used in conjunction 
with construction activities. To prevent the accidental release of these substances, mitigation is 
provided below to offset potential impacts. 
 
Mitigation Measures HAZ-1: A Spill Prevention and Containment Plan (SPCP) will be prepared 
prior to the commencement of any construction activities. The SPCP will identify any and all 
hazardous materials that will be used or stored on site, and will also identify any hazardous wastes 
that might be generated by the proposed project. The SPCP will detail proper measures to handle 
and/or transport hazardous materials. The plan will also present procedures to contain or initiate 
cleanup of any spills. The phone number of the appropriate government agency will be contained on 
the plan in the event of any release of hazardous substances. 
 
Implementation of the above listed mitigation measure would reduce impacts affecting 
hazardous materials/wastes to less than significant levels. Consequently, the conditions included 
in Significance Criterion HAZ-a will be avoided. 
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4.14.4 Level Of Significance After Mitigation 

Implementation of the mitigation measures will reduce potential impacts to a less than significant 
level. 
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CHAPTER 5.0 GROWTH INDUCEMENT 

The 1990 Stockton Land Use Element provides for orderly City growth by directing new residential 
and commercial growth to vacant land along the northern and southwestern edges of its urban service 
area. The General Plan designates 22,809 acres for residential uses, 2,794 acres for commercial and 
office uses, 8,332 for industrial uses, and 7,499 acres for public and quasi-public land uses. 
 
Although the project will require the approval of a General Plan Amendment and re-zone to M-X use, 
it was included within the City of Stockton’s 1990 General Plan as future growth areas and was 
annexed into the City to accommodate this growth for the period between 1990 and 2000. The 
General Plan has considered this project site and service and infrastructure necessary to accommodate 
The Preserve will be easily extended from surrounding development within the City. 
 
The City established limits on the physical growth area by designating the Urban Service Area at the 
City boundaries in the 1990 General Plan, the current update to the General Plan will revise these 
boundaries. However, The Preserve project site is currently included within the city limits, and 
therefore, is also included within the Urban Service Area. As a result, the project site is considered a 
growth area for the City of Stockton. 
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CHAPTER 6.0 ALTERNATIVES 

CEQA requires an EIR include a discussion of reasonable project alternatives “capable of eliminating 
any significant adverse environmental effects or reducing them to a level of insignificance, even if 
these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be 
more costly” (CEQA Section 15126 (d)(3)). 
 
Additionally, the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126 (d), state, "If the environmentally superior 
alternative is the >no project' alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior 
alternative among the other alternatives." 
 
Section 6.3 discusses impacts of each of the project alternatives. For each alternative, the alternative 
is described, a discussion of environmental impacts associated with the alternative is provided, and 
the responsiveness of each alternative to the project objectives is analyzed. Table 6.1.A provides a 
comparative summary of impacts associated with each alternative. 
 
 
6.1 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 
The overall goal for The Preserve is to construct a multi-product residential development designed to 
offer a wide range of product types to attract individuals and families from a broad economic 
spectrum, while providing public recreational facilities, parks, and open space areas designed to meet 
the needs of future Stockton. 
 
The project applicant's objectives for the proposed project include: 
 
• Develop a balanced and complete community in terms of land use distribution and densities, 

housing types and economic development opportunities. 

• Promote the development of a sufficient quantity and variety of decent, safe and sanitary housing 
units to meet the needs of all potential residents. 

• Establish a balanced transportation and circulation system that provides for the efficient 
movement of people and goods while minimizing the impacts of adjacent land uses. 

• Provide high quality educational, cultural and recreational opportunities for all residents. 
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Table 6.1.A: Alternatives Matrix        

Issue Area 

Alternative 
1 - No 

Project 

Alternative 
2 - Low 
Density 

Alternative 3 - 
Neighborhood 
Commercial 

Geology and Soils less same same 

Air Resources less less more 

Water Resources less similar similar 

Biological Resources less same same 

Noise less similar same 

Land Use less similar similar 

Traffic and Circulation less less more 

Population, Housing, and Socioeconomics less more less 

Public Services less less more 

Water Supply Assessment less less more 

Utilities and Service Systems less similar more 

Aesthetics/Light and Glare less similar similar 

Cultural Resources less same same 

Hazardous Materials/Wastes similar same same 

Reduces Significant Effects of the Project yes yes no 

Meet Project Objectives:    

The primary goal is to create a community that provides a 
diversity of options, and to facilitate the design and 
development of a community at a human scale with 
neighborhoods diverse in use and population; to introduce 
ample common ground into the development such as 
parks, trails, soccer fields and open space. 

No Yes Yes 

The residential goal is to provide a unique community 
with a diversity of housing options, create a safe, secure 
environment with walkable neighborhoods that meets the 
lifestyle goals of families with children and elderly alike; 
to design streets and a circulation system resulting in 
neighborhoods that balance the pedestrian and automobile, 
to promote and enhance the pedestrian. 

No Yes Yes 

The open space goals include promoting open spaces 
within neighborhoods to provide a convenient and safe 
destination for children to play and families to congregate; 

No Yes  No 
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Issue Area 

Alternative 
1 - No 

Project 

Alternative 
2 - Low 
Density 

Alternative 3 - 
Neighborhood 
Commercial 

to develop public walking trails on adjacent levees, 
providing accessibility, recreation opportunities, and a 
visual amenity enjoyed by the entire community. 

Promote a higher density of residential uses that enhances 
a diverse and more affordable housing stock and reduces 
the pressure to demand the conversion of additional 
agricultural land for residential uses, thereby meeting 
public and City of Stockton General Plan Policies. 

No No Yes 

Notes: More: Impacts with this alternative are more than the proposed project; Similar: Impacts are similar to the proposed 
project 
Same: Impacts are the same as for the proposed project; Less: Impacts are less than the proposed project 
 
 
 
6.2 PROPOSED PROJECT SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE 

IMPACTS 
Based on the discussion contained in this EIR, there are three significant and unavoidable impacts 
that will occur from the proposed Preserve project. These include the following:  
 
• Exceed thresholds for pollutants established by the SJVAPCD (air quality).  

• Cumulative traffic related impacts exceed City level of service policies. 

 
 
6.3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 
The following alternatives to the proposed project are considered in this DEIR: 
 
• Alternative 1 - No Project Alternative 

• Alternative 2 - Low Density Residential 

• Alternative 3 - Neighborhood Commercial Alternative 

 
Alternative 1: No Project Alternative 

The CEQA-required No Project Alternative would retain the site in its current condition, and would 
allow on-going agricultural productivity. With this alternative, no further site improvement activity 
would occur. No development would occur on-site and current General Plan land use and zoning 
designations would remain in place.  
 

Geology and Soils 
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Implementation of the No Project Alternative would not affect the geophysical conditions associated 
with the site. Similarly, the geophysical conditions of the site would not adversely affect the site’s 
agricultural uses (i.e., seismic and other geophysical concerns would not be hazardous to site uses). 
 
Generally, the soils on the project site are capable of accommodating the proposed project. 
Engineering techniques will be required, however, to mitigate impacts from expansive soils and soil 
erosion. Therefore, the No Project Alternative does present advantages regarding geology and soils 
and is an environmentally superior to the Proposed Project. 
 
Comparable Impacts: Less than the Proposed Project 
Reduces Significant Impact: No 
 
 
Air Resources 
The No Project Alternative would not require any site improvements or construction, nor create any 
new uses that generate stationary and mobile source emissions. Therefore, the No Project Alternative 
would not further contribute to air quality exceedances or adversely affect the County's attainment 
status. It should be noted the existing exposed earth conditions (e.g., agricultural lands) could have an 
effect on air quality from dust emissions due to long-term soil exposure to wind erosion.  
 
Total emissions of the proposed project would be higher than thresholds established by the SJVAPCD 
for ROG and impacts are significant and adverse. Similarly, on a cumulative basis, the project 
generates fugitive dust and emissions during construction. 
 
Since the No Project Alternative does not have long-term impacts on air quality, this alternative is 
considered environmentally superior when compared with the Proposed Project. 
 
Comparable Impacts: Less than the Proposed Project 
Reduces Significant Impacts: Yes 
 
 
Water Resources 
The No Project Alternative would not change the surface or subsurface water resources associated 
with the site or the region. When the land is not dry farmed, groundwater resources are utilized for 
crop irrigation and have had a long-term effect on the water table. Surface water conditions, including 
runoff and water quality conditions, would not change for the No Project Alternative.  
 
Project development will change surface water resources. Increases in runoff are expected because of 
changes to the hydrology and watershed. The No Project alternative would retain existing conditions 
for surface and groundwater resources. Although all project related impact will be mitigated to a less 
than significant level, the proposed project will create changes to the existing water conditions. 
Therefore, the No Project Alternative presents conditions considered advantageous when compared 
with the proposed project (as mitigated) and is considered environmentally superior. 

 
Comparable Impacts: Less as the Proposed Project 
Reduces Significant Impacts: No 
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Biological Resources 
Implementation of the No Project Alternative would retain the primarily undeveloped, agricultural 
conditions with limited biological habitat value. Although existing conditions on the project site 
provide limited habitat value, a number of special status species have the potential to or are known to 
occur on the project site. The proposed project would eliminate habitat for these species. Payment of 
fees for the loss of habitat and compliance with applicable laws and permitting requirements would 
reduce these impacts to less than significant levels.  
 
Although impacts to biological resources will be less than significant with the proposed project, the 
No Project Alternative will not eliminate potential habitat. For this reason, the No Project Alternative 
is considered more advantageous regarding the impacts on biological resources and therefore is 
considered environmentally superior. 
 
Comparable Impacts: Less than the Proposed Project 
Reduces Significant Impacts: No 
 
 
Noise 
Noise conditions on the project site would remain at current levels for the No Project Alternative. 
Therefore, except for occasional mechanical farm equipment, the site conditions would not contribute 
towards any local noise level increases. 
 
Implementation of the proposed project will introduce stationary and mobile noise sources with 
incremental increases in noise levels. However, none of the increases will exceed City noise standards 
for existing off-site sensitive receptors with implementation of mitigation measures, and are not 
considered significant. Within the project, noise effects can also be mitigated. 
 
All noise-related impacts are mitigable for the Proposed project, however, the ambient noise 
environment will increase through project implementation. Therefore, the No Project Alternative 
presents advantages when compared with the proposed project and, therefore, is considered 
environmentally superior. 
 
Comparable Impacts: Less than the Proposed Project  
Reduces Significant Impacts: No 
 
 
Land Use 
With the No Project Alternative, the land use status on the project site would not change. The existing 
City General Plan land use and zoning designations would remain in place (Low to Medium Density 
Residential and Commercial). Current agricultural land uses on-site would remain unchanged with a 
“no development” scenario.  
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Implementation of the proposed project and MDP would eliminate the site’s agricultural potential. 
With the No Project Alternative, agricultural production would not be precluded, although is not a 
significant impact for the project. 
 
Consequently, the No Project Alternative, when compared with the proposed project, is not 
considered environmentally superior with respect to land use conditions and changes. 
 
Comparable Impacts: Less than the Proposed Project 
Reduces Significant Impacts: No  
 
 
Traffic and Circulation 
No off-site traffic impacts would occur from this No Project Alternative, although the deficiencies 
identified in the Existing Plus Approved Projects and Cumulative Without Project scenarios would 
still occur. 
 
With the proposed project, the project uses would generate traffic that would affect peak hour traffic 
conditions and intersection congestion, along surrounding roadways and intersections. Although 
some locations will result in significant and adverse impacts on traffic, traffic impacts at most 
locations are mitigable with the roadway expansions planned in the City’s capital improvement plan 
and long range General Plan. 
 
The proposed project will adversely affect levels of service and congestion (after mitigation). The No 
Project Alternative will have no effect on levels of service and is considered advantageous when 
compared with the proposed project, therefore, this alternative is environmentally superior. 
 
Comparable Impacts: Less than the Proposed Project 
Reduces Significant Impacts: Yes 
 
 
Population, Housing, and Socioeconomics 
The No Project Alternative would not generate additional population, provide additional housing or 
employment opportunities, or otherwise affect socioeconomic conditions. Since there would be no 
site development, there would be no housing or population generation. The long-term forecasts for 
City population, housing, and employment projections would remain unaffected by the project site.  

 
Site development will generate population growth, as forecast in regional planning projections 
consistent with the City’s General Plan. Site development will also provide housing opportunities for 
City residents and could assist in providing affordable housing in the higher density housing product. 
The No Project Alternative does not provide these opportunities (housing or population). The No 
Project Alternative is not considered advantageous when compared with the proposed project and, 
therefore, is not environmentally superior. 
 
Comparable Impacts: Less than the Proposed Project 
Reduces Significant Impacts: No 
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Public Services 
The No Project Alternative will not require an increase in public services to serve the project site. 
Current service levels would remain unaffected, and the demand for services will not increase 
 
The proposed project will require an increase in public services because of the increase in population. 
The proposed project does provide adequate neighborhood and community parklands, will pay 
mitigation fees for regional park impacts, based on City standards. Because the proposed project does 
not result in any unmitigable public service impacts, the No Project alternative is considered 
advantageous when compared with the proposed project and is environmentally superior. 
 
Comparable Impacts: Less than the Proposed Project 
Reduces Significant Impacts: No 
 
 
Water Supply Assessment 
The No Project alternative will not consume additional water supplies. The proposed project will 
create additional demands on water supplies. A majority of the utility requirements of the proposed 
project can be provided within the forecasted infrastructure. In addition, the project does not require 
lengthy extension of infrastructure or service lines to serve the site. These systems will be extended 
from Trinity Parkway and are available to serve the site. The No Project alterative will not require 
additional water supplies, and will not require the consumption of uncertain water supply sources. 
Therefore, the No Project alterative is considered advantageous and is environmentally superior. 
 
Comparable Impacts: Less than the Proposed Project 
Reduces Significant Impacts: No 
 
 
Utilities and Service Systems 
The No Project Alternative will not require the extension of utilities or service systems to serve the 
site. Similarly, the No Project Alternative will not require treatment of wastewater. The No Project 
Alternative will not affect other public utilities, including telephone, electricity, and cable television 
services. 
 
The proposed project will generate sewage for treatment at the wastewater treatment plant. A majority 
of the utility requirements of the proposed project can be provided within the forecasted 
infrastructure. In addition, the proposed project does not require lengthy extension of infrastructure or 
service lines to serve the site. These systems will be extended from Trinity Parkway and are available 
to serve the site. Similarly, other public utilities can be provided for the proposed project without 
adversely impacting those services. Significant impacts to utilities are not expected. However, the No 
Project Alternative will not require the extension of any utilities or generate additional utility needs, 
therefore, the No Project Alternative is environmentally superior. 
 
Comparable Impacts: Less than the Proposed Project 
Reduces Significant Impacts: Yes 
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Aesthetics/Light and Glare 
Aesthetics, light and glare conditions will remain unchanged with the No Project Alternative. The 
current agricultural uses on the site would be retained. The site will continue to be absent of light and 
glare. 
 
With the proposed project, the aesthetic character will be substantially changed to reflect conditions 
associated with an intense residential subdivision. The project is designed to reflect a modern planned 
community subdivision, and therefore, impacts are not considered to be significant. 
 
Night-time light will increase as the site is developed with new residential uses. However, the lighting 
associated with the residences will be mitigated and reduced through the Master Development Plan 
concepts. 
 
Although impacts to visual resources created by the proposed project will be mitigated by retaining 
the agricultural/open space character, the No Project Alternative presents significant advantages over 
the proposed project and is considered environmentally superior. 
 
Comparable Impacts: Less than the Proposed Project 
Reduces Significant Impacts: No 
 
 
Cultural Resources 
The No Project Alternative will not have an effect on known or unknown historic and prehistoric 
resources.  
 
Comparable Impacts: Less than the Proposed Project 
Reduces Significant Impacts: No 
 
 
Hazardous Materials/Wastes 
Under the No Project Alternative, existing agricultural chemicals used on-site would not be removed.  
Development of the proposed project will improve site conditions with respect to the sustained use of 
agricultural chemicals. Nonetheless, household chemicals will be used for landscaping, although 
should represent an improvement over the agricultural chemical usage. Therefore, the No Project 
Alternative is not considered advantageous and is not environmentally superior. 
 
Comparable Impacts: Similar to the Proposed Project 
Reduces Significant Impacts: No 
 
 
 

Conclusion 
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The proposed project has significant impacts with respect to air quality, and traffic. These impacts are 
avoided with the No Project Alternative because of the absence of development. With the proposed 
project, impacts for most other environmental issue areas are either less than significant or can be 
adequately mitigated. For these areas, the No Project Alternative often presents reduced levels of 
impact. Development of the proposed project will improve conditions relating to use of agricultural 
chemicals. The No Project Alternative is considered an environmentally superior alternative. 
 
 
Alternative 2: Low Density Residential 

The Low Density Residential Alternative would consist of 300 single family dwelling units, or 1,354 
fewer homes than the proposed project. The alternative would develop one-acre parcels comprising 
all low density residential estates. All other project uses would remain the same.  
 
 
Geology and Soils  
Implementation of the Low Density Alternative would create the same geophysical issues as the 
proposed project. Like the proposed project, structures proposed for the Low Density Alternative 
would have to meet building standards for the region. Engineering techniques required for the 
proposed project to offset impacts of expansive soils and high water table elevations would also be 
necessary for the Low Density Alternative.  
 
With appropriate measures, geophysical conditions present on-site are capable of accommodating the 
proposed project and the Low Density Alternative. Since there are no geophysical conditions that 
cannot be mitigated, the Low Density Alternative does not present any advantages regarding 
geophysical resources, therefore, is not considered environmentally superior to the proposed project. 
 
Comparable Impacts: Same as the Proposed Project 
Reduces Significant Impacts: No 
 
 
Air Resources 
As noted under Traffic and Circulation (below) construction of the project at lower densities would 
result in 9,620 fewer daily trips, 707 fewer AM and 932 fewer PM peak hour trips, as shown in Table 
6.3.A. The reduced number of vehicle trips will likely generate lower levels of pollutants when 
compared to the proposed project, yet is expected to add to the exceedance of SJVAPCD standards 
for ROG. The Low Density Alternative would result in similar levels of pollutants generated on-site 
during construction because of complete site development.  
 
Under the Low Density Alternative, the decreased number of vehicles and vehicle trips will reduce 
the pollutants emitted by operation of the proposed project. As such, the Low Density Alternative is 
considered advantageous to the proposed project and environmentally superior, since pollutant levels 
will likely be reduced. However, significant impacts will remain likely with this alternative. 
 
Comparable Impacts: Less than the Proposed Project 
Reduces Significant Impacts: No 
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Water Resources 
Implementation of the Low Density Alternative would have similar effects and would require similar 
measures in preparing and maintaining the project site for stormwater collection, conveyance, and 
discharge. The mitigation measures are similar under the proposed project. Therefore, the Low 
Density Alternative is not considered advantageous to the proposed project and is not 
environmentally superior.      
 
Comparable Impacts: Similar to the Proposed Project 
Reduces Significant Impacts: No 
 
 
Biological Resources 
Implementation of the Low Density Alternative would require the same measures in preparing and 
maintaining the project site relative to habitat losses. Under the Low Density Alternative, the site 
would be graded, drainage canals would be filled, stormwater would be discharged to Mosher Slough 
or Bear Creek and habitat for special status species would be lost. These effects are the same under 
the proposed project. Therefore, the Minimum Density alternative is not considered advantageous to 
the proposed project and is not environmentally superior. 
 
Comparable Impacts: Same as the Proposed Project 
Reduces Significant Impacts: No 
 
 
Noise 
Implementation of the Low Density Alternative would generate traffic noise from residential uses. 
Although the number of vehicles and trips on project roadways would be decreased under this 
alternative, mitigation would still be necessary to offset noise impacts for homes along Trinity 
Parkway primarily from cumulative traffic conditions. It is expected the same mitigation measures 
would be required for the Low Density Alternative. Therefore, the Low Density Alternative is not 
considered advantageous to the proposed project and is not environmentally superior. 
 
Comparable Impacts: Similar to the Proposed Project 
Reduces Significant Impacts: No 
 
 
Land Use 
Implementation of the Low Density Alternative would require similar approvals to develop the site. A 
General Plan amendment and rezoning would be necessary to change the site from low to medium 
density residential and commercial to mixed use as with the proposed project. Agricultural land 
would be lost and high-density housing would not be provided. These impacts are similar under the 
proposed project. Therefore, the Low Density Alternative is not considered advantageous to the 
proposed project and is not environmentally superior.  
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Comparable Impacts: Similar to the Proposed Project 
Reduces Significant Impacts: No 
 
 
Traffic and Circulation 
Construction of the project at lower densities would result in 9,620 fewer daily trips, 707 fewer AM 
and 932 fewer PM peak hour trips, as shown in Table 6.3.A. 
 
In the Existing Plus Approved Projects Plus Minimum Density scenario, the deficient intersections 
would likely improve and would meet the City’s level of service policies. All project impacts 
identified in the Cumulative scenario would remain significant, and no additional impacts would 
occur with development of the Low Density Alternative. The mitigation measures developed to 
address the significant off-site traffic impacts of the proposed project would also be required for the 
Low Density Alternative, under the cumulative scenario. However, because the level of service 
impacts are reduced to acceptable levels in the Existing Plus Approved Projects Plus Minimum 
Density scenario, this alternative is environmentally superior and reduces a significant impact. 
 
Comparable Impacts: Less than the Proposed Project 
Reduces Significant Impacts: Yes  
 
 
Table 6.3.A: Low Density Alternative Trip Generation Summary 
 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Number of 
Units 

Component Daily 

Inbound Outbound Total Inbound Outbound Total 

300 Single-family 
Homes 

2860 55 164 219 181 107 288 

557 Student Elementary 
School 

720 129 105 234 23 28 51 

Total  3580 183 270 453 204 135 339 

Proposed Project 13200 308 852 1160 804 467 1271 

Reduction in Trips -9620 -124 -583 -707 -599 -333 -932 

Source: Fehr & Peers 2006 
 
 
Population, Housing, and Socioeconomics 
The Low Density Alternative would reduce the population of the project to 942 individuals. This 
represents 4,252 fewer individuals than the proposed project. The Low Density Alternative would not 
provide any affordable, high density housing which is in conflict with City policies. For this reason, 
the Low Density Alternative is not environmentally superior. 
 
Comparable Impacts: More than the Proposed Project 
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Reduces Significant Impacts: No 
 
 
Public Services 
The Low Density Alternative will add 933 individuals to the City’s population base. Demand for fire, 
police, parklands, and library services would be reduced accordingly when compared with the 
proposed project. Based on City standards, the Low Density Alternative would require 2 acres of 
community parks and 1 acre of neighborhood parks. The Low Density Alternative would be expected 
to meet the City’s requirements for community and neighborhood parklands.  
 
Despite the offsetting fees for public services required by the proposed project, the Low Density 
Alternative provides advantages for public services when compared with the Proposed Project 
because of less demand on libraries, parklands, police and fire. For this reason, the Low Density 
Alternative is environmentally superior. 
 
Comparable Impacts: Less than the Proposed Project 
Reduces Significant Impacts: No 
 
 
Water Supply Assessment 
The Water Supply Assessment indicates water supplies will be available to serve the proposed 
project. This impact would be less for the Low Density Alternative than the proposed project, 
therefore, the Low Density Alternative is not environmentally superior to the proposed project. 
 
Comparable Impacts: Less than the Proposed Project 
Reduces Significant Impacts: No   
 
 
Utilities and Service Systems 
Under the Low Density Alternative, the demand for utilities would be decreased. However, since the 
utilities and service systems still require extension into the project site, the Low Density Alternative 
does not provide significant advantages to the proposed project and is not environmentally superior. 
 
Comparable Impacts: Similar to the Proposed Project 
Reduces Significant Impacts: No 
 
 
Aesthetics/light and Glare 
Like the proposed project, the Low Density Alternative would change the undeveloped, agricultural 
nature of the site to a developed, urban condition. The Low Density Alternative would create similar 
light and shadow conditions when compared with the project. Therefore, the Low Density Alternative 
is not considered advantageous for aesthetics and light/glare when compared with the proposed 
project and is not environmentally superior. 
 
Comparable Impacts: Similar to the Proposed Project 
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Reduces Significant Impacts: No 
 
 
Cultural Resources 
Development of the site with the Low Density Alternative would create the same impact to cultural 
resources as the proposed project. Therefore, this alternative is not considered advantageous with 
respect to cultural resources when compared with the proposed project and is not environmentally 
superior. 
 
Comparable Impacts: Same as the Proposed Project 
Reduces Significant Impacts: No 
 
 
Hazardous Materials/wastes 
The same conditions exist for the Low Density Alternative as the proposed project (e.g., past use of 
agricultural chemicals).  

 
Development of the Low Density Alternative will present the same conditions as the proposed project 
and is not considered advantageous or environmentally superior. 
 
Comparable Impacts: Same as the Proposed Project 
Reduces Significant Impacts: No 
 
 
Conclusion 
The Low Density Alternative would have fewer significant impacts than the proposed project. 
Impacts to public services and water supply would be reduced because of fewer individuals. The 
severity of impacts to air quality, and traffic will likely be reduced to less than significant. Overall the 
Low Density Alternative is an environmentally superior alternative because of decreased impacts to 
air quality and traffic. 

 
 
Alternative 3: Neighborhood Commercial Alternative 

The Neighborhood Commercial Alternative would replace a portion of the housing with a 5 acre 
commercial development (approximately 50,000 square feet), and increase high density housing to 
achieve a greater yield. This alternative would construct 1,306 single-family dwelling units and 762 
high-density dwelling units. All other project uses would remain the same.  

 
 

Geology and Soils 
Implementation of the Neighborhood Commercial Alternative would create the same geophysical 
issues as the proposed project. Like the proposed project, structures proposed for the Neighborhood 
Commercial Alternative would have to meet building standards for the region. Engineering 
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techniques required for the proposed project to offset impacts of expansive soils and high water table 
elevations would also be necessary for the Neighborhood Commercial Alternative.  
 
With appropriate measures, geophysical conditions present on-site are capable of accommodating the 
proposed project and the Neighborhood Commercial Alternative. Because there are no geophysical 
conditions that cannot be mitigated, the Neighborhood Commercial Alternative does not present any 
advantages regarding geophysical resources, and therefore, is not considered environmentally 
superior to the proposed project. 
 
Comparable Impacts: Same as the Proposed Project 
Reduces Significant Impacts: No 
 
 
Air Resources 
As noted under Traffic and Circulation below, the Neighborhood Commercial Alternative would 
result in an additional 6,070 daily trips, 165 AM and 546 PM peak hour trips as shown in Table 
6.3.B. The increased number of vehicle trips will likely generate higher levels of pollutants when 
compared to the proposed project. The Neighborhood Commercial Alternative would result in 
equivalent levels of pollutants generated on-site during construction when compared to the project.  
 
Under the Neighborhood Commercial Alternative, the increased number of vehicles and vehicle trips 
will increase the pollutants emitted by operation of the project. As such, the Neighborhood 
Commercial Alternative is not considered advantageous to the proposed project and is not 
environmentally superior. 
 
Comparable Impacts: More than the Proposed Project 
Reduces Significant Impacts: No 
 
 
Water Resources 
Implementation of the Neighborhood Commercial Alternative would have similar effects and would 
require the same measures in preparing and maintaining the project site for stormwater collection, 
conveyance, and discharge. These measures are the similar under the proposed project. Therefore, the 
Neighborhood Commercial Alternative is not considered advantageous to the proposed project and is 
not environmentally superior. 
 
Comparable Impacts: Similar to the Proposed Project 
Reduces Significant Impacts: No 
 
 
Biological Resources 
Implementation of the Neighborhood Commercial Alternative would require the same measures in 
preparing and maintaining the project site relative to biological resources. Under the Neighborhood 
Commercial Alternative, the site would be graded, drainage canals would be filled, stormwater would 
be discharged to Mosher Slough or Bear Creek, and habitat for special status species would be lost. 
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These effects are the same under the proposed project. Therefore, the Neighborhood Commercial 
Alternative is not considered advantageous to the proposed project and is not environmentally 
superior. 
 
Comparable Impacts: Same as the Proposed Project 
Reduces Significant Impacts: No 
 
 
Noise 
Implementation of the Neighborhood Commercial Alternative would generate traffic noise form 
urban uses. Although the number of vehicles and trips on project roadways and noise levels would be 
increased under this alternative, the same mitigation would be necessary to offset noise impacts for 
homes along Trinity Parkway. It is expected the same mitigation measures would be required for the 
Neighborhood Commercial Alternative. Therefore, the Neighborhood Commercial Alternative is not 
considered advantageous to the proposed project and is not environmentally superior. 
 
Comparable Impacts: Same as the Proposed Project 
Reduces Significant Impacts: No 
 
 
Land Use 
Implementation of the Neighborhood Commercial Alternative would require similar approvals to 
develop the site. A General Plan amendment and rezoning would be necessary to change the City’s 
zoning from low to medium or high density residential. However, with site development, agricultural 
land would be lost. These impacts are similar under the proposed project. Therefore, the 
Neighborhood Commercial Alternative is not considered advantageous to the proposed project and is 
not environmentally superior. 
 
Comparable Impacts: Similar to the Proposed Project 
Reduces Significant Impacts: No 
 
 
Traffic and Circulation 
This alternative would construct 1,306 single-family units, 762 high-density units, and 50,000 square 
feet of commercial uses, resulting in an additional 6,070 daily trips, 165 AM and 546 PM peak hour 
trips as shown in Table 6.3.B.  
 
In the Existing plus Approved Projects plus Neighborhood Commercial Alternative scenario, the 
deficient intersections would remain deficient and would likely further deteriorate. All project 
impacts identified in the Cumulative scenario would remain significant. As a result, this alternative is 
not advantageous and is not environmentally superior. 
 
Comparable Impacts: More than the Proposed Project 
Reduces Significant Impacts: No 
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Population, Housing, and Socioeconomics 

The Neighborhood Commercial Alternative would add 6,494 individuals to the population base in 
Stockton. This represents 1,300 more individuals than the proposed project. Although would be 
within the range of population forecasts allocated to the site in the General Plan. The Neighborhood 
Commercial Alternative would provide affordable, high density housing as required in the City 
policies. As a result of the potential affordable housing opportunities, the Neighborhood Commercial 
Alternative would be advantageous when compared to the proposed project and is considered 
environmentally superior. 
 
Comparable Impacts: Less than the Proposed Project 
Reduces Significant Impacts: No 
 
 
Table 6.3.B: Neighborhood Commercial Alternative Trip Generation Summary 
 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Units Component Daily 

Inbound Outbound Total Inbound Outbound Total 

1306 Single-Family Homes 11060 231 693 924 682 401 1083 

762 Condominiums 3610 45 217 262 213 105 318 

207 Student Elementary 
School 

270 48 39 87 9 10 19 

50000 Retail 4330 32 20 52 191 206 397 

Total 19270 355 970 1325 1095 722 1817 

Proposed Project 13200 308 852 1160 804 467 1271 

Increase in Trips 6070 48 117 165 291 255 546 

Source: Fehr & Peers 2006 
 
 
Public Services 
The Neighborhood Commercial Alternative will add 1,300 more individuals to the City’s population 
base. Demand for fire, police, parklands, and library services would increase accordingly when 
compared with the proposed project. Based on City standards, the Neighborhood Commercial 
Alternative would require 13 acres of community parks and 6.5 acres of neighborhood parks. The 
Neighborhood Commercial Alternative would be expected to meet the City’s policies for parklands.  
 
The Neighborhood Commercial Alternative does not provide advantages for public services when 
compared with the proposed project because of the increased demand for libraries, police, and fire. 
For these reasons, the Neighborhood Commercial Alternative is not environmentally superior. 
 
Comparable Impacts: More than the Proposed Project     
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Reduces Significant Impacts: No 
 
 
Water Supply Assessment 
The Water Supply Assessment indicates water supplies will be available to serve the proposed 
project. While the water demand will increase with this alternative, the increase is not expected to be 
significant for water supply, although will increase on a cumulative basis. This impact would be 
slightly higher for the Neighborhood Commercial Alternative; therefore, the Neighborhood 
Commercial Alternative is not environmentally superior to the proposed project. 
 
Comparable Impacts: More than the Proposed Project 
Reduces Significant Impacts: No 
 
 
Utilities and Service Systems 
Under the Neighborhood Commercial Alternative, the demand for utilities would likely be increased. 
Service system requirements would be similar to the proposed project. The Neighborhood 
Commercial Alternative does not provide significant advantages to the proposed project and is not 
environmentally superior. 
 
Comparable Impacts: More than the Proposed Project 
Reduces Significant Impacts: No 
 
 
Aesthetics/Light and Glare 
Like the proposed project, the Neighborhood Commercial Alternative would change the undeveloped, 
agricultural nature of the site to a developed, urban condition. The Neighborhood Commercial 
Alternative would create similar light and shadow conditions when compared with the project. 
Therefore, the Neighborhood Commercial Alternative is not considered advantageous for aesthetics 
and light/glare and is not environmentally superior. 
 
Comparable Impacts: Similar to the Proposed Project 
Reduces Significant Impacts: No 
 
 
Cultural Resources 
The Neighborhood Commercial Alternative would create the same impacts to cultural resources as 
the proposed project. This alternative is not considered advantageous with respect to cultural 
resources when compared with the proposed project. Therefore, this alternative is not 
environmentally superior. 
 
Comparable Impacts: Same as the Proposed Project 
Reduces Significant Impacts: No 
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Hazardous Materials/Wastes 
 
The same conditions exist for the Neighborhood Commercial Alternative as the proposed project 
(e.g., past use of agricultural chemicals). 
  
Development of the Neighborhood Commercial Alternative will present the same conditions as the 
proposed project and is not considered advantageous and is not environmentally superior. 
 
Comparable Impacts: Same as the Proposed Project 
Reduces Significant Impacts: No 
 
 
Conclusion 
The Neighborhood Commercial Alternative would have more significant impacts than the proposed 
project. Impacts to air quality, traffic, public services/utilities, and water supply would be increased 
because of more individuals and vehicles generated under this alternative. Overall, the Neighborhood 
Commercial Alternative is not an environmentally superior alternative because of increased impacts 
when compared to the proposed project.  
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CHAPTER 7.0 IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES 

A number of irreversible changes will occur with approval of the proposed project. These are 
summarized as follows: 
 
• Undeveloped agricultural lands will be committed to urban development. 

• Air quality will be incrementally degraded. Project emissions will contribute towards the 
exceedance of ROG levels over the long term operation of the project. On a cumulative basis, 
construction will adversely affect fugitive dust levels and construction pollutants, and could 
contribute to the non-attainment status of the County. 

• Additional impermeable surfaces and increases in runoff will occur. New sources for potential 
surface water pollution will be introduced.  

• Potential habitat associated with agricultural lands will be lost with implementation of the project. 
Jurisdictional waters may also be impacted. 

• Incremental increases in ambient noise levels will occur. 

• Inconsistencies with existing General Plan policies. Agricultural lands will be irretrievably lost. 

• Additional traffic will be generated by site land uses, and incremental increases in local and 
regional congestion will occur. 

• A new population base and housing supply will be introduced into an area previously 
undeveloped. 

• Increased levels of public services will be required to serve the proposed project. Regional park 
land shortages will be aggravated by project demand. 

• Water supplies for consumption, sewage treatment, and other utility resources will be 
permanently committed to the project site. 

• The current undeveloped, agrarian character of the site will be committed to mixed use, 
residential, and support uses. Light effects will incrementally affect the night sky. 

• The potential for disturbing potentially unknown historic and prehistoric cultural resources will 
occur with site development.  
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CHAPTER 8.0 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 

Implementation of the proposed project will result in a number of potentially significant impacts on 
the environment. The majority of those potentially significant impacts, with mitigation measures, will 
be reduced to levels below significance. However, the following impacts cannot be completely 
mitigated, and the impacts will remain significant and adverse: 
 
• Impacts on air quality due to the exceedance of ROG and NOx during the long term operation of 

the project, potential cumulative effects from project construction activity on fugitive dust and 
pollutant emissions.  

• Feasible mitigation does not exist to offset all traffic-related cumulative impacts. 
 
 
In light of the adverse impacts identified, a Statement of Overriding Considerations is needed prior to 
project approval.  
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