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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This document is the Final Program Environmental Impact Report (Program EIR or EIR) for the 2014 

Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS or Plan). This document 

together with the Draft Program EIR and its technical appendices comprise the Final Program EIR. The 

document has been prepared by the San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) in accordance with the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  

A Final EIR is required under Section 15132 of the State CEQA Guidelines to include the Draft Program 

EIR, comments and recommendations received on the Draft Program EIR, the responses of the lead 

agency to significant environmental issues raised by those comments in the review and consultation 

process, and any other relevant information added by the lead agency (including minor changes to the 

Program EIR). A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program is also required.  

The evaluation and response to comments is an important part of the CEQA process as it allows the 

following (1) the opportunity to review and comment on the methods of analysis contained within the 

Draft Program EIR, (2) the ability to detect any omissions which may have occurred during preparation 

of the Draft Program EIR, (3) the ability to check for accuracy of the analysis contained within the Draft 

Program EIR, (4) the ability to share expertise; (5) the ability to discover public concerns.  

Furthermore, this document also provides revisions to the Draft Program EIR made in response to 

comments, staff review, and/or changes to the proposed projects. These revisions also correct, clarify, and 

amplify the text in the Draft EIR, as appropriate, and do not alter the conclusions of the Draft Program 

EIR.  

PROCESS 

As defined in Section 15050 of the State CEQA Guidelines SJCOG is the lead agency which prepared both 

the Draft and Final Program EIR for the project, the 2014 RTP/SCS. 

SJCOG prepared and circulated the Draft Program EIR beginning on March 10, 2014 and ending on April 

23, 2014. SJCOG placed the Draft Program EIR at the office of SJCOG and at local libraries in the County, 

and posted an electronic copy of the Draft Program EIR on the SJCOG website. A public hearing on the 

Draft Program EIR was held be held on April 10, 2014 at the City of Ripon Public Library. Additionally, a 

Notice of Availability of the Draft Program EIR was transmitted to responsible and trustee agencies, 

regulatory agencies and other to request comments on the Draft Program EIR, pursuant to State CEQA 



1.0 Introduction 

Impact Sciences, Inc. 1.0-2 2014 San Joaquin COG RTP/SCS Final EIR 

1173.001  June 2014 

Guidelines Section 15086. Comments on the Draft Program EIR were received during the comment period, 

and those comments are responded to in this Final Program EIR. The Final Program EIR, together with 

the proposed project, will be submitted to SJCOG Board for review, and the Board will consider 

certification of the Final Program EIR and approval of the RTP/SCS.  

CONTENT OF THE FINAL PROGRAM EIR 

As discussed above, the primary intent of the Final Program EIR is to provide a forum to air and address 

comments pertaining to the analysis contained within the Draft Program EIR. Pursuant to Section 15088 

of the State CEQA Guidelines, SJCOG has reviewed and addressed all comments received on the Draft 

Program EIR by the comment period deadline. Included within the Final Program EIR are the written 

comments that were submitted during the required public comment period. No oral comments were 

received. 

In order to adequately address the comments provided by interested agencies and the public in an 

organized manner, this Final Program EIR includes the Draft Program EIR and the following sections and 

appendices: 

Section 1.0: Introduction. This chapter provides a brief introduction to the Final Program EIR and its 

contents.  

Section 2.0: Corrections and Additions. This chapter provides a list of corrections and additions to the 

Draft Program EIR. None of the changes significantly impact the conclusions presented in the Draft 

Program EIR. 

Section 3.0: Responses to Comments. This chapter provides a list of commenting agencies, organizations, 

and individual. Responses to comments made by both the public agencies and interested parties are also 

included in this chapter. Some of the comment letters received on the Draft Program EIR also provide 

comments on the Plan (not the anticipated environmental impacts). These Plan-related comments are 

addressed separately as part of the RTP/SCS process. 

Section 4.0: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. This chapter includes the Mitigation 

Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) prepared in compliance with the requirements of Section 

21081.6 of the California Public Resources Code and Section 15091(d) and 15097 of the State CEQA 

Guidelines. 



1.0 Introduction 

Impact Sciences, Inc. 1.0-3 2014 San Joaquin COG RTP/SCS Final EIR 

1173.001  June 2014 

REVIEW AND CERTIFICATION OF THE FINAL PROGRAM EIR 

Consistent with CEQA (Public Resource Code Section 21092.5), responses to agency comments are being 

forwarded to each commenting agency 10 days prior to certification of the Final Program EIR. 

In addition, responses are also being distributed to all commenters who provided an address. The Final 

Program EIR is available for public review at libraries throughout the County. Additionally, the Final 

Program EIR can be downloaded at www.sjcog.org.  
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2.0 CORRECTIONS AND ADDITIONS 

OVERVIEW 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15088.5 requires: 

(a) A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is added to 

the EIR after public notice of its availability … “significant new information” requiring 

recirculation includes, for example, a disclosure showing that: 

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new 

mitigation measure proposed to be implemented. 

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless 

mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.  

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others 

previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but 

the project’s proponents decline to adopt it. 

(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature 

that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.  

(b) Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies of 

amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in the adequate EIR.  

(c) If the revision is limited to a few chapters or portions of the EIR, the lead agency need only 

recirculate the chapters or portions that have been modified. 

(d) Recirculation of an EIR requires notice pursuant to Section 15087, and consultation 

pursuant to Section 15086. 

(e) A decision not to recirculate an EIR must be supported by substantial evidence in the 

administrative record.  

New information is “significant” if as a result of the additional information “the EIR is changed in a way 

that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse 

environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect.” Laurel Heights 

Improvement Ass’n v. Regents of Univ. of Cal. 864 P.2d 502, 510 (1993) (Laurel Heights II). State CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15088.5(a). Recirculation is not mandated when the new information merely clarifies, 

amplifies, or makes and insignificant modification to an adequate draft EIR. (Vineyard Area Citizens for 

Responsible Growth v. City of Rancho Cordova, 150 P.3d 709 (2007) (quoting Laurel Heights II, 864 P.2d at 510); 

see also Marin Mun. Water Dist. v. KG Land California Corp., 235 Cal.App.3d 1652, 1667 (1991) (citing Sutter 

Sensible Planning v. Board of Supervisors 122 Cal.App.3d 813 (1981)). 
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All of the public comments to the Draft Program EIR, as well as these Corrections and Additions to the 

Draft Program EIR have been carefully reviewed to determine whether recirculation of the Draft Program 

EIR is required. All of the new information in these Corrections and Additions to the Draft Program EIR 

and in the comments and in the responses to comments merely clarify or amplify or make insignificant 

modifications to an adequate Draft PEIR. Therefore, the Draft PEIR need not be recirculated prior to 

certification. 

CORRECTIONS AND ADDITIONS 

Changes to the Draft EIR are identified below by the corresponding Draft EIR section and subsection, if 

applicable, and the page number. Additions are in underline and deletions are shown in strikethrough 

format.  

Executive Summary 

In Mitigation Measures CR-1 and CR-3, references to the Southern San Joaquin Valley Information Center 

(California State University Bakersfield) has been revised with references to the Central California 

Information Center (California State University Stanislaus).  

Mitigation Measure CR-1 is revised as follows: 

CR-1: Implementing and local agencies should require historical resource studies and to 

identify and implement project-specific mitigation. 

 As part of planning, design, and engineering for projects, implementing and local 

agencies should ensure that historic resources are treated in accordance with applicable 

federal, state, and local laws and regulations. When a project has been identified as 

potentially affecting a historical resource, a historical resources inventory should be 

conducted by a qualified architectural historian that meets the Secretary of the Interior’s 

Professional Qualifications Standards.  

Mitigation Measure CR-3 is revised as follows:  

CR-3:  Implementing and local agencies should require consultation, surveys, and monitoring 

for archaeological resources 

 During environmental review of projects, implementing and local agencies should: 

 Consult with the Native American Heritage Commission to determine whether 
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known sacred sites are in the project area, and identify the Native American(s) to 

contact to obtain information about the project area. 

 Contact the Native American organizations and/or individuals on the list provided 

by the Native American Heritage Commission and conduct follow-up phone calls as 

recommended in the Native American Heritage Commission response.  

 Conduct a records search at the Southern San Joaquin Valley Information Center 

(California State University, Bakersfield) Central California Information Center 

(California State University Stanislaus) to determine whether the project area has 

been previously surveyed and whether resources were identified. 

 In the event the records indicate that no previous survey has been conducted, the 

Southern San Joaquin Valley Information Center (California State University, 

Bakersfield) Central California Information Center (California State University 

Stanislaus) will make a recommendation on whether a survey is warranted based on the 

archaeological sensitivity of the project area. If recommended, a qualified archaeologist 

that meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards should be 

retained to conduct archaeological surveys. The significance of any resources that are 

determined to be in the project area should be assessed according to the applicable local, 

state, and federal significance criteria. Implementing and local agencies should devise 

treatment measures to ameliorate “substantial adverse changes” to significant 

archaeological resources, in consultation with qualified archaeologists and other 

concerned parties. Such treatment measures may include avoidance through project 

redesign, data recovery excavation, and public interpretation of the resource. 

 Implementing and local agencies and the contractors performing the improvements 

should adhere to the following requirements: 

 If significant or sensitive cultural resources have been determined to be present with 

the project limits, a project is located in an area rich with cultural materials, 

implementing and local agencies should retain a qualified archaeologist to monitor 

any subsurface operations, including but not limited to grading, excavation, 

trenching, or removal of existing features of the subject property. 

 If, during the course of construction cultural resources (i.e., prehistoric sites, historic 

sites, and isolated artifacts and features) are discovered work should be halted 

immediately within 50 meters (165 feet) of the discovery, implementing and local 

agencies should be notified, and a qualified archaeologist that meets the Secretary of 

the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards in prehistoric or historical 

archaeology should be retained to determine the significance of the discovery. 

 Implementing and local agencies should consider mitigation recommendations 
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presented by a professional qualified archaeologist that meets the Secretary of the 

Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards in prehistoric or historical 

archaeology for any unanticipated discoveries and should carry out the measures 

deemed feasible and appropriate. Such measures may include avoidance, 

preservation in place, excavation, documentation, curation, data recovery, or other 

appropriate measures (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(f)). The project 

proponent should be required to implement any mitigation necessary for the 

protection of cultural resources. 

 

Mitigation Measure CR-4 is revised as follows: 

CR-4: Implementing and local agencies should identify, survey, and evaluate paleontological 

resources to avoid potential impacts. 

 During environmental review implementing and local agencies should retain a qualified 

paleontologist to identify, survey, and evaluate paleontological resources where potential 

impacts are considered high. All construction activities should avoid known 

paleontological resources, if feasible, especially if the resources in a particular lithologic 

unit formation have been determined to be unique or likely to contain unique or 

significant paleontological resources. If avoidance is not feasible, paleontological 

resources should be excavated by a qualified paleontologist and given to a local agency, 

State University, or other applicable institution, where they could be curated and 

displayed for public education purposes. 

Page 2.0-33 is revised as follows: 

Impact CR-4: Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside formal cemeteries. (Health 

and Safety Code 7050.5)  

Page 2.0-33 is revised as follows: 

Implement Mitigation Measure CR-2 and CR-4 CR-3.  

With implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-2, CR-4 CR-3 and CR-5 impacts would be less than 

significant.  

CR-5: Implementing and local agencies should implement Stop-Work and Consultation 

Procedures Mandated by Public Resources Code 5097.98 and State CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15064.5(e). 
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 In the event of discovery or recognition of any human remains during construction or 

excavation activities implementing and local agencies should cease further excavation or 

disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent 

human remains until the following steps are taken: 

 The San Joaquin County Coroner has been informed and has determined that no 

investigation of the cause of death is required. 

 If the coroner determines the remains are of Native American origin, either of the 

following steps will be taken: 

1.  The coroner shall contact the Native American Heritage Commission within 

24 hours. in order to ascertain the proper descendants from the deceased 

individual. The coroner should make a recommendation to the landowner or 

the person responsible for the excavation work, for means of treating or 

disposing of, with appropriate dignity, the human remains and any 

associated grave goods, which may include obtaining a qualified 

archaeologist or team of archaeologists to properly excavate the human 

remains. 

2.  The Native American Heritage Commission shall identify the person or 

persons it believes to be most likely descended from the deceased Native 

American. Implementing or local agencies or authorized representatives 

should retain a Native American monitor, and an archaeologist, if 

recommended by the Native American monitor, and rebury the Native 

American human remains and any associated grave goods, with appropriate 

dignity, on the property and in a location that is not subject to further 

subsurface disturbance when any of the following conditions occurs:  

3.  The most likely descendent may make recommendations to the landowner or 

the person responsible for the excavation work, for means of treating or 

disposing of, with appropriate dignity, the human remains and any 

associated grave goods as provided in Public Resources Code 5097.98, or The 

Native American Heritage Commission is unable to identify a descendent.  

 Where the following conditions occur, the landowner or his authorized 

representative shall rebury the Native American human remains and associated 

grave goods with appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject to 

further subsurface disturbance.  

(A) The Native American Heritage Commission is unable to identify a most likely 

descendant or the most likely descendent failed to make a recommendation 

within 24 hours after being notified by the commission. 

(B) The descendant identified fails to make a recommendation, or 

(C) The landowner or his authorized representative rejects the recommendation of 
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the descendant, and the mediation by the Native American Heritage 

Commission fails to provide measures acceptable to the landowner.  

 The descendant identified fails to make a recommendation. 

 The implementing agency or its authorized representative rejects the 

recommendation of the descendant, and the mediation by the Native American 

Heritage Commission fails to provide measures acceptable to the landowner. 

 

4.2  Agricultural Resources 

The following mitigation measure has been added to page 4.2-26 and the Executive Summary: 

AG-5: Projects located within the Delta Plan area should apply appropriate mitigation in 

accordance with the Delta Plan. Examples of applicable mitigation measures could 

include: 

 Design proposed project to minimize, to the greatest extent feasible, the loss of the 

highest valued agricultural land. For project that will result in permanent conversion 

of farmland, preserve in perpetuity other farmland through acquisition of an 

agricultural conservation easement, or contributing funds to a land trust or other 

entity qualified to preserve farmland in perpetuity (at a target ratio of 1:1, depending 

on the nature of the conversion and the characteristics of the farmland to be 

converted, to compensate for permanent loss). 

 Redesign project features to minimize fragmenting or isolating farmland. Where a 

project involves acquiring land or easements, ensure that the remaining non-project 

area is of a size sufficient to allow viable farming operations. The project proponents 

shall be responsible for acquiring easements, making lot line adjustments, and 

merging affected land parcels into units suitable for continued commercial 

agricultural management.  

 Reconnect utilities or infrastructure that serve agricultural uses if these are disturbed 

by project construction. If a project temporarily or permanently cuts off roadway 

access or removes utility lines, irrigation features, or other infrastructure, the project 

proponents shall be responsible for restoring access as necessary to ensure that 

economically viable farming operations are not interrupted.  

 Manage project operations to minimize the introduction of invasive species or weeds 

that may affect agricultural production on adjacent agricultural land.  

 

Mitigation Measure AG-5 and Mitigation Measure AG-6 in the Draft EIR and Executive Summary are 

renumbered as Mitigation Measure AG-6 and Mitigation Measure AG-7.  
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4.4 Biological Resources 

The following discussion of the Delta Stewardship Council has been added to page 4.4-33: 

Delta Stewardship Council 

In November 2009, the California Legislature enacted the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Reform Act 

(Delta Reform Act) of 2009, also known as Sen. Bill No. 1 (Stats. 2009, 7 th Ex. Sess., ch. 5) (SB X7-1), one of 

several bills passed at that time related to water supply reliability, ecosystem health, and the Delta. The 

Delta Reform Act created the Delta Stewardship Council (DSC). The DSC is made up of seven members 

that are advised by a 10-member board of scientists. The DSC was charged with developing and adopting 

a Delta Plan by January 1, 2012.  

The DSC is tasked with addressing the coequal goals of providing a more reliable water supply for 

California and protecting, restoring, and enhancing the Delta ecosystem. According to the Delta Reform 

Act, the coequal goals shall be achieved in a manner that protects and enhances the unique cultural, 

recreational, natural resource, and agricultural values of the Delta as an evolving place. The DSC 

regulates covered actions, as statutorily defined, to address the coequal goals. The following policies from 

the Delta Plan are applicable to the proposed project.  

ER P3. Protect Opportunities to Restore Habitat 

(a) Within the priority habitat restoration areas depicted in Appendix 5 of the Delta Plan, significant 

adverse impacts to the opportunity to restore habitat as described in section 5006, must be avoided or 

mitigated.  

(b) Impacts referenced in subsection (a) will be deemed to be avoided or mitigated if the project is 

designed and implemented so that it will not preclude or otherwise interfere with the ability to 

restore habitat as described in section 5006.  

(c) Impacts referenced in subsection (a) shall be mitigated to a point where the impacts have no 

significant effect on the opportunity to restore habitat as described in section 5006. Mitigation shall be 

determined, in consultation with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, considering the size 

of the area impacted by the covered action and the type and value of habitat that could be restored on 

that area, taking into account existing and proposed restoration plans, landscape attributes, the 

elevation map shown in Appendix 4, and other relevant information about habitat restoration 

opportunities of the area.  

(d) For purposes of Water Code section 85057.5(a)(3) and section 5001(j)(1)(E) of this Chapter, this policy 

covers proposed actions in the priority habitat restoration areas depicted in Appendix 5 of the Delta 

Plan. It does not cover proposed actions outside those areas 
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The following discussion has been added at the end of the first full paragraph on page 4.4-46 under the 

discussion of Sensitive Natural Communities.  

Delta Plan Policy ER P3 (cited in the Regulatory Framework) calls for protecting opportunities to restore 

habitat and provides examples of how projects can comply with the policy. RTP/SCS projects located 

within the Delta Plan area would be required to comply with Delta Plan Policy ER P3.  

4.5 Cultural Resources 

Mitigation Measures CR-1, CR-3, CR-4, and CR-5 are revised as stated above. 

4.9 Land Use 

The following discussion has been added at the top of page 4.9-12: 

Delta Stewardship Council 

In November 2009, the California Legislature enacted the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Reform Act 

(Delta Reform Act) of 2009, also known as Sen. Bill No. 1 (Stats. 2009, 7th Ex. Sess., ch. 5) (SB X7-1), one of 

several bills passed at that time related to water supply reliability, ecosystem health, and the Delta. The 

Delta Reform Act created the Delta Stewardship Council (DSC). The DSC is made up of seven members 

that are advised by a 10-member board of scientists. The DSC was charged with developing and adopting 

a Delta Plan by January 1, 2012.  

The DSC is tasked with addressing the coequal goals of providing a more reliable water supply for 

California and protecting, restoring, and enhancing the Delta ecosystem. According to the Delta Reform 

Act, the coequal goals shall be achieved in a manner that protects and enhances the unique cultural, 

recreational, natural resource, and agricultural values of the Delta as an evolving place. The DSC 

regulates covered actions, as statutorily defined, to address the coequal goals. The following Delta Plan 

policy is applicable to the proposed project: 

DP P1. Locate New Urban Development Wisely  

(a) New residential, commercial, and industrial development must be limited to the following areas, as 

shown in Appendix 6 and Appendix 7 of the Delta Plan:  

(1) Areas that city or county general plans as of May 16, 2013, designate for residential, commercial, 

and industrial development in cities or their spheres of influence;  

(2) Areas within Contra Costa County’s 2006 voter-approved urban limit line, except no new 

residential, commercial, and industrial development may occur on Bethel Island unless it is 
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consistent with the Contra Costa County general plan effective as of May 16, 2013;  

(3) Areas within the Mountain House General Plan Community Boundary in San Joaquin County; or  

(4) The unincorporated Delta towns of Clarksburg, Courtland, Hood, Locke, Ryde, and Walnut 

Grove.  

(b) Notwithstanding subsection (a), new residential, commercial, and industrial development is 

permitted outside the areas described in subsection (a) if it is consistent with the land uses designated 

in county general plans as of May 16, 2013, and is otherwise consistent with this Chapter.  

(c) For purposes of Water Code section 85057.5(a)(3) and section 5001(j)(1)(E) of this Chapter, this policy 

covers proposed actions that involve new residential, commercial, and industrial development that is 

not located within the areas described in subsection (a). In addition, this policy covers any   

(d) This policy is not intended in any way to alter the concurrent authority of the Delta Protection 

Commission to separately regulate development in the Delta’s Primary Zone. 

Delta Protection Commission Land Use and Resource Management Plan  

The LURMP contains policies to protect the Delta environment, including its agricultural, ecological, and 

recreational resources. The following policies are applicable to the 2014 RTP/SCS: 

Land Use, P-2: Local government general plans, as defined in Government Code Section 65300 et seq., 

and zoning codes shall continue to promote and facilitate agriculture and agriculturally supporting 

commercial and industrial uses as the primary land uses in the Primary Zone; recreation and natural 

resources land uses shall be supported in appropriate locations and where conflicts with agricultural land 

uses or other beneficial uses can be minimized.  

Land Use, P-3: New non-agriculturally oriented residential, recreational, commercial, habitat, restoration, 

or industrial development shall ensure that appropriate buffer areas are provided by those proposing 

new development to prevent conflicts between any proposed use and existing adjacent agricultural uses 

and shall not include uses that conflict with agricultural operations on adjacent agricultural lands. 

Appropriate buffer setbacks shall be determined in consultation with local Agricultural Commissions, 

and shall be based on applicable general plan policies and criteria including in Right-to-Farm Ordinances 

adopted by local jurisdictions.  

Land Use, P-8: Local government policies regarding mitigation of adverse environmental impacts under 

the California Environmental Quality Act may allow mitigation beyond county boundaries, if acceptable 

to reviewing fish and wildlife agencies and with approval of the recipient jurisdiction, for example, in 

approved mitigation banks or in the case of agricultural loss to mitigation. Mitigation in the Primary 

Zone for loss of agricultural lands in the Secondary Zones may be appropriate if the mitigation program 
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supports continued farming in the Primary Zone. California Government Code Section 51256.3 

(Assembly Bill 797) specifically allows an agricultural conservation easement located within the Primary 

or Secondary Zone of the Delta to be related to Williamson Act contract rescissions in any other portion of 

the secondary zone without respect to County boundary limitations.  

Land Use, P-11: Local governments may develop programs to cluster residential units that allow 

property owners to engage in limited property development in order to ensure the efficient use and 

conservation of agricultural lands, support open space values, and protect sensitive environmental areas 

in the Primary Zone. Clustered development occurs when contiguous or non-contiguous parcels are 

developed to cluster lots for residential use. The purpose of clustered development is to provide a 

mechanism to preserve agricultural land and open space, to locate housing in areas that can readily be 

served by public services and utilities, and provide the agricultural community an alternative to transfer 

of development rights. Clustered development programs shall ensure that the number of clustered lots 

created does not exceed the allowable density requirement for the zoning of the sum of the parcels. 

Clustered development may only be used one time. Neither the clustered lots nor the remainder lost may 

be further subdivided. Residential development shall be consistent with local general plan policies and 

zoning regulations and standards.  

Land Use, P-12: Local governments may develop transfer of development rights (TDR) programs that 

allow land owners to transfer the development right from one parcel of land to another. The purpose of 

these TDR programs would be to ensure the efficient use and conservation of agricultural lands, to 

support open space values, and to protect sensitive environmental areas within the Primary Zone. This 

purpose would be achieved by relocating development rights within the Primary Zone to more suitable 

areas such as adjacent to or within existing urban areas within or outside of the Primary Zone, or to 

provide expanded opportunities for affordable farm worker housing. TDR programs shall ensure that the 

transferred development density does not exceed the development density identified for the zoning for 

the sending parcel, and that any farm worker housing is restricted and regulated for that purpose. The 

land upon which the development rights are transferred from would be restricted with a permanent 

conservation easement. Receiving areas must have the infrastructure capacity, public services, and 

utilities to absorb the new development.  

AG, P-2: Conversion of land to non-agricultural oriented uses should occur first where productivity and 

agricultural value are lowest.  

AG, P-3: Promote recognition of the Delta as a place by educating individuals about the rich agricultural 

heritage, the unique recreational resources, the biological diversity, and the ongoing value of maintaining 
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a healthy agricultural economy in the Delta. 

AG, P4: Support agricultural programs that maintain economic viability and increase agricultural income 

in accordance with market demands.  

AG, P-5: Local governments shall encourage implementation of the necessary plans and ordinances to: 

maximize agricultural parcel size; reduce subdivision of agricultural lands; protect agriculture and 

related activities; protect agricultural land from conversion to non-agriculturally oriented uses. 

AG, P-9: Support agricultural tourism and value-added agricultural production as a means of 

maintaining the agricultural economy of the Delta. 

Rec, P-3: Assess the need for new regional public and private recreation and access facilities to meet 

increasing public need, and ensure that any new facilities are prioritized, developed, maintained, and 

supervised consistent with local, state, and federal laws and regulations. Ensure that adequate public 

services are provided for all existing, new, and improved recreation and access facilities.  

Rec, P-4: Encourage new regional recreational opportunities, such as Delta-wide trails, which take into 

consideration environmental, agricultural, infrastructure and law enforcement needs, and private 

property boundaries. Also, encourage opportunities for water, hiking, and biking trails.  

 

The following discussion has been added at the bottom of page 4.9-48. 

It is also possible that land use conflicts could arise between the RTP/SCS growth forecast and other land 

use plans, such as the Delta Plan. As described in Chapter 1.0 of the Draft EIR, SJCOG does not have land 

use authority and therefore land use decisions are ultimately made at the discretion of local jurisdictions. 

Further, the forecast presented in the RTP/SCS is one possible growth forecast and it is up to local 

jurisdictions to determine consistency with the RTP/SCS and implement any land use changes as SJCOG 

does not have land use authority.  
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4.12 Transportation  

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 on page 4.12-60 and in the Draft EIR summary has been revised as follows: 

TRANS-1: SJCOG should pursue funding for new unidentified projects and programs, beyond the 

current financially and institutionally feasible measure included in the 2014 RTP, which 

may improve LOS results on roadway segments projected to be LOS E or F. Measures 

such as auxiliary lanes, ramp metering, HOV lanes, and park and ride facilities should be 

considered in addition to increasing transit use ridesharing and other measures to reduce 

demand on the transportation system; investments in non-motorized transportation; 

seeking to optimize land use/transportation connection; other travel demand measures 

described in in local agency General Plans; and key roadway investments targeted to 

reduce congestion levels and improve LOS. 

The following discussion is added to the top of page 4.12-15. 

The Great California Delta Trail System (SB 1556) 

Existing law establishes the Delta Protection Commission to preserve, protect, maintain, and enhance the 

Sacrament-San Joaquin Delta region’s environmental resources and quality, including preserving and 

protecting agriculture, wildlife habitats, open spaces, outdoor recreational activities, public access, and 

use of public lands. This bill would additionally require the Delta Protection Commission to establish a 

continuous recreation corridor, including bicycle and hiking trails, around the five-county region of the 

Delta, as defined.  
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3.0 COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES 

The Draft Program EIR was submitted to the State Clearinghouse Office of Planning and Research and 

circulated for public review on March 10, 2014. The 45-day comment period concluded on April 23, 2014. 

Comment letters received after this date were also accepted and are included in this Final Program EIR.  

A total of 14 comment letters were received, including one form letter with multiple signatures. One 

comment was also received at the public hearing on April 24, 2014. A list of commenters is shown on the 

following pages. The comment letters have been numbered and organized into the following categories: 

 State and Local Agencies 

 Private and Local Organizations 

 Individuals and Public Hearing Comments 

The original bracketed comment letters are provided followed by a numbered response to each bracketed 

comment. Individual comments within each letter are numbered and the response is given a matching 

number. Where responses result in a change to the Draft EIR, it is noted, and the resulting change is 

identified in Section 2.0, Corrections and Additions. 

The Draft 2014 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) was circulated 

for public during the approximately same period as the Draft Program EIR (March 10, 2014 to April 23, 

2014). Comments on the RTP/SCS are addressed in a separate document – Response to Comments on the 

RTP, Technical Appendix. 

In some cases, commenters on the RTP/SCS indicated in the subject line of their letter that they were 

providing comment on the Draft Program EIR but the substance of their letter included only comments 

on the RTP/SCS. These letters are not addressed in this Final Program EIR. As noted above, comments 

contained within these letters and responses to those comments can be found in the Response to 

Comments to the RTP, Technical Appendix and are also available online at www.sjcog.org.  
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NO. ORGANIZATION COMMENTER NAME COMMENT DATE 

RESPONSE 

PAGE 

NUMBER 

A1 Delta Stewardship Council Cindy Messer, Deputy Executive 
Director 

April 23, 2014 3.0-4 

A2 Central Valley Flood Protection 
Board 

Len Marino, P.E., Chief Engineer April 1, 2014 3.0-11 

A3 California High Speed Rail 
Authority 

Ben Tripousis, Northern 
California Director 

Mark A. McLoughlin, Director of 
Environmental Services 

April 14, 2014 3.0-15 

A4 San Joaquin County Public 
Works 

Amy Spitzer, Assistant Planner April 22, 2014 3.0-19 

A5 Delta Protection Commission Erik Vink, Executive Director April 23, 2014 3.0-21 

A6 California Department of 
Transportation 

Tom Dumas, Chief April 29, 2014 3.0-25 

A7 California Department of 
Transportation 

Tom Dumas, Chief April 23, 2014 3.0-29 

B1 Sierra Club Eric Parfrey, Executive Committee 
Mother Lode Chapter 

April 23, 2014 3.0-32 

B2 American Lung Association, 
Climate Plan 

Bonnie Holmes-Gen, Senior 
Director, Policy and Advocacy, 
American Lung Association 

Autumn Bernstein, Director, 
Climate Plan 

April 23, 2014 3.0-67 

B3 Defenders of Wildlife Kim Delfino, California Program 
Director 

April 14, 2014 3.0-75 

B4 American Lung Association 

American Cancer Society 

California Society for Pulmonary 
Rehabilitation 

California Thoracic Society 

Fresno-Madera Medical Society 

Health Care Without Harm 

Human Impact Partners 

Physicians for Social 
Responsibility 

Public Health Institute 

Prevention Institute 

San Joaquin County Asthma & 
COPD Coalition 

Safe Routes to School National 
Partnership 

Will Barrett, Policy Manager 

American Lung Association 

Tim Gibbs, Direction of Campaign 
Initiatives,  

American Cancer Society 

Nancy Perrin, President, 

California Society for Pulmonary 
Rehabilitation 

Heidi R. Flori, MD, FAAP, 
President, California Thoracic 
Society 

Praveen Buddiga, MD, Senior 
Research Associate, Fresno-
Madera Medical Society 

Eric Lerner, Climate Director, 
Health Care Without Harm 

Sara Satinsky, MPH, MCRP, 
Human Impact Partners 

Harry Wang, MD, Program 
Manager, Physicians for Social 
Responsibility 

Linda Rudolph, MD, MPH, Co-
Director, Public Health Institute 

Prevention Institute 

Jeremy Cantor, MPH, Program 
Manager,  

Sandra Viera, Program Manager 

April 23, 2014 3.0-79 

3.0-2
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San Joaquin County Krysta Titel, 
MPH, Coalition Coordinator, 
Asthma & COPD Coalition 

Marty Martinez, Northern 
California Policy Manager, Safe 
Routes to School National 
Partnership 

C1 Michael F. Babitzke Michael F. Babitzke, Attorney at 
Law 

April 22, 2014 3.0-84 

C2 Arnold Rothlin Arnold Rothlin April 21, 2014 3.0-158 

C3 Form Letter on Raymus 
Expressway 

Multiple Multiple 3.0-160 

C4 Public Hearing Comments Multiple April 24, 2014 3.0-169 

3.0-3
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Letter No. A1: Delta Stewardship Council 

Delta Stewardship Council 

980 Ninth Street, Suite 1500 

Sacramento, CA 95814 

Ms. Cindy Messer, Deputy Executive Officer 

April 23, 2014 

 

Response A1-1 

The comment provides general introductory information regarding the Delta Plan and provides factual 

background information and does not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The comment will be included as part of the record and made 

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because the 

comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required. 

Response A1-2 

The Draft EIR Section 4.9, Land Use, determined that the RTP/SCS has the potential to result in 

inconsistencies between with existing land use plans (refer to page 4.9-47 of the Draft EIR). In addition, 

the 2014 RTP/SCS was built primarily from local General Plans and input from local governments, and 

local transportation agencies. As a result of this comprehensive and integrated approach, the 

transportation projects and land use strategies included in the 2014 RTP/SCS are generally consistent with 

the County and local level general plan data available to San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG). 

Further, consistent with SB 375, the SCS identifies only the general location of uses, residential densities, 

and building intensities within the region. SJCOG has no land use authority. As described within the SCS 

and Draft Program EIR, consistency with the SCS will be determined by local agencies. Please also refer 

to RTP Response to Comment 12-1.  

Response A1-3 

The comment provides a determination the RTP/SCS is consistent with Delta Plan Policy ER P3. 

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a 

final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental 

issue within the meaning of CEQA, no further response is required. 

Response A1-4 

The comment relates to specific policies to be included within the RTP. The commenter is referred to RTP 

responses for responses to this comment. The comment will be included as part of the record and made 

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because the 

comment does not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, no further response is 

required. 

3.0-9
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Response A1-5 

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a 

final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental 

issue within the meaning of CEQA, no further response is required. 

Response A1-6  

The comment suggests the Final EIR should discuss any inconsistencies between the proposed project 

and the Delta Plan. Please see Chapter 2.0, Corrections and Additions.  

Response A1-7 

The commenter provides mitigation measures from the Delta Plan and suggests incorporating them into 

the Final EIR mitigation measures. However, SJCOG does not specifically have authority to implement 

mitigation measures (see section 1.9 of the Draft EIR). Therefore, the Final EIR includes a measure that 

those projects within Delta Plan areas apply appropriate mitigation from the Delta Plan. Please see 

Chapter 2.0, Corrections and Additions.  

Response A1-8 

Policy ER P3 has been added to the Final EIR. Please see Chapter 2.0, Corrections and Additions. Please 

also see Chapter 2.0, Corrections and Additions for a discussion of opportunities to protect habitat as 

described in Delta Plan Policy ER P3. 

Response A1-9 

The potential for the RTP/SCS to conflict with land use plans was identified as a significant impact. Please 

see Chapter 2.0, Corrections and Additions for added discussion of the Delta Plan within Section 4.9, 

Land Use and Population. The following text has also been added to the Final EIR under the discussion of 

Impact LU-1.  

It is also possible that land use conflicts could arise between the RTP/SCS growth forecast and other land 

use plans, such as the Delta Plan. As described in Chapter 1.0 of the Draft EIR, SJCOG does not have land 

use authority and therefore land use decisions are ultimately made at the discretion of local jurisdictions. 

Further, the forecast presented in the RTP/SCS is one possible growth forecast and it is up to local 

jurisdictions to determine consistency with the RTP/SCS and implement any land use changes as SJCOG 

does not have land use authority.  

Response A1-10 

Comment noted. Please see responses to individual comments above.  

3.0-10
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Letter No. A2: Central Valley Flood Protection Board 

Central Valley Flood Protection Board 

3310 El Camino Ave, Rm. 151 

Sacramento, CA 95814 

Mr. Len Marino, P.E., Chief Engineer 

April 1, 2014 

 

Response A2-1 

SJCOG has received the comment from the Central Valley Flood Protection Board. The comment provides 

general information related to specific streams within the San Joaquin region and mitigation that may be 

required. The commenter does not include any specific comments on the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Nonetheless, the comments related to potential mitigation have been incorporated into the Final EIR.  

Response A2-2 

The 2014 RTP/SCS and its associated Program EIR does not include specific projects. As such, project 

level mitigation is appropriately deferred to the project level. Nonetheless, the recommendations related 

to mitigation in flood control areas have been incorporated into the Final EIR.  

3.0-14
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Letter No. A3: California High Speed Rail Authority 

California High Speed Rail Authority 

100 Paseo de San Antonio 

San Jose, CA 95113 

Mr. Ben Tripousis, Northern California Director 

April 14, 2014 

 

Response A3-1 

Bus transit projects supporting high-speed rail are included in the EIR and the High Speed Rail segments 

are not being included in the RTP due to the lack of known funding/financing. Because the EIR evaluates 

projects at the programmatic level, minor changes in project delivery dates, routes, and similar 

modifications do not materially change the environmental analysis presented within the EIR.  

Response A3-2 

Bus transit projects supporting high-speed rail are already included in the EIR and the High Speed Rail 

segments are not being included in the RTP due to the lack of known funding/financing. Because the EIR 

evaluates projects at the programmatic level, minor changes in project delivery dates, routes, and similar 

modifications do not materially change the environmental analysis presented within the EIR. 

3.0-18
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Letter No. A4:  San Joaquin County Public Works 

San Joaquin County Public Works 

P.O. Box 1810 

Stockton, CA 95201 

Ms. Amy Spitzer 

April 22, 2014 

 

Response A4-1 

The commenter has no comments on the Draft EIR other than to be included in the circulation list for 

project documents. No response is necessary.  

3.0-20
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Letter No. A5: Delta Protection Commission 

Delta Protection Commission 

2101 Stone Blvd, Suite 210 

West Sacramento, CA 95691 

Ms. Erik Vink, Executive Director 

April 23, 2014 

 

Response A5-1 

The commenter provides several policies that apply to the RTP/SCS. The comment does not specifically 

relate to the Draft EIR. Nonetheless, the policies have been incorporated into the Final EIR to ensure 

consistency. Please see Chapter 2.0, Corrections and Additions.  

Response A5-2 

The commenter provides language on the Great California Delta Trail. This language has been 

incorporated into the Final EIR. Please see Chapter 2.0, Corrections and Additions.  

3.0-24
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Letter No. A6: Caltrans 

California Department of Transportation 

P.O. Box 2048 

Stockton, CA 95201 

Ms. Barbara Hempstead, Office of Metropolitan Planning 

April 29, 2014 

 

Response A6-1 

Please refer to Section 2.0, Corrections and Additions for revisions to the Program EIR in response to the 

provided comments.  

3.0-28
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Letter No. A7: Department of Transportation 

Department of Transportation 

District 10 Director 

P.O. Box 2048 

(1976 Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd. 95205) 

Stockton, CA 95201 

 

Response A7-1 

The RTP/SCS includes numerous strategies to reduce congestion and improve LOS on state facilities. 

Strategies such as auxiliary lanes, ramp metering, high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes and park and ride 

facilities are included within the Plan. The commenter is referred to the RTP project list included in the 

RTP. Further, the RTP includes measures beyond roadway measures, page 4.12-59 of the Draft Program 

EIR states: 

Measures intended to reduce vehicle travel and improve LOS are part of the 2014 RTP. These 

include increasing transit use ridesharing and other measures to reduce demand on the 

transportation system; investments in non-motorized transportation; seeking to optimize land 

use/transportation connection; other travel demand measures described in in local agency General 

Plans; and key roadway investments targeted to reduce congestion levels and improve LOS. 

Please see Chapter 2.0, Corrections and Additions for changes to Mitigation Measure TRANS-1. 

The commenter also provides direction for projects which may cause significant impacts to State Routes. 

These comments relate to procedures for project specific development and do not relate to environmental 

issues or the Program EIR. No further response is necessary.  

3.0-31
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April 23, 2014

Via e-mail

Diane Nguyen, Deputy Director
San Joaquin Council of Governments
555 E. Weber Avenue, Stockton, CA 95202
Email: nguyen@sjcog.org

April 23, 2014

RE: Comments on the Initial Draft 2014 Regional Transportation Plan & Sustainable Communities
Strategy and associated Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Report

Dear Ms. Nguyen:

The Mother Lode Chapter of the Sierra Club submits these comments, along with the two
attachments to
Draft 2014 Regional Transportation Plan & Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and the
associated Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (DPEIR).

We expect the staff and EIR consultants to respond in detail to all of the specific, detailed
comments contained in this letter and the attachments, and to share the staff responses to the public
in a timely fashion before any final public hearings and approvals of the two documents. Please send
the responses to these EIR comments to me directly via my listed e-mail below.

These comments are directed to our concerns about the greenhouse gas emissions and vehicle miles
traveled calculations contained in the Plan and DPEIR, and the lack of effective mitigation measures
to achieve the GHG reduction targets required by State law. The attached Technical Memo
provides more detailed analysis of the Plan and the DPEIR that supports the comments contained
in this letter.

The Region Must Decrease, Not Increase, GHG Emissions Related to Auto Travel Over
Time

Under the draft RTP/SCS, from 2012 to 2040, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from mobile
sources are projected to rise by 71%, or 12.8% per capita (EIR Table 4.7-4), and Vehicle Miles
Traveled (VMT) for all trips would rise by 58%, or 4.0% per capita from 2012 to 2040 (EIR Table
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4.12-3). (The per capita increase takes into account population growth over the period as opposed to
the real GHG increase measured over the same period.)

Such an increase is inconsistent with the intent of SB 375 and with SB 32 (Executive Order S-03-
05). That Executive Order requires statewide GHG reductions to reduce emissions 80% below 1990
levels by 2050. 5% by 2020 and 10% by 2035.

As SB 375 makes clear, the State cannot meet its goals if transportation-related GHG continue to
rise. Transportation is responsible for approximately 40% of the S -
2004).1 To do its part, this Plan must ensure a steady decline in projected GHG and VMT, but it
does not.

Neither the Plan nor the DPEIR highlights this inconsistency with the Executive Order S-03-05 as a
potentially significant impact.

In a recent legal decision regarding Regional Transportation Plans during the post-SB 375 era
(Cleveland National Forest Foundation, et al., v. San Diego Association of Governments, Superior Court, San

-term GHG
decrease followed by a long-term rise in GHG was inconsistent with the Executive Order (see ruling
attached). The case is under appeal, with a decision tentatively expected this summer.

The Plan and DPEIR Must Effectively Mitigate Any Projected Increase in GHG or VMT

The DPEIR does acknowledge that increases to greenhouse gases and VMT are significant. But the
mitigation measures recommended by the DPEIR are few, vague, lack enforcement, cannot be
measured, and are at times are misdirected.

For example, to mitigate projected increases in GHG, Mitigation Measures GHG-1, GHG-2, and
GHG-3 include updating future RTPs to reflect local policy changes and exhortations as to what

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 calls for
funding improvements that will increase the level of service, which in turn will increase, not reduce,
auto travel, hardly a measure to reduce anticipated GHG emissions. Mitigation Measure TRANS-2

tential measures to reduce vehicular
travel, including such measures as land-use strategies, carsharing programs, additional car- and

TRANS-3 states that local agencies
evaluate VMT for projects and implement measures that reduce VMT. TRANS- work

These mitigation measures are inadequate to mitigate the identified significant impacts because they
are vague, unenforceable, and their success (or failure) cannot be measured over time to gauge their
effectiveness. If COG believes these measures can be effective in reducing projected GHG emission
over time, the Plan and PDEIR should quantify how much GHG reduction can be projected due to
each specific mitigation program or strategy and explain how each strategy will be monitored over
time.

1
Source: California Energy Commission. INVENTORY OF CALIFORNIA GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS AND SINKS:

1990 TO 2004. Staff Report Publication # CEC-600-2006-013
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In San Diego, Judge Taylor explicitly rejected measures that encourage action by local agencies,

over the planning and funding of regional
and local transportation improvement projects. This SJCOG function can be a very effective
mechanism to encourage smart growth projects that contribute to GHG emission and VMT
reductions and discourage projects that do not conform with the GHG and other goals of the Plan.

The SJCOG has been very reluctant to exercise this function in the past for fear of being accused of
usurping local land use authority. However, that is not the issue before us now. (In fact, the
DPEIR admits that the Plan will affect land use in the County when it states "Although a similar
level of development is anticipated even without the RTP/SCS, this Plan would influence growth,
including distribution patterns, throughout San Joaquin County" (p. 4.7-23 in the DPEIR). Other
COGs in the State are using the SCS process to redefine the relationship between the COGs and
local agencies, and the SJCOG must also explore new policies and programs consistent with State
law, to comply fully with SB 375 and AB 32.

For example, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission and the Association of Bay Area
Governments through deve SCS Plan Bay Area have initiated a number of
new policies and programs that may serve as model for the San Joaquin SCS. These policies

development ds
are distributed.

development
to direct funding. The Plan and DPEIR should also analyze mitigation programs

that would: prioritize and accelerate spending on non-auto transportation projects; propose an
alternate split of funds for any Measure K expansion; and provide local agencies with greater
incentive grants that support infill and compact development early on when their impact will be
maximized.

The SJCOG Plan and DPEIR should examine what innovative programs other COGs in the State
are considering and determine if they could be applied here.

More Analysis is Needed to Explain Apparently Contradictory GHG Results

The plan has very high SB 375 GHG reductions, reportedly the largest of any region in the state.
How can the region be increasing GHG and VMT from 2012 to 2040, while also reducing SB 375
GHG by more than any other region in the State from 2005 to 2035? A clear explanation is needed
for this counter-
and key assumptions of whichever travel demand models it uses in a way that would be useable and

ntly not understandable. Without
more information, the public does not know how to interpret this apparent discrepancy.

SB 375 GHG Reduction Targets Should be Achieved Via Improvements in Land Use and
Transportation Policy

The intent of SB 375 is to reduce GHG emissions by reducing car travel. The GHG targets are to be
achieved via the development pattern, transportation measures, and other transportation measures
and policies not external circumstances outside of regional and local control (Cal. Govt. Code
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Section 65080(b)(2)(B)(vii)).

Yet, no data is provided in the Plan to explain what portion of the GHG reductions come from
transportation policies and land use versus other factors, some of which may be external and
circumstantial. In fact, the vast majority of reductions may not be due to policy changes. The
Business as Usual scenario shows a 22.1% GHG reduction while the proposed Plan has a very

similar 23.8% reduction [Table M-2], suggesting that the Plan may simply result in GHG reductions
of 2% to 3% . This 2% to 3% reduction would
not be consistent with SB 375 reduction targets of 5% by 2020 and 10% by 2035.

Other indicators support this concern. The percentage of travel by transit, walking, and biking is
projected to actually decline (!) between 2012 and 2040 (EIR Table 4.12-3). Average trip length in
2040 would be longer under the Plan (8.62 miles) than under a Business as Usual scenario (8.54 miles)
(Table M-2). The Plan does not appear to reduce the amount of driving length and time for future
residents nor does the Plan ensure that non-auto travel modes are more available and easier to
access than current conditions.

Summary

In conclusion we strongly recommend:

The final Plan and PDEIR must be revised and improved with detailed strategies to ensure
that VMT and mobile source GHG show an ongoing decline from 2012 to 2020 to 2035 to
2040 (measured, at a very minimum, by per capita change).
The final Plan and PDEIR must explain how SB 375 GHG reductions are reached and
ensure that the policy-driven reductions equal at least 5% by 2020 and 10% by 2035 per
capita compared to 2005 levels.
Where a long-term decline cannot be achieved, such as for total mobile source GHG, the
Final Plan and PDEIR must explain how adopted mitigation measures will leverage the
COG ol over funding for local and regional transportation
improvements projects to achieve the targets.
Finally, the final Plan should be improved such that bicycle and pedestrian mode share and
transit mode share increase from 2012 to 2040.

Thank you for your attention to these issues and your consideration of our comments. Please send
the responses to these EIR comments to me directly via my listed e-mail below, and send responses
to those other parties that are copied in this letter.

Yours truly,

/s/ Eric Parfrey
Executive Committee
Mother Lode Chapter
parfrey@sbcglobal.net

cc: San Joaquin COG Board of Directors
Stockton, Lodi, Manteca, Tracy, Lathrop, Ripon City Councils and staff
State Attorney Generals Office, Lisa.Trankley@doj.ca.gov
Rachel Hooper, Hooper@smwlaw.com, Amy Bricker, Bricker@smwlaw.com
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Technical Memo
TO: San Joaquin Council of Governments’ (SJCOG) Board of Directors
FROM: David Ausherman and Pete Hathaway
DATE: April 16, 2014
RE: SJCOG 2014 Draft Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

We are writing to share our analysis of the draft 2014 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). This
analysis was commissioned by the San Joaquin Sustainable Communities Coalition to aid the
San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) in creating a strong Regional Transportation Plan
that achieves the region’s goals. In addition to the draft RTP, we reviewed detailed geographic
data provided by COG staff in response to a data request, the 2011 RTP, recent Measure K
annual reports, and numerous COG studies. We commend San Joaquin Council of Governments’
track record of thorough, thoughtful planning. This plan is among the best in the San Joaquin
Valley. It increases transit service and builds a solid Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) system over time;
includes infill growth in Stockton and Lodi; improves Altamont Commuter Express (ACE)
service; contains some incentives for compact growth patterns and town centered development in
some cities; and recognizes the need for more funding for road maintenance, transit, and active
transportation. However, it could go further to advance economic development, meet housing
market trends, and spend scarce transportation funds more effectively.

We respectfully offer the following comments as a brief summary of our conclusions and would
be happy to provide further detail on any of these comments.

Improve the land use scenario

Federal law requires that RTPs be based on land uses “reasonably expected to be built.” After
comparing the plan to studies on market demand, our conclusion is that this scenario:

Does achieve an appropriate balance between single family and multifamily: Its mix of
roughly 60% single family and 40% multifamily meets the market demand estimates from
the San Joaquin Valley Higher Density Residential Housing Market Study. Planning
realistically to meet the demand for apartments and townhomes is a positive step for the
region’s housing affordability.
Underestimates the future demand for walkable, mixed-use neighborhoods: The 2013
Community Preference Survey by the National Association of Realtors found that 60% of
Americans want to live in mixed-use, walkable communities. Yet in 2040, only 30% of
homes and 22% of jobs would be in walkable neighborhoods, according to a RapidFire
analysis of this plan.
Underestimates the future demand for transit-oriented development: Under this plan,
fewer than 24% of households will be within half a mile of quality transit service in 2040. A
Home for Everyone: San Joaquin Valley Housing Preferences and Opportunities to 2050
(Arthur C. Nelson, Council of Infill Builders, 2013: councilofinfillbuilders.org/resources/
valley-housing.html) shows that statewide, even if all new homes built to 2035 were built as
transit-oriented development (TOD), there still would be demand for more than a million
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additional units. It is likely not possible to overbuild quality walkable, transit-oriented
communities in California in the next three decades.
Underestimates the future demand for infill growth within existing communities large
and small: This plan would build only 15% of new homes as infill and 29% of new jobs (per
staff communication). More infill is key to build the walkable communities needed.
Overestimates the long-term demand for auto-oriented suburban commercial product
types: It appears that approximately 65% of new employment growth in San Joaquin will be
built to be auto dependent. For instance, a large share of retail will be Arterial Commercial
(ie, strip commercial) and Regional Retail (ie, “big box” retail). With market demand studies
showing that all new growth could be walkable and transit oriented and still not meet
demand, this degree of continued automobile orientation could stifle the nascent economic
recovery of the region.
Overestimates demand for large lot single family homes: The roughly 27% of growth
planned as large lot single family homes does not adequately reflect the concerns expressed
in A Home for Everyone (Nelson 2013), which shows negligible demand for additional large
lot homes over coming decades, as this product type has recently been over-built.
Warns of the impending loss of agricultural land and natural resources: Over 40
additional square miles of prime San Joaquin County land, including some of the most
productive farmland in the world, will be developed under this draft plan. With more focus
on infill development and less focus on building large-lot single-family homes, this number
could feasibly be cut in half. Doing so would also serve to bring communities closer to
destinations, resulting in decreased Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT), air pollution, fuel
consumption, and adverse effects on public health.

Therefore, we would encourage the COG and local agencies to work together to:

Boost the homes and jobs planned within existing communities and near transit. Targets
would be 25% of dwelling units and 45% of jobs as infill, and 35% of homes and 55% of
jobs in high-quality transit areas, perhaps using the Smart Growth Transit Oriented
Development plan (2004) sites. Three allocation categories, Office Park, Medical Office and
Public Office, accounted for 1/3 of the employment allocation. All, or most of these, could
easily be fit into existing neighborhoods as infill products, eliminating much of the need for
auto-dependent office parks.
Reduce single-use suburban product types. Identify locations in this scenario that are
currently planned for single-use residential, office, or retail developments where local
general plans or “planned unit development” practices would allow a developer to build a
walkable, town-center style mixed use neighborhood.
Increase mixed-use and walkable development. Widely distribute walkable types, like
Main Street, in 1-3 acre allocations to serve compact neighborhoods and intercept non-work
trips. Small neighborhood centers could be added to the residential neighborhoods to capture
some auto trips internally. (Currently, Main Street is sometimes allocated far from
neighborhoods in large areas exceeding 30 acres.)
Plan for shopping in walkable neighborhoods close to residents. With the retail sector
only comprising about 14% of total regional employment growth, it is important to distribute
retail space widely as a part of walkable development, not concentrate it in auto-oriented
retail centers. There simply will not be enough growth in the retail sector to support both

2014 San Joaquin COG RTP/SCS EIR
June 2014

Impact Sciences, Inc.
1173.001

3.0-37



3

strategies. This is consistent with market trends, as former strip commercial and malls are
already converting to mixed-use.
Convert some large-lot single family to compact single family. Some of the suburban
residential could be changed to Compact Neighborhood Low. This is a more walkable
development type than the Suburban Residential, and could effectively be paired with a local
walkable Main Street node.

Integrate Land Use and Transportation Planning

Better planning to meet demand for walkable neighborhoods would, we believe, make better use
of the planned transportation investments and improve this plan’s performance on key indicators.
Unfortunately, because this plan underestimates the demand for walkable neighborhoods with
homes and jobs built in existing communities and near transit, its indicators currently fall short:

Public transit use declines: In 2040, a smaller share of trips will occur via public transit
than today. In 2012, 2.09% of trips occur via public transit. This falls to 1.96% with the plan.
Walking and biking declines: Mode share for bicycle and walking trips also falls slightly,
from 4.16% (2012) to 3.91% (2040). (EIR Table 4.12-3)
Driving increases: Instead, every day, the average household will have to drive more. Daily
per capita VMT increase from 25.67 to 26.71.
Transportation costs stay high: Under this plan, the average household’s costs would
decline by only 0.26% compared to business as usual.
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions per capita increase: While the Plan states that it will
reduce SB 375 emissions per capita by 23.8% from 2005 by 2040, the EIR also shows that
total mobile source GHG/capita will increase, from roughly 4.6 to 5.6 MTCO2e/yr (Metric
Tons of Carbon Dioxide Equivalent per Year, based on EIR Tables 6.0-11, 6.0-12, Table 1 of
Appendix 4.5, and official estimates of population for 2005). More information on the SB
375 VMT and GHG reductions would be a helpful addition to this plan.
VMT (and thus GHG) trends upward: This plan shows a long term upward trend in total
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) per capita from 25.7 to 26.7 weekday miles per capita from
2012 to 2040 under the Plan. The relationship between VMT and GHG is nearly 1:1 under
AB 32 and SB 375, so this suggests that the Plan may not be doing enough to provide
alternatives to auto travel within and through the county, support compact land use patterns
via strategic transportation investments, and help the state meet its long term GHG goals.

San Joaquin County must integrate land use plans with transportation investments for the region
to reach its goals. A plan that met market demand for infill and walkable communities would
perform better on these indicators. The plan notes that land use is one of “the two most effective
means of achieving. increased transit usage, congestion management, and auto-related air quality
goals for the region” (Appendix L, p. 12-29). To accelerate progress towards its goals, the COG
should improve the scenario as described above, and outline short- and long-term actions to
integrate land use and transportation plans. The plan identifies strategies (e.g., “Strategy 6:
Facilitate Transit-Oriented Development to Maximize Existing Transit Investments”) but few
actions. These could be outlined in the main RTP and further detailed in Appendix L (Modal
Discussion). While the COG has no land use authority, actions could include:

Adopt a policy that prioritizes local transportation projects that support infill, compact, and
town center development patterns,
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Enact a Street Connectivity Policy, which specifies that streets should connect to create a
network rather than end in cul-de-sacs; an interconnected network of streets has been shown
to be more conducive to bicycle & pedestrian travel, as well as effective at reducing
congestion,
Update the Regional Smart-Growth Transit-Oriented Development Plan,
Conduct a market demand study focused on the Community Action Centers identified in the
Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Safe Routes to School Master Plan,
Restructure the Regional Traffic Impact Fee to reward development projects with lower
traffic impacts, and build projects that use walking, cycling, and transit to reduce congestion,
Create a Regional Bicycle & Pedestrian Program, funded at sufficient levels, to which locals
could apply for funds annually to plan and construct local bicycle & pedestrian projects,
Educate stakeholders about the high cost of free parking and best practices in parking policy,
Educate stakeholders about the importance of preserving affordable homes near transit

Increase and Frontload Key Transportation Investments

The best opportunity to advance the region’s goals is to spend its $11 billion in transportation
dollars wisely. This new plan should focus on building San Joaquin’s own home economy for
people of all incomes. However, the Draft 2014 RTP’s project list looks mostly like it did in the
2011 RTP, continuing to support auto-dependent land uses and commuting to the Bay Area. This
plan needs more balance, by investing more in local jobs in walkable communities. To this end,
we offer three comments:

Provide greater clarity around the timing and funding for key investments. Whether an
investment gets made depends on its funding source. Once made, it takes time to come to
fruition. Yet too often this plan does not identify when crucial investments will occur nor outline
which funds support which activities.

This plan should include two additional financial summary charts to better explain which
funds get spent where, and which parts of the plan depend on new revenues. Samples of this
needed information are attached. (Note that these are samples, with some numbers taken
directly from the RTP and others estimated with the best information available.)
The project list lacks target completion dates for many bicycle and pedestrian improvements,
and the timing of the Smart Growth Incentive Program. This information should be added.

Prioritize and frontload funds for transit, walking, biking, smart growth, and walkable
neighborhoods. Active transportation and transit investments in existing communities can
catalyze and support infill. At this time little comment can be made about the timing of active
transportation projects and smart growth incentives. This raises a concern that they will occur
later in the plan. The sooner they occur, the greater the impact they will have on growth and
economic development in the county.

The COG had great success using the Measure K Renewal Early Action Program to accelerate
high priority state highway projects, leveraging state and federal dollars. Now we face different
conditions in both development trends and transportation fund availability. During that time,
other Measure K spending categories were deployed more slowly. Expenditures from 2010
through 2013 appear to include a smaller percentage for active transportation and smart growth
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than their share of the 2011 RTP. The COG has offered only one $1.5m round of Smart Growth
Incentive grant-making, although it needs to average $2.0-$2.5m per year to spend its $65m
budget over 30 years. The Early Action Plan used bonds to accelerate the construction of
highway projects, but so far the COG has not done the same for streetscape, bicycle, and
pedestrian infrastructure. We recommend that the COG:

Establish an Early Action Plan to frontload spending on active transportation, transit
infrastructure (for which operations funding is available), and Smart Growth Incentives. This
plan could leverage the increasing number of state and federal funding programs that focus
on active transportation, transit, and sustainable communities. It could bond against future
revenues where appropriate.
Give priority to serving walkable, transit-oriented mixed use development areas when
investing COG controlled funds. Give priority for active transportation projects that
specifically improve first-mile/last-mile local access over long range biking, though ideally
funding both.
Establish policies that align the timing of transportation investments with developments.
Build local road and interchange expansion projects only in response to greenfields
developments, not to anticipate them. Given the oversupply of large lot suburban
development and the number of road projects in the first fifteen years of this plan, it seems
that many of the local arterial and interchange projects may be scheduled prematurely.

Support new revenues, especially for road maintenance, transit operations, and active
transportation. Overall, San Joaquin’s draft 2014 RTP revenue estimates and financial plan
appear reasonable and appropriate. The plan forecasts $11 billion in revenues over 26 years, a
mild rise compared to the last plan, with 88% from existing sources and 12% from a proposed
new ¼% supplemental sales tax measure. Without the new revenue, San Joaquin would face a
$250 million funding shortfall that could cut short completion of Measure K’s voter-approved
program. The tax is a reasonable way to address the shortfall and could be a positive step for the
county. In developing the spending plan, the highest priority for expenditure should be funds for
road maintenance, transit operations, active transportation, and smart growth incentives, as well
as cutting-edge ideas such as free youth bus passes and regional advanced mitigation for
projects’ unavoidable environmental impacts.

Better Analyze and Meet Environmental Justice Communities’ Needs

The implementation of SB 375 in the San Joaquin Valley offers an opportunity for future
residential and commercial growth to be accommodated in a manner which invigorates
disadvantaged communities. As noted in a memo from the UC Davis Center for Regional
Change, the Environmental Justice Appendix of the SCS/RTP does not conclusively show that
the San Joaquin County SCS/RTP will result in equitable outcomes for low-income and minority
households.

About half of San Joaquin County residents live where a typical household would spend over
60% of their income on housing and transportation, according to the Center for Neighborhood
Technology’s Housing + Transportation Index. But the proposed plan would only decrease
transportation costs by 0.26% compared to business as usual. This cost burden may fall
particularly heavily on low-income households, particularly those that must own one or more
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vehicles. In San Joaquin County, these households are often located in areas with fewer low
wage jobs than affordable homes and low job growth rates. Residents may have difficulty
accessing jobs and services, particularly if they don’t have access to a vehicle and live in an area
that is not well served by transit. Low-income households may also be heavily burdened by
transportation costs.

The current EJ analysis captures nearly 60% of the county’s population, but some of these
communities experience greater disadvantages and have greater needs. Additionally,
disadvantages and needs do not always track perfectly with income levels and race/ethnicity
(which is the focus of the EJ analysis). An assessment of San Joaquin County communities with
elevated health and infrastructure needs would help to identify areas where the need for
investment is greater, and where transportation investments may have a greater impact.

If additional analysis of the SCS/RTP shows that it results in disparities in EJ communities,
mitigations should be explored. Even if disparities are not observed along income and
race/ethnicity lines, directing a portion of investments into communities identified through a
needs assessment (as described above) could help to strengthen those communities. Potential
actions could include targeted investments in EJ communities or areas with greater health and
infrastructure needs, measures aimed at reducing transportation costs (particularly for low-
income or minority households or communities with greater needs), and investments in
transportation infrastructure used by low-income and minority residents or communities with
greater needs.

For example, low-income and minority residents of San Joaquin County disproportionately use
bus transit (including BRT) and bike/pedestrian modes, while they are less likely to use roads
and rail transit (ACE). The current plan reserves funds for ACE expansion that may not be
realized in the near future. These funds might be used to advance BRT and/or increase local bus
service frequency. It may also be desirable to leverage any additional funds that can be used for
transit operations in the near future (e.g. before 2025).

Forecast and Track Progress

Federal and state transportation policy ask transportation models to forecast performance on a
wide range of metrics. Unfortunately, this plan’s performance measures obscure whether things
are getting better or worse because they compare to "business as usual" projections instead of
current conditions. Regions around California are upgrading their models to project future
performance on key metrics. San Joaquin COG should continue to do that in future plans.
Finally, the plan should outline how it will track its performance moving forward. The 2011 RTP
had concrete goals, objectives, and performance measures. This RTP might include an appendix
tracking progress against its 2011 goals to this plan.
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Biographies

David Ausherman has extensive experience in large scale design, urban and regional planning
and computer modeling. His experience includes both public and private sector design projects
from site to regional scales. Most notably, David has been involved in several large-scale
regional scenario planning and visioning initiatives including Region 2040, a plan for the
Portland region that included land use, transportation and open space planning for a 50-year
forecast, Envision Utah, Chicago Metropolis 2020, Envision Central Texas, and the Southern
California Association of Governments' COMPASS Blueprint. David completed his master’s
degree in Design Studies from Harvard University and his undergraduate degree in Landscape
Architecture from the University of Florida.

Peter Hathaway has a career in transportation planning and finance spanning 40 years. Most
recently he was Director of Transportation Planning at the Sacramento Area Council of
Governments (SACOG). Previously, Mr. Hathaway worked for 16 years at the California
Transportation Commission (CTC), four years at the Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research and seven years at the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). A graduate
of Union College, Schenectady, New York, he is a veteran of the United States Army. At
SACOG, Hathaway managed transportation planning, programming and project delivery
programs. He supervised two groundbreaking Metropolitan Transportation Plans: in 2002, the
"Bold First Step" prepared by a broad-based Transportation Roundtable that included the
establishment of four new regional funding programs including Community Design, and in 2008,
"A Creative New Vision" directly linking the region’s Blueprint to transportation planning and
setting new standards for congestion, vehicle miles traveled and air quality performance.
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Technical Tables Requested

The following two tables illustrate information that we suggest be provided to stakeholders in
advance of adopting the final RTP. These financial tables are provided for illustrative purposes
only. They include actual values when available, but when not available, contain estimates and
approximations.
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Letter No. B1: Sierra Club 

Sierra Club 

Mother Lode Chapter 

parfrey@sbcglobal.net 

Mr. Eric Parfrey, Executive Committee 

April 23, 2014 

 

This letter also contains comments on the RTP. Please refer to the RTP Response to Comments Technical 

Appendix. 

Response B1-1 

Staff and the EIR consultant have reviewed the letter and all attachments. Responses to the specific 

comments raised within the letter are provided below.  

Response B1-2 

The Draft EIR Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, evaluates three thresholds (1) would the proposed 

project result in an increase in total greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions compared to existing (2012) 

conditions; (2) would the proposed project conflict with AB 32 or any other applicable plan policy or 

regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing emissions of greenhouse gases; and (3) would the 

proposed project conflict with SB 375 GHG emission reduction targets. 

The first two thresholds are necessary under CEQA to gain an understanding of the total GHG emissions 

that will occur over the lifetime of the proposed project and provide analysis of the SJCOG RTP/SCS’s 

impacts on GHG and compliance with AB 32 or any other applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted 

for the purpose of reducing greenhouse gases. 

AB 32 requires the Air Resources Board (ARB) to develop a Scoping Plan to chart the states path to 

reduce greenhouse gas emissions. As ARB describes the 2014 AB 32 Scoping Plan Update:  

the Scoping Plan builds upon the initial Scoping Plan with new strategies and recommendations. 

The update identifies opportunities to leverage existing and new funds to further drive GHG 

emission reductions through strategic planning and targeted low carbon investments. The update 

defines ARB’s climate change priorities for the next five years and sets the groundwork to reach 

long-term goals set forth in Executive Orders S-3-05 and B-16-2012. The update highlights 

California’s progress toward meeting the “near-term” 2020 GHG emission reduction goals 

defined in the initial Scoping Plan. It also evaluates how to align the State's "longer-term" GHG 

reduction strategies with other State policy priorities for water, waste, natural resources, clean 

energy, transportation, and land use. 

As a result, compliance with the AB 32 Scoping Plan (2014) is assumed to set the SJCOG region on a path 

consistent with Executive Order S-3-05.  
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The analysis conservatively presents emissions from several sources, including mobile sources (all 

vehicles), energy use (natural gas, electricity), water supply and construction associated with land use 

and infrastructure projects. These gross estimates represent SJCOG’s attempt to quantify the total 

emissions that could occur between 2012 and 2040 (the Plan horizon year). Further, as described on 

page 4.7-26 of the Draft EIR it should be noted that a number of potential sources have not been included, 

such as agricultural machinery, plants (including crops), solid waste collection and disposal, trains, 

airplanes, ships and other port activity, stationary sources, and industrial processes. This is due to a lack 

of information about these sources as well as a lack of potential impact by the RTP on these sources. 

For example, new industrial sources are typically relatively unique, and must be calculated using precise 

information regarding the specific process. No such information exists for potential future industrial 

sources of GHG emissions. 

As shown in Table 4.7-4 of the Draft EIR, total emissions without regulation or implementation of AB-32 

Scoping Plan measures would increase between 2012 and 2040. As further described in the Draft EIR 

(page 4.7-27), it should be remembered in general that this is a very rough approximation in that it 

depends on many simplifying assumptions and does not include many types of sources. Also, emissions 

shown for both scenarios are highly conservative as the emission factors used do not reflect possible or 

planned improvements in the future from programs such as those contained in AB 32 Scoping Plan (2014) 

table 6: Summary of Recommended Actions by Sector, updated green building standards, advancements 

in energy efficiency, and increased use of electrical vehicles. Lastly, while the 2014 RTP/SCS includes 

many strategies for reducing GHG emissions from land use, the RTP does not have any authority over 

how land is actually developed in San Joaquin County. The analysis is included within the Draft EIR to 

provide a useful comparison between existing conditions and 2040, as required by CEQA. As SJCOG 

does not have the authority to guarantee that all measures contained in the AB 32 Scoping Plan will be 

implemented by the responsible implementing agency (which based on ARB analysis would meet the 

80 percent below 1900 emissions target set by Executive Order S-3-05 resulting in a less than significant 

impact), the Draft EIR conservatively find the proposed project would result in a significant impact due 

to the projected increase in total GHG emissions.  

SB 375 highlights that current models and analytical techniques should be able to assess the effects of 

policy choices, such as residential development patterns, expanded transit service and accessibility, the 

walkability of communities, and the use of economic incentives and disincentives. SJCOG has used the 

SJCOG Travel Demand Model to measure the impacts of scenarios reflecting changing residential 

development patterns, expanded transit service and accessibility, the walkability of communities, and the 

use of economic incentives and disincentives; a clear indication of the legislature’s intent to allow the use 
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of existing planning models and analytical techniques to quantify GHG reductions resulting from the 

RTP/SCS.  

SB 375 also requires the California Transportation Commission (CTC) to develop guidelines for travel 

demand models used in the development of RTP/SCSs. In April 2010, the CTC adopted the RTP 

Guidelines incorporating SB 375 planning requirements. Chapter 2: Latest Planning Assumptions of the 

Draft Conformity Analysis for the 2015 Federal Improvement Transportation Program and 2014 Regional 

Transportation Plan documents how the requirements are met. No comments regarding this 

documentation were received during the public comment period.  

It is important to note that the analysis of total emissions, while important under CEQA, does not reflect 

SJCOG’s ability to either comply with the goals of AB 32 or meet its obligations under SB 375. SB 375 is 

one strategy in the state’s overall plan for meeting AB 32 goals as identified in the AB 32 Scoping Plan. 

Where applicable, the SJCOG 2014 RTP/SCS is consistent with the AB 32 Scoping Plan rules, regulations, 

and programs. 

Under SB 375, SJCOG was given a specific target to meet (5 and 10 percent). SJCOG has demonstrated its 

ability to meet these targets and as such, is fulfilling its obligations under AB 32 (Executive Order S-3-05) 

and SB 375. Although the Draft EIR elects to take a conservative approach to the determination of GHG 

impacts, inclusion of the above mentioned AB 32 Scoping Plan rules, regulations, or programs that have 

or will be implemented as envisioned by ARB into the analysis, is anticipated, based on ARB analysis of 

the Scoping Plan and SCJOG’s consistency with SB 375, to result in a less than significant impact. 

Nonetheless, the Draft EIR recognizes that based on a conservative estimate of GHG emissions there may 

be a net increase in emissions between 1990 and 2020, rather than a reduction (see Draft EIR Table 4.7-5). 

Under the 2014 RTP/SCS the increase would be 2.0 million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent 

(MMTCO2e), or approximately 51 percent. As indicated in the Draft EIR, this figure does not take into 

account any of the AB 32 Scoping Plan rules, regulations, or programs that have been or will be 

implemented, and therefore, presents a grossly conservative estimate. The 2014 RTP/SCS provides 

numerous strategies to reduce GHG emissions from land use and development, none of which are 

accounted for in these results. If the AB 32 Scoping Plan and 2014 RTP/SCS strategies could be fully 

accounted for and included it is expected that emissions in San Joaquin County would also meet the AB 

32 reductions targets. However, information required to show a full and accurate quantified analysis of 

the impact of the 2014 RTP/SCS on AB 32 is currently not available and the Draft EIR conservatively 

considered the potential for the plan to conflict with AB 32 to be potentially significant. 

Lastly, the Draft EIR evaluates the potential for the Plan to meet SB 375. As demonstrated within the 2014 

RTP/SCS, the Plan exceeds the targets set by SB 375. While it is true that total GHG emissions are 
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expected to increase, (absent AB 32 Scoping Plan rules, regulations, or programs that have been or will be 

implemented), SB 375 represents a subset of those emissions. These are the emissions the COG, as 

determined by the state, has the greatest ability to influence and as a result is responsible for showing 

compliance with the 5 and 10 percent targets. The methodology for calculating these emissions is much 

more refined than the gross estimates presented in the CEQA analysis of total emissions (Threshold 

GHG-1) described above however, do not include AB 32 measures such as Pavley or the Low Carbon 

Fuel Standard consistent with the ARB board approved SB 375 targets.  

For purposes of preparing the GHG emissions analysis for SJCOG consistent with the methods used by 

ARB to set SB 375 targets in September 2010, SJCOG subtracted all emissions from through trips (trips 

without and origin and a destination in San Joaquin County). In addition, the portion of vehicle miles 

traveled (VMT) attributable to trips that either begin or end within the County but travel to/from 

neighboring regions (IX/XI) were included for all portions of the trip within the County (i.e., 100 percent 

of IX/XI VMT up to the County line).  

Accounting for interregional travel, or travel that crosses the County boundaries, continues to be a key 

issue for SB 375 implementation across the state.  

Therefore, the presentation of conservative GHG emissions estimates included in the Draft EIR is not 

inconsistent with SB 375 or the AB 32 Scoping Plan’s long-term strategy to meet Executive Order S-3-05 

GHG reduction goals as it clearly indicates the targets have been met. As described above, the Draft EIR 

indicates, based on a conservative estimate, that total emissions could increase which would be 

inconsistent with AB 32. However, as discussed, SJCOG’s responsibility under AB 32 is to meet the 

targets established by CARB, using the approved CARB methodology. SJCOG has demonstrated an 

ability to meet its SB 375 targets as explained with the RTP and Draft EIR.  

Response B1-3 

See Response B1-4, below, for a discussion of mitigation measures within the RTP EIR. 

Response B1-4 

The commenter is referred to subsection 1.9, Mitigation Measures, (page 1.0-9) of the Draft EIR. This 

subsection specifically describes the role of metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) in enforcement 

of mitigation measures. As described, the Draft EIR identifies programmatic mitigation measures to be 

implemented by SJCOG and identifies mitigation measures that SJCOG will encourage implementing and 

local agencies to implement as appropriate as part of project specific environmental review. SJCOG as 

part of their Intergovernmental Review process will facilitate and encourage implementing and local 

agencies to require these measures as applicable. The language of the mitigation measures indicates that 
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implementing and local agencies should implement measures. It is assumed that each agency has the 

ability to implement and/or impose these measures (i.e., that they can implement them). As such, this 

Program EIR identifies programmatic mitigation that would be implemented by SJCOG or other agencies 

with broad-scale planning jurisdiction. 

As noted above, this Program EIR provides a regional scale analysis and a framework of mitigation 

measures for subsequent, site-specific environmental review documents prepared by lead agencies 

within the County as individual planning, development and transportation project are identified, design 

and move through the planning, review and decision-making process. As authorized by State CEQA 

Guidelines and case law, the mitigation measures included in this Draft Program EIR are appropriately 

less detailed than those that would be part of a project-specific EIR and the selection of detailed 

mitigation measures is properly deferred to future project-specific CEQA reviews. SJCOG’s role is to 

prioritize and facilitate transportation projects consistent with adopted procedures. For regionally 

significant land use and transportation projects, SJCOG reviews and provides comments on 

environmental documents to determine consistency with applicable SJCOG planning and policy 

documents including the RTP/SCS. SJCOG does not dictate land use, directly implement transportation 

projects, nor does it conduct project specific environmental review. SB 375 specifically addresses the role 

of MPOs, such as SJCOG, and it explicitly does not provide SJCOG with the authority to regulate land 

use. Therefore, SJCOG has no ability to impose or enforce mitigation measures within the authority of 

local jurisdictions. 

The Draft Program EIR provides a regional scale analysis and a framework of mitigation measures for 

subsequent, site-specific environmental review documents prepared by lead agencies in the region as 

individual planning, development and transportation projects are identified, designed and move through 

the planning, review and decision-making process.  

Regarding the specific measures addressed in the letter, the referenced measures (GHG-1, GHG-2, 

GHG-3, TRANS-1, TRANS-2, and TRANS-4) represent a combination of those actions that are under the 

direct authority of SJCOG (i.e., update future RTPs) as well as actions that can be undertaken by local 

jurisdictions (i.e., create climate action plans). SJCOG does not have land use authority and cannot 

require jurisdictions to undertake actions such as the development of climate action plans. However, as 

SJCOG’s role is as a facilitator within the region, SJCOG can (as described within the proposed measures) 

encourage local jurisdictions that have not developed these plans to do so. As described above, the 

measures included in this Draft Program EIR are adequate under CEQA as they directly correspond to 

the level of specificity within a Program EIR as required by CEQA. It is not appropriate for SJCOG to 

include specific project-level mitigation measures on every project within the RTP. Development of such 

project-level measures would be inappropriate for many projects. For example, a requirement on specific 
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energy saving measures for residential projects would not apply to transportation projects and could 

create confusion and place a burden on some projects. Additionally, individual jurisdictions may have 

specific guidelines which could be in conflict with proposed measures resulting in unnecessary 

additional mitigation measures. Further, SJCOG would have to develop a methodology for enforcing 

measures, many of which would be well beyond SJCOG’s core mission and purview. For these reasons, 

the measures included in the Draft EIR are programmatic in nature and appropriately place an emphasis 

on information sharing, review of regionally significant projects, and collaboration among regional 

partners.  

Response B1-5 

SJCOG’s Measure K is a half-cent sales tax measure that is allocated for transportation improvements 

through the year 2041. SJCOG staff has been facilitating a process that allows for consideration of 

amendments every fiscal year. The process aims to add flexibility and responsiveness to the expenditure 

plan for Measure K. In addition, SJCOG has developed a Strategic Plan that provides guidance in the 

development of programs and projects that could benefit from Measure K funds and includes priority 

funding for 10 years of identified projects across a range of transportation modes in San Joaquin County. 

The Strategic Plan identifies the following categories to which funding shall be allocated: congestion relief 

(32.5 percent), local street repair (35 percent) and passenger rail/bus and bicycle/pedestrian projects 

(30 percent). In particular, these bicycle/pedestrian projects would help to reduce VMT and associated 

GHGs. The 2013 Strategic Plan continues to identify that funds would be available for infrastructure 

enhancements, such as street calming, walkable community projects, transit amenities and alternative 

modes of transportation that will assist local agencies in better integrating transportation and land use. 

These funds would be available to support infill development, neighborhood revitalization and 

downtown improvements. Some or all of the funding available for the Smart Growth Incentive program 

would be allocated via a competitive allocation process. To date, a total of $1.5 million of Measure K 

Renewal funds has been allocated for various Smart Growth Incentive projects. 

The Strategic Plan is updated every two years. The updates evaluate the scope, cost and schedule of all 

projects in the plan. In addition, the need to phase projects is also considered. The allocation of 

Measure K funds also can be amended. Adding a new Measure K project will require amendments to 

both the Measure K Strategic Plan and the Measure K Expenditure Plan. The expenditure plan may be 

amended only once a year. If projects are proposed to be added to the plan, they are to be considered as a 

group of projects and acted on annually by the SJCOG’s Board before the end of the fiscal year. 

SJCOG encourages organizations such as Sierra Club to identify projects and/or programs to be added to 

the expenditure plan following the process outlined above.  
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Response B1-6 

SJCOG appropriately evaluated several land use scenarios within the 2014 RTP/SCS and these scenarios 

are included in the Draft EIR. These scenarios meet the CEQA definition of alternatives and provide a 

“reasonable range” of alternatives. For a programmatic level document such as the RTP/SCS, infinite land 

use scenarios could have been evaluated including priority development areas. However, inclusion of 

additional alternatives would be speculative as they would require changes to existing land uses. SJCOG 

has established Transit Priority Areas and identified these areas with the RTP/SCS as required by SB 375. 

These areas were developed in concert with the community during SJCOG’s comprehensive public 

outreach process. As previously described, SJCOG is a regional facilitator and aims to bring consensus to 

the region on future possible land use and transportation scenarios. Several other scenarios could be 

considered, however, it would not be appropriate to include a new concept within the 2014 RTP/SCS such 

as “priority development areas” without building community consensus.  

As described in Response B1-5, above, SJCOG has a process for the expenditure of funds within the 

County that identifies plans and projects for Measure K funds. SJCOG believes this iterative process to be 

preferable to development of “priority development areas” as it allows flexibility and amendments as 

needed. Selecting certain areas for “priority development” could result in inconsistencies between 

existing land uses, available funding, project delivery schedules and economic conditions all of which 

may change at any time.  

The RTP/SCS includes a mitigation program in that those projects that seek CEQA streamlining under 

SB 375 would be required to evaluate the appropriate mitigation measures provided within the Draft EIR. 

The commenter suggests SJCOG should consider including in the RTP programs that prioritize and 

accelerate spending on non-auto transportation project; propose an alternative split of funds for any 

Measure K expansion; and provide local agencies with greater incentives that support infill and compact 

development. As described above, SJCOG has a process for amending Measure K and encourages Sierra 

Club to participate in the process and suggest future amendments. SJCOG did not consider alternatives 

with alternative splits in Measure K funding as such a consideration would be speculative at this time as 

the funding priorities for this RTP have been established. Further, SJCOG has provided incentives to local 

agencies that support infill by providing a vehicle for CEQA streamlining as allowed under SB 375. Many 

policies within the RTP/SCS and mitigation measures within the RTP EIR encourage infill development. 

Further, as described above and in the Draft EIR, SJCOG will use its role as a regional facilitator and its 

authority to comment on regionally significant projects to further policies and mitigation measures 

within the RTP/SCS and Draft EIR that encourage infill/compact development and non-auto 

transportation.  
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Response B1-7 

See Response B1-2, above. 

Response B1-8 

Refer to Responses B1-1 through B1-8. 
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April 23, 2014

Diane Nguyen, Deputy Director
555 E. Weber Avenue, Stockton, CA 95202

Dear Ms. Nguyen:

On behalf of the American Lung Association in California and ClimatePlan we are writing to
express concerns with the progress indicators and long term success of the San Joaquin Council
of Governments� Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS).
First and foremost, we want to commend the hard work by staff and the Board to prepare the
plan and engage in this first iteration of the SCS process under Senate Bill 375. We appreciate
the open dialogue to discuss our comments and questions throughout this important process.

We are strong supporters of SB 375, knowing that land use and transportation decisions have
real impacts on our health, environment, economy, and quality of life for people of all incomes.
This plan presents many opportunities to maximize community benefits. We believe that the
plan includes many indications that San Joaquin County is moving in the right direction.

However, in reviewing the RTP/SCS we have also noticed that, despite high reported
achievements on SB 375 per capita greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reductions, the plan does
not include a clear explanation of what factors lead to the GHG reductions. In addition, the
plan also fails to maintain steady forward progress on a number of important indicators into the
future. These indicators paint a different story than the model results. They raise concerns
about the future success in reducing pollution and climate risk and improving healthier
communities and active transportation. Our concerns related to the long term viability and
benefits of the plan are three fold:

First, the draft modeling shows GHG reduction numbers well in excess of the targets, but
other more modest indicators of the plan�s performance raise questions about these high
levels of target achievement. Even the business as usual planning scenario would achieve a
GHG emission reduction of over 20 percent in 2040 (Appendix M, Table M 2). The narrative
to explain how such large numbers are achieved is not clear. The plan would benefit from a
clear explanation and a table expressing how individual policies and other, external factors
(e.g., economic changes, gas prices, interregional trips) achieve levels of GHG reduction
heretofore unseen in any region in the state.

Second, several indicators and measures of the plan�s performance decline or begin to
reverse their gains over time. Compared to a 2012 baseline, in 2040, a smaller share of
travel would be by walking, biking, and transit (dEIR Table 4.12 3, appended). Congested
lane miles would increase by over 50% compared to 2012 (dEIR p. 4.12 58). These are not
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indicative of long term success in reducing vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and suggest that
overall GHG performance could also decline following 2035 or 2040.

Third, while modeling indicates that this plan would drastically exceed the 5% and 10%
regional targets assigned under SB 375, it is not clear that the region is on a long term
trajectory of reducing greenhouse gases (GHG) from passenger travel. GHG emissions
reductions under SB 375 would be greater in 2020 (24.4%) and decline slightly by 2035
(23.7%, a per capita increase of 0.7%) as compared to 2005 (dEIR p. 4.7 33, appended).1 This
suggests that the region�s GHG from personal vehicle travel may be rising, rather than
declining. This concern is deepened by the report that per capita VMT for all trips (not
specifically SB 375 trips) would increase from 2012 to 2040 (dEIR Table 4.12 3), as would
per capita mobile source GHG (dEIR Table 4.7 4, appended, with population estimates from
dEIR Table 4.12 3).

Our concern is that the region may be experiencing a short term decline, perhaps caused by the
recession, followed by resuming a long term upward trend. This �backsliding� is inconsistent
with the intent of SB 375 and Executive Order (S 03 05), which set statewide targets for GHG
reductions from every source by 2050. It is also not clear why the SB 375 GHG reductions are so
great while other indicators, including ones that might reasonably be expected to trend in a
similar direction, are flat or moving in the wrong direction. Given these facts, and the questions
above, we are concerned that this plan may be challenged at the state level.

In closing, we believe that there is work to be done to address these issues and that both the
COG and the California Air Resources Board (CARB) should move quickly to evaluate the GHG
reduction calculations under SB 375 and the long term trajectory of the plan�s benefits in
advance of the COG�s adoption of the plan. The final plan should include a clear explanation of
how SB 375 GHG reductions are reached, including descriptions of all model inputs and
methodologies; demonstrate that the majority of reductions come from policy improvements,
rather than economic shifts, rising gas prices, or other factors outside of the region�s control;
and clearly explain any unexpected or confusing modeling results that may occur.

We look forward to working with the COG and CARB to ensure the long term success of the
plan is aligned with the goals and expectations of SB 375 to provide residents with the greatest
level of health, economic and environmental benefits today and into the future.

Sincerely,

Bonnie Holmes Gen Autumn Bernstein
Senior Director, Policy and Advocacy Director
American Lung Association in California ClimatePlan

CC: Mary Nichols and Richard Corey [California Air Resources Board], Ken Alex [Governor�s Office of Planning &

Research], Mike McCoy [Strategic Growth Council]

1 Creating further question, the Executive Summary reports different GHG reductions, 23.9% by 2020 and 24.6% by
2035. The discrepancy from the EIR merits clarification.
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Table 4.12-3

Plan Impacts on Key Transportation Measures vs. Existing and 2040 No Project

Indicators & Measures

2012

Existing

2040

Plan

2013 2040

Percentage

Change

with Plan

2040

No Project

2040 Plan

vs. No

Project

% Change

Total Population

Total VMT per Weekday (Miles, in Thousands)

704,794

18,091

1,070,486

28,593

52%

58.0%

1,070,486

28,795

0.0%

0.7%

Congested Lane Miles (Level of Service D, E, F PM
1 Hour)

408.6 989.5 59% 1,189.7 17%

Other Indicators

Public Transit (Boardings) 93,972 129,657 38% 126,496 -2.4%

Transit (Walk+Drive Access) 2.09% 1.96% -6.22% 1.68% -14.3%

Bike+Walk (Non-Motorized) 4.16% 3.91% 6.0% 3.76% 3.8%

Single Occupancy Vehicle (SOV) 37.96% 37.89% -1.8% 38.11% 0.5%

High Occupancy Vehicles (HOV) 2+ per vehicle 55.79% 56.24% 0.8% 56.44% 0.3%

Per Capita Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) (All Trips) 25.67 26.71 4.0% 26.90 0.7%

Source: SJCOG, 2014.

However, between 2012 and 2040 public transit boardings are projected increase by one third, although

transit as a total share will drop to slightly under 2 percent. The share of trips by bicycle and walking will

also drop to slightly under 4 percent. The share of trips by single-occupancy vehicles will fall by 1.8, and

high-occupancy vehicle mode share will rise slightly to 56 percent of all trips. However, due to the

substantial increase in population (approximately 365,694 persons), VMT per capita between 2012 and

2040 will rise by approximately 4 percent. Congested lane miles will also increase under the Plan from

408.6 existing lane miles operating at D, E, or F during the PM peak hour to 989.5 lane miles.

The last two columns of Table 4.12-3 compares the Plan against the No Project alternative in which new

transportation investments cease after 2015 while population and development continue to grow to

forecast levels and development follows a more dispersed pattern than called for in the Plan. Compared

to the No Project Alternative, the Plan would result in less VMT as well as an increase in transit

boardings, more transit and bike trips as a percentage of total trips.

Thus, impacts on San Joaquin s overall circulation system resulting from implementation of the proposed

2014 RTP are considered potentially significant for Impact TRANS-1. Measures intended to reduce

vehicle travel and improve LOS are part of the 2014 RTP. These include increasing transit use ridesharing

and other measures to reduce demand on the transportation system; investments in non-motorized

transportation; seeking to optimize land use/transportation connection; other travel demand measures

Table 4.12-3

Plan Impacts on Key Transportation Measures vs. Existing and 2040 No Project
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Table 4.7-4

Annual GHG Emissions � 2012 Compared to 2040  

Source

2012

(MTCO2e/Year)

2040 Plan

(MTCO2e/Year)

2040 No Project

(MTCO2e/Year)

Mobile Sources 3,508,974 6,013,068 6,296,640

Energy Use 1,540,053 1,708,438 1,782,639

Water Use 163,233 108,354 157,471

Construction 40,000 50,000 50,000

Total Emissions 5,252,260 7,879,860 8,286,750

As shown in Table 4.7-4, growth in San Joaquin County would result in an increase of approximately

2.6 MMTCO2e of GHG emissions in 2040 as compared to 2012 under the 2014 RTP/SCS. This represents a

50 percent increase from 2012 to 2040. Under the No Project Alternative, emissions would increase by

3.0 MMTCO2e, or approximately 58 percent. It should be remembered in general that this is a very rough

approximation in that it depends on many simplifying assumptions and does not include many types of

sources. Also, emissions shown for both scenarios are highly conservative as the emission factors used do

not reflect possible or planned improvements in the future from programs such as updated green

building standards, advancements in energy efficiency, and increased use of electrical vehicles. Lastly,

while the 2014 RTP/SCS includes many strategies for reducing GHG emissions from land use, the RTP

does not have any authority over how land is actually developed in San Joaquin County. This analysis is

provided only to adhere to the requirements of CEQA, but regardless the project would have a significant

impact with regard to this threshold.

Level of Significance Before Mitigation

Significant.

Mitigation Measures

GHG-1: SJCOG shall update future Regional Transportation Plans (including Sustainable

Community Strategies) to incorporate policies and measures that build upon successful

GHG reduction strategies form the 2014 RTP/SCS and lead to further reduced

greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Such policies and measures may be derived from the

General Plans, local jurisdictions� Climate Action Plans (CAPs), and other adopted 

policies and plans of its member agencies that include GHG mitigation and adaptation

measures or other sources.

Table 4.7-4

Annual GHG Emissions � 2012 Compared to 2040  
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activities; however, not all equipment has retrofit components and is therefore technologically

infeasible at this time.

Implementation of the Plan would result in an increase in GHG emissions as a result of the estimated

mobile source emissions (other than light duty vehicles which would meet the applicable target see

SB 375 discussion) and construction and energy demand associated with residential and commercial

buildings. As appropriate, SJCOG will encourage lead agencies to adopt these mitigation measures

through its Intergovernmental Review process. However, SJCOG cannot require implementing agencies

to adopt these mitigation measures, as it is ultimately the responsibility of a lead agency to determine and

adopt mitigation. However, SJCOG cannot require the implementing agency to adopt these mitigation

measures because such agencies are ultimately responsible to determine and adopt mitigation. Therefore,

this impact remains significant and unavoidable.

Impact GHG-3 Conflict with SB 375 GHG emission reduction targets.

SB 375 requires that local MPOs provide plans to reduce GHG emissions from cars and light trucks

compared to 2005 levels. The specific reduction targets are determined by CARB. For San Joaquin

County, CARB determined that the 2020 target is a 5 percent reduction from 2005 emissions levels, and

the 2035 target is a 10 percent reduction. The 2014 RTP/SCS exceeds these targets, providing reductions of

24.4 percent in 2020 and 23.7 percent in 2035.

The RTP achieves the reductions by a mix of land use strategies, transportation management, economic

factors, and road projects. The 2014 RTP/SCS also notes state and regional programs that assist in

reaching the reductions targets, such as state funding for transportation management and infrastructure

improvement, regional air district programs to replace inefficient or heavily polluting vehicles, regional

energy planning, and efficient commuting programs.

Vehicle use and fuel consumption are also influenced by other factors, such as fuel prices and

employment. These factors are included in the SB 375 calculations, similarly to the inclusion of the

recession by CARB in tracking progress toward AB 32 goals. While these factors are not attributable to a

purposeful effort by SJCOG, it is nevertheless allowable as a factor in calculating reductions for SB 375 as

detailed by similar recession-based reductions discussed and included by CARB in their draft update to

the AB 32 Scoping Plan. On page 99 of the proposed update, CARB provides an overview of emissions

trends for the various sectors, as well as a total and per capita rate. Regarding the role of the recession in

progress towards AB 32 goals they have this to say, The recent recession had a major impact on GHG

emissions between 2008 and 2009, when emissions decreased by almost 6 percent. Other changes reflect

ongoing early implementation of Scoping Plan measures, energy efficiency actions, renewable power

The 2014 RTP/SCS exceeds these targets, providing reductions of

24.4 percent in 2020 and 23.7 percent in 2035.
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Letter No. B2: American Lung Association/Climate Plan 

American Lung Association 

Ms. Bonnie Holmes-Gen, Senior Director, Policy and Advocacy 

Climate Plan 

Autumn Bernstein, Director 

April 23, 2014 

 

This letter also contains comments on the RTP. Please refer to the RTP Response to Comments Technical 

Appendix. 

Response B2-1  

The commenter suggests overall GHG performance could decline from 2035 to 2040 by pointing to a 

reduction in the total share of walk/bike trips and an increase in congested hours. Although the Draft EIR 

indicates the total GHG emissions could increase (See Response B1-2), the Plan would continue to meet 

the targets set by SB 375 and reduce per capita GHG emissions. Numerous factors will influence GHG 

emissions in the future; these could include future gas prices, increases in transit availability, more 

efficient cars, electric cars, and so on. In addition, congested vehicle hours could indicate an overall more 

compact growth pattern (as congestion frequently occurs in compact downtown areas) which in fact 

could be a positive indicator that land uses have changed to a pattern that could contribute to further 

GHG reductions. However, as stated above, SJCOG has demonstrated ability to meet (and exceed) the 

GHG reduction target established by CARB for 2020 and 2035. See also Response B1-2. 

Response B2-2 

See Response B1-2.  

SJCOG recognizing the importance of coordinating land use and transportation planning developed the 

RTP/SCS to enhance existing strategies and policies as well as to identify new strategies consistent with 

the intent of SB 375. Strategies such as increased funding to transit and active transportation as well as the 

continued implementation of the Commute Connection Program in the SJCOG region are all supportive 

of SB 375’s goal of reducing vehicle miles traveled. The two charts below (2011 RTP Investment by Mode 

and 2014 RTP Investment by Mode) illustrate how the investment strategy changes in a manner 

supportive of SB 375 GHG reductions. As shown, roadway widening investments decrease as a 

percentage of total RTP investments from the 2011 RTP to the RTP/SCS while transit and active 

transportation investments increase as a percentage of total RTP investments. 
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In addition, the two housing choices charts below show how projected land use growth through 

implementation of the RTP/SCS could change (SJCOG does not have land use authority). As shown by 

the charts, implementation of the RTP/SCS would result in less large lot single-family detached housing 

and more small lot attached single-family and multi-family housing. This coupled with over 17,000 less 

acres of land consumed by growth are indicators that the growth footprint decreases with 

implementation of the RTP/SCS when compared to the business as usual (BAU) scenario. 

BAU RTP/SCS 

 

As is required by CEQA, SJCOG compared the impacts of the RTP/SCS with current conditions (2012) to 

determine CEQA related environmental impacts. This is the case for table 4.12-3 which compares the 

RTP/SCS to existing conditions and does not compare the RTP/SCS to the SB 375 baseline of 2005. SJCOG 

has added the following table to appendix M of the RTP/SCS. 
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Plan Impacts and Key Transportation Measures vs. 2005 

 

Indicators and Measures 

2005 

(SB 375 Baseline) 2020 RTP/SCS 2035 RTP/SCS 

Total Population 652,339 807,099 1,003,843 

Total VMT Per Weekday 

(Miles in Thousands) 
19,609 20,893 26,714 

Public Transit Boardings 46,443 100,419 122,449 

Bike/Walk (Vehicle Trips) 33,197 36,527 44,081 

Single Occupancy (Vehicle mode share) 38.97% 37.93% 37.90% 

High Occupancy (HOV) (Vehicle Mode Share) 54.78% 55.95% 56.17% 

 

As illustrated in the table above, transit boardings almost triple from 2005 to 2035. The number of bicycle 

and walking trips increases from 2005 to 2035. The mode share of single occupancy vehicle trips 

decreases from 2005 to 2035; while the high occupancy vehicle trip mode share increases from 2005 to 

2035. Indicators that per capita greenhouse gas emissions decline from 2005 to 2035. 

In addition, as the table above displays, the number of bicycle and walking trips increase from 2005 to 

2035 although the mode share, as described in RTP/SCS Appendix M for these same trips declines over 

the same period. These numbers reflect a conservative estimate of the projected number of bike/walk 

trips as the SJCOG travel demand modeling does not explicitly model bike/pedestrian improvement 

projects.  
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California Program Office

1303 J Street, Suite 270

Sacramento, CA 95814

Telephone 916-313-5800

04/14/2014

Diane Nguyen
Deputy Director of Planning, Programming & Projects
San Joaquin Council of Governments
555 E. Weber Avenue
Stockton, CA 95202

RE: Comments on SJCOG Regional Transit Plan / Sustainable
Communities Strategy

Dear Ms. Nguyen:

On behalf of Defenders of Wildlife and its more than 180,000 California
members, I would like to submit the following comments in regards to
Valley Visions San Joaquin, the 2014 San Joaquin Regional Transportation
Plan & Sustainable Communities Strategy (2014 RTP/SCS). The plan
provides the region with an opportunity to develop transportation options
that will support future population growth while moving towards more
sustainable methods such as public transportation, biking, and walking.

We appreciate th
infill and compact development. We do, however, wish to highlight the
potential impacts of this plan on open space, agricultural lands, and
biological resources as outlined in the Program Environmental Impact
Report (PEIR). These resources provide critical support to
human and natural communities as well as help to sustain local economies.

According to the PEIR, the 2014 RTP/SCS would consume 18,123 acres of
vacant, open space, and agricultural lands. While this is considerably less than
the estimated 35,184 acres of land that would be developed without the plan,
it still poses significant threats to human and natural communities
throughout the region by reducing habitat and the biological resources the
areas provide.

As such, we suggest the following actions be taken by the San Joaquin
Council of Governments (SJCOG) in order to support the 2014 RTP/SCS
and its ability to withstand the growing demands on the region:

1. Establish SCS goals and quantify benefits for avoiding conversion of
important agricultural lands, habitat lands, and open spaces based on
increasing development efficiencies and identify policies for mitigating
conversion that cannot be avoided.

2. Quantify the GHG reduction that would be achieved by meeting the
established SCS goals for reducing land conversion as well as the co-
benefits of achieving those goals over and above those associated with
reduction in vehicle miles traveled. Such benefits include but are not limited
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to water and energy conservation, public service cost containment, and increases in agricultural
output and ecosystem services.

3. Assess and develop the ability of current local government policies to meet the SCS land
conservation goals and, if necessary, propose policy changes and funding incentives necessary to
achieve them.

4. Establish a system of benchmarks that local governments can use to track their progress
in meeting the SCS goals for avoiding and mitigating the conversion of important agricultural
lands, habitat lands, and open space.

Additionally, we request that the 2014 RTP/SCS include a commitment toward the implementation
of mitigation measures outlined in the Project Environmental Impact Review in regards to biological
resources and wildlife, agricultural lands, and parks and recreation areas. We suggest that this
commitment could be fulfilled through an inter-agency committee in conjunction with SJCOG to
identify policies for mitigating conversion that cannot be avoided or minimized. Such a committee
could also be responsible for executing the four actions outlined above, most notably action #4,
establishing a system of benchmarks that local governments can use to track their progress in
meeting the SCS goals for avoiding and mitigating the conversion of open lands.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. Your work to implement SB 375 can help
reduce climate change and ensure the wildlife habitat and open spaces that make San Joaquin
County a unique place remain long into the future.

Sincerely,

Kim Delfino
CA Program Director
Defenders of Wildlife

2014 San Joaquin COG RTP/SCS EIR
June 2014

Impact Sciences, Inc.
1173.001

B3-2

B3-3

B3-4

3.0-76



3.0 Responses to Comments 

Impact Sciences, Inc.  San Joaquin COG RTP/SCS Final EIR 

1173.01  June 2014 

Letter No. B3:  Defenders of Wildlife 

Defenders of Wildlife 

Ms. Kim Delfino, CA Program Director 

1303 J Street, Suite 270 

Sacramento, CA 95814 

 

This letter also contains comments on the RTP. Please refer to the RTP Response to Comments Technical 

Appendix. 

Response B3-1 

The comment provides general introductory information regarding the Plan and provides factual 

background information and does not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. 

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a 

final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental 

issue, no further response is required. 

Response B3-2 

The commenter provides several actions to be taken by SJCOG to support the 2014 RTP/SCS. These 

actions, as they relate to the Program EIR are discussed below. 

1. The Draft Program EIR recognizes the agricultural lands will be converted to urban uses over the 

lifetime of the Plan (see Section 4.2 Agricultural Resources), and includes mitigation measures to 

reduce the potential impacts to the extent feasible. For example, Mitigation Measure AG-1 required 

implementing and local agencies to establish preservation ratios to minimize losses of agricultural 

lands. However, as stated in Response B1-4, above, SJCOG does not have direct land use authority 

and cannot require local agencies to implement project specific mitigation measures.  

2. The Draft Program EIR quantifies GHG emissions associated with the Plan (see Section 4.7 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions) in accordance with CEQA Guidelines and CARB requirements. 

The GHG analysis focuses on the emissions that would occur as a result of the RTP/SCS and also 

presents a comparison to existing conditions (as required by CEQA) and the No Project Alternative 

(for informational purposes). Further, Section 6.0, Alternatives, presents GHG emissions as well as 

the additional “co benefits” suggested by the commenter (i.e., water and energy consumption). 

This analysis provides the reader with an understanding of how different scenarios would increase or 

reduce GHG emissions compared to the Plan. Please also refer to Response B1-6. 

3. This action is beyond the scope of the Draft Program EIR and does not raise an environmental issue 

within the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available 

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because the 

comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required. Please see the RTP 

Response to Comments for a response to this comment. 

4. This action is beyond the scope of the Draft Program EIR. Please see the RTP Response to Comments 

for a response to this comment. This action is beyond the scope of the Draft Program EIR and does 
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not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be included as part 

of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed 

project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is 

required. Please see the RTP Response to Comments for a response to this comment. 

Response B3-4 

Please see Response B1-4 regarding SJCOG’s ability to implement mitigation measures. Please also see 

RTP Responses to Comments for responses to this comment.  
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April 23, 2014

Chairman Jeff Laugero and Members of the Board of Directors
San Joaquin Council of Governments
555 East Weber Avenue
Stockton, CA 95202-2804

Dear Chairman Laugero and members of the Board:

On behalf of the undersigned health and medical organizations we write to offer our support
and recommendations to further enhance
Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). As the Board moves
toward a vote to adopt a final plan, we provide recommendations to improve air quality and
public health, to increase safe, practical and healthier mobility options for children and seniors
and to revitalize our existing communities, especially our most disadvantaged communities.

This plan has the potential to move San Joaquin County in a healthy, new direction. Historical
sprawl development has had negative impacts on air quality, chronic illnesses, independence
for seniors and young people, social equity, household budgets and many other quality of life
factors in the county. March 2014 Public Health
Crossroads report found that leaving business-as-usual planning behind and using the new
growth coming to San Joaquin County to create more walkable, connected communities could
avoid $47 million in traffic pollution-related health impacts, including over 5,000 asthma attacks
and 950 lost work days each year by 20351.

Cutting transportation emissions is a vital clean air strategy in San Joaquin County, which is
th most particulate-polluted metropolitan area2. But the benefits of

healthier planning provide benefits far beyond air quality. Evidence shows that communities
where residents can take part in daily physical activity and active transportation often result in
significant reductions in air pollution, cancers, diabetes, heart disease, obesity and stroke, as
well as billions in associated health care costs3 4. Planning that promotes good health saves

1 American Lung Association in California. Public Health Crossroads: San Joaquin County. March 2014. www.lung.org/california.
2 American Lung Association. State of the Air 2013. www.stateoftheair.org.
3 Maizlish, N., et al. Health Cobenefits and Transportation-Related Reductions in Greenhouse Gas Emissions in the San Francisco Bay Area
American Journal of Public Health. April 2013. http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3673232/
4 Hsi-Hwa Hu, et al. Neighborhood environment and health behavior in Los Angeles area. Transport Policy. May 2014.
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0967070X14000353
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families in medical care costs, prevents pedestrian and bicyclist injury costs, saves businesses in
insurance costs and lost productivity (including lost work days among employees home with
sick children) and saves school districts money on lost enrollment days5 6.

Our recommendations are geared toward several specific strategies that the COG approved for
this plan and we believe that acting on these recommendations will enhance quality of life for
all residents:

Promote health by bringing more active transportation projects online in the near term

We strongly support that this plan placed a priority on improving public health, and

Health through Active

clearly helps to support this strategy, but the gains made in active transportation remain

cent increase over the 2011 plan, and

actually drop below 2012 levels by 2040 according to the Environmental Impact Report

(Table 4.12-3). Given the significant air pollution and chronic disease rates7 in San Joaquin

County, we recommend that the COG seek to gain more substantial improvements and

clearly defined timelines for these projects to be completed in the near term and to sustain

increased active transportation in the long-term. Front-loading these investments, and

prioritizing investments within potential future transportation funding measures detailed in

the plan would better serve the health and mobility options for residents. These types of

projects can also provide more opportunities for neighbors and residents to interact in

public, creating more of civic engagement that can help to reduce crime and increase safety

and security, another strategy outlined in the RTP/SCS.

Prioritize existing communities, downtowns and town centers over suburban

development

While the current plan places significant focus on increasing transit service, the land use

projections in the plan continue to favor suburban growth that would effectively require

residents to drive for all daily errands. Where suburban development will occur, the plan

should increase the level (if any) of walkable, mixed-use development to ensure that new

developments are not devoid of healthier transportation options to jobs, shopping, schools

or other daily needs. Given that the COG has put resources and effort into its inventory of

viable Transit Oriented Development/Infill sites, as well as preparing the Smart Growth

Incentive Program, more support could be given to infill and existing neighborhoods than is

currently outlined in the plan. Given the COG strategy to enhance health through more

active transportation programs, and the fact that the share of walking and biking is assumed

to drop over time, more of the identified infill sites could be assumed to be developed in

5 Maizlish, ibid.
6 American Lung Association in California, ibid.
7 San Joaquin Council of Governments. Staff Report: Basic Public Health Facts. May 2013.
http://www.sjcog.org/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Agenda/05232013-147
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the current plan and, as future transportation funds become available, the Smart Growth

Incentive Program, transit capital, streetscape and active transportation projects should be

accelerated for early action to quickly invest in creating safe, vibrant and walkable

neighborhoods.

Direct reserve funding to expand existing community transit bus systems
We appreciate that the 2014 plan increases transit funds 28.1 percent over the past plan,

Rapid Transit system is a success story to be highlighted to other jurisdictions. It is clear that
the investment in this system needs to be supported with a high level of transit oriented
development. We believe that the RTP/SCS can be further aligned with strategy
to Public Transportation System to Provide Efficient and Convenient Access for

by re-directing a percentage of the funds being held in reserve
for possible future commuter rail service out of the county into existing transit bus systems
that operate and provide local in-town service needs today. We believe that re-directing
some portion of the reserve funding to enhance local bus service for those living and
working within the county could also support social equity and trip reduction goals.

Issue progress reports on key measures and strategies presented in the plan and

incorporate additional health and equity indicators into future plans

As the COG moves forward with implementation of the plan, it will be important to review

progress toward key strategies. While the planning process is a short four-year effort, mid-

term progress reporting will help to inform board members and the public on successes and

challenges in meeting important benchmarks and regional emission reduction targets.

Specifically, the COG could convene the SCS advisory committee annually for updates and

discussion of implementation of the SCS strategy outcomes. For example, the committee

could evaluate and report on how implementation of the plan is meeting strategies of

Public

Transportation System to Provide Efficient and Convenient Access for Users at All Income

Inclusion of a San Joaquin County Public Health

Services representative on the SCS Advisory Committee would provide an opportunity for

valuable, ongoing expertise and feedback related to the health impacts of planning

decisions as deliberations move forward. In addition, as future plans are developed, COG

should continue to review the listing of the health and equity performance indicators

developed through a statewide collaboration led by Human Impact Partners, which were

not able to be modeled in this initial SCS.

We view the SCS process through the lens that planning decisions have a real impact on the
health and vibrancy of our communities and we appreciate your consideration of the above
recommendations in this light. We thank you for the important dialogue on the future of San
Joaquin County, and look forward to working with you as you consider the final plan.
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Sincerely,

Tim Gibbs
Director of Campaign Initiatives
American Cancer Society Cancer Action Network

Nancy Perrin
President
California Society for Pulmonary Rehabilitation

Praveen Buddiga, MD
Chair, Air Quality Committee
Fresno-Madera Medical Society

Sara Satinsky, MPH, MCRP
Senior Research Associate
Human Impact Partners

Linda Rudolph, MD, MPH
Co-Director, Center for Climate Change & Health
Public Health Institute

Krysta Titel, MPH
Coalition Coordinator
San Joaquin County Asthma & COPD Coalition

Will Barrett
Policy Manager
American Lung Association in California

Heidi R. Flori, MD, FAAP
President
California Thoracic Society

Eric Lerner
Climate Director
Health Care Without Harm

Harry Wang, MD,
President, Sacramento Chapter
Physicians for Social Responsibility

Jeremy Cantor, MPH, Program Manager
Sandra Viera, Program Manager
Prevention Institute

Marty Martinez
Northern California Policy Manager
Safe Routes to School National Partnership
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Letter No. B4:  American Lung Association, et al. 

Will Barrett, Policy Manager 

American Lung Association 

Tim Gibbs, Direction of Campaign Initiatives,  

American Cancer Society 

Nancy Perrin, President, 

California Society for Pulmonary Rehabilitation 

Heidi R. Flori, MD, FAAP, President, California Thoracic Society 

Praveen Buddiga, MD, Senior Research Associate, Fresno-Madera Medical Society 

Eric Lerner, Climate Director, Health Care Without Harm 

Sara Satinsky, MPH, MCRP, Human Impact Partners 

Harry Wang, MD, Program Manager, Physicians for Social Responsibility 

Linda Rudolph, MD, MPH, Co-Director, Public Health Institute 

Prevention Institute 

Jeremy Cantor, MPH, Program Manager,  

Sandra Viera, Program Manager San Joaquin County Krysta Titel, MPH, Coalition Coordinator, Asthma 

& COPD Coalition 

Marty Martinez, Northern California Policy Manager, Safe Routes to School National Partnership 

April, 23, 2014 

 

This letter also contains comments on the RTP. Please refer to the RTP Response to Comments Technical 

Appendix. 

Response B4-1 

The commenter refers to Table 4.12-3 in the Draft EIR and indicates the Plan would result in “modest” 

gains in active transportation. While it is correct that the percentage of total population riding transit 

would decrease between 2013 and 2040 as shown in the table, the actual number of transit boardings 

would increase. This is in part due to the large increase in population expected over the lifetime of the 

plan. Further, as described in Response B2-2, above, these numbers reflect a conservative estimate of the 

projected number of bike/walk trips as the SJCOG travel demand modeling does not explicitly model 

bike/pedestrian improvement projects. 
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Letter No. C1: Michael F. Babitzke, Inc. 

Mr. Michael F. Babitzke 

April 22, 2014 

 

This letter also contains comments on the RTP. Please refer to the RTP Response to Comments Technical 

Appendix. 

Response C1-1 

The comment relates to a specific project within the RTP. The Draft EIR evaluates projects at the program 

level and does not provide specific detail on any one project. Project specific mitigation will be developed 

as individual projects move forward. SJCOG will encourage project sponsors to implement necessary 

mitigation measures as feasible and appropriate; however, SJCOG does not have the authority to impose 

specific measures on projects contained within the RTP.  

Response C1-2 

The Draft EIR evaluates the potential impact of the RTP/SCS including land use changes and 

transportation projects on fire protection services. Such impacts are appropriately evaluated at the 

program level and as such do not contain jurisdictional or project specific measures. Mitigation measure 

FIRE-1 could reduce potential impacts on fire protection services within individual jurisdictions to a less 

than significant level. However, SJCOG does not have authority to impose such mitigation measures on 

individual jurisdictions. Therefore, the potential for the need for additional fire protection services within 

the region was found to be significant and unavoidable.  

Response C1-3 

The commenter does not include any specific comment on the Draft EIR but rather expresses an opinion 

on Right to Farm protections within the region. No response is necessary.  

Response C1-4 

The commenter does not include any specific comment on the Draft EIR but rather expresses an opinion 

on Right to Farm protections within the region. No response is necessary. 

Response C1-5 

The commenter does not include any specific comment on the Draft EIR but rather expresses an opinion 

on groundwater within the region. No response is necessary. 

Response C1-6 

The comment relates to a specific project within the RTP. The Draft EIR evaluates projects at the program 

level and does not provide specific detail on any one project. Project specific mitigation will be developed 
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as individual projects move forward. SJCOG will encourage project sponsors to implement necessary 

mitigation measures as feasible and appropriate; however, SJCOG does not have the authority to impose 

specific measures on projects contained within the RTP. 

Response C1-7 

The comment relates to a specific project within the RTP. The Draft EIR evaluates projects at the program 

level and does not provide specific detail on any one project. Project specific mitigation will be developed 

as individual projects move forward. SJCOG will encourage project sponsors to implement necessary 

mitigation measures as feasible and appropriate; however, SJCOG does not have the authority to impose 

specific measures on projects contained within the RTP. 

Response C1-8 

The comment relates to a specific project within the RTP. The Draft EIR evaluates projects at the program 

level and does not provide specific detail on any one project. Project specific mitigation will be developed 

as individual projects move forward. SJCOG will encourage project sponsors to implement necessary 

mitigation measures as feasible and appropriate; however, SJCOG does not have the authority to impose 

specific measures on projects contained within the RTP. 
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Letter No. C2: Arnold Rothlin  

Mr. Arnold Rothlin 

April 21, 2014 

 

Response C2-1 

The comment relates to a specific project within the RTP. The Draft EIR evaluates projects at the program 

level and does not provide specific detail on any one project. Project specific mitigation will be developed 

as individual projects move forward. SJCOG will encourage project sponsors to implement necessary 

mitigation measures as feasible and appropriate; however, SJCOG does not have the authority to impose 

specific measures on projects contained within the RTP. 
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Letter No. C3: Form Letter Regarding Raymus Expressway 

Multiple Signatures 

Response C3-1 

The comment relates to a specific project within the RTP. The Draft EIR evaluates projects at the program 

level and does not provide specific detail on any one project. Project specific mitigation will be developed 

as individual projects move forward. SJCOG will encourage project sponsors to implement necessary 

mitigation measures as feasible and appropriate; however, SJCOG does not have the authority to impose 

specific measures on projects contained within the RTP. 
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1173.01  June 2014 

Letter No. C4  Public Hearing Comments 

Response C4-1 

The commenter refers to a letter submitted by Defenders of Wildlife. Responses to the referenced letter 

are provided in Response B3, above, and the RTP Technical Appendix.  
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4.0 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

PURPOSE  

The Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) has been prepared in conformance with Section 21081.6 of 

the California Environmental Quality Act. It is the intent of this program to (1) verify satisfaction of the 

required mitigation measures of the EIR; (2) provide a methodology to document implementation of the 

required mitigation; (3) provide a record of the Monitoring Program; (4) identify monitoring 

responsibility; (5) establish administrative procedures for the clearance of mitigation measures; 

(6) establish the frequency and duration of monitoring; and (7) utilize existing review processes wherever 

feasible. 

INTRODUCTION 

The Mitigation Monitoring Program describes the procedures that will be used to implement the 

mitigation measures adopted in connection with the approval of the project and the methods of 

monitoring such actions. A Monitoring Program is necessary only for impacts which would be significant 

if not mitigated. The following consists of a monitoring program table noting the responsible entity for 

mitigation monitoring, the timing, and a list of all project-related mitigation measures. 
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Table 4.0-1 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program Matrix 

 

Mitigation Measure 

Mitigation 

Monitoring Timing 

Responsible 

Monitoring Entity 

Mitigation 

Measure 

Complete? Effectiveness 

Impact – Aesthetics 

AES-1: Impacts to aesthetic resources should be minimized through 
cooperation, information sharing, and SJCOG’s ongoing regional 
planning efforts. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

SJCOG   

AES-2: Implementing and local agencies should identify and protect 
panoramic views and significant landscape features or landforms 
and implement project-specific mitigation as applicable. If it is 
determined that a project would significantly obstruct scenic views, 
implementing and local agencies should consider alternative designs 
that seek to avoid and/or minimize obstruction of scenic views to the 
extent feasible. Project-specific design measures may include 
reduction in height of improvements or width of improvements to 
reduce obstruction of views, or relocation of improvements to 
reduce obstruction of views 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

AES-3: Implementing and local agencies should protect panoramic views 
and views of significant landscape features or landforms and 
implement project-specific mitigation as applicable. Implementing 
local agencies should consider taking the following (or equivalent) 
actions: 

 require that the scale and massing of new development in 
higher-density areas provide appropriate transitions in 
building height and bulk that are sensitive to the physical and 
visual character of adjoining neighborhoods that have lower 
development intensities and building heights; ensure building 
heights stepped back from sensitive adjoining uses to maintain 
appropriate transitions in scale and to protect scenic views;  

 avoid siting electric towers, solar power facilities, wind power 
facilities, communication transmission facilities and/or above 
ground lines along scenic roadways and routes, to the 
maximum feasible extent; 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 
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AES-3: (continued) 

 prohibit projects and activities that would obscure, detract 
from, or negatively affect the quality of views from designated 
scenic roadways or scenic highways; and comply with other 
local general plan policies and local control related to the 
protection of panoramic or scenic views or views of significant 
landscape features or landforms. 

    

AES-4: Implementing and local agencies should design projects to be 
visually compatible with surrounding areas that possess high 
aesthetic value. Implementing and local agencies should design 
projects to minimize contrasts in scale and massing between the 
project and surrounding natural forms and development. The 
design of projects should minimize intrusion into important 
viewsheds and use contour grading to better match surrounding 
terrain. To the maximum extent feasible, landscaping should be 
designed to add significant natural elements and visual interest to 
soften hard edges. Projects should, to the extent feasible, avoid large 
cuts and fills when the visual environment (natural or urban) would 
be substantially disrupted.  

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

AES-5: Implementing and local agencies should establish development 
standards for visually sensitive areas, and, prior to approval of 
individual projects, to apply such development standards to 
maintain compatibility with surrounding natural areas, including 
site coverage, building height and massing, building materials and 
color, landscaping, site grading, etc. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

AES-6: Implementing and local agencies should ensure that sites should be 
kept in a blight/nuisance-free condition. Any existing blight or 
nuisance should be abated within 60 to 90 days of approval, unless 
an earlier date is specified elsewhere. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 
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AES-7: Implementing and local agencies should design measures to reduce 
glare, light, and shadow. As part of planning, design, and 
engineering for projects, implementing and local agencies should 
ensure that projects proposed near light-sensitive uses avoid 
substantial spillover lighting. Design measures could include the 
following:  

 Luminaries will be cutoff-type fixtures that cast low-angle 
illumination to minimize incidental spillover of light onto 
adjacent private properties and undeveloped open space. 
Fixtures that project light upward or horizontally will not be 
used. 

 Luminaries will be directed away from habitat and open space 
areas adjacent to the project site. 

 Luminaries will provide good color rendering and natural light 
qualities. Low-pressure sodium and high-pressure sodium 
fixtures that are not color corrected will not be used. Intensity 
will be approximately 10 lux for roadway intersections. 

 Luminary mountings will be downcast and the height of the 
poles minimized to reduce potential for backscatter into the 
nighttime sky and incidental spillover of light onto adjacent 
private properties and undeveloped open space. Light poles 
will be 20 feet high or shorter. Luminary mountings will have 
non-glare finishes. 

 Exterior lighting features should be directed downward and 
shielded in order to confine light to the boundaries of the 
subject project. Where more intense lighting is necessary for 
safety purposes, the design should include landscaping to 
block light from sensitive land uses, such as residences. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

Impact – Agricultural Resources 

AG-1: Implementing and local agencies should establish preservation 
ratios to minimize loss of prime, unique, and statewide importance 
farmland, such as the preservation of 1 acre of unprotected 
agricultural land being permanently conserved for each acre of open 
space developed. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 
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AG-2: Implementing and local agencies should encourage urban 
development, in place of development in rural and sensitive areas. 
Local jurisdictions should seek funding to prepare specific plans and 
related environmental documents to facilitate mixed-use 
development, and to allow these areas to serve as receiver sites for 
transfer of development rights away from environmentally sensitive 
lands and rural areas outside established urban growth boundaries 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

AG-3: Implementing and local agencies should identify and minimize 
impacts to agricultural resources through project design. 

 Prior to the design approval of RTP/SCS projects, the implementing 
agency should assess the project area for agricultural resources and 
constraints. For federally funded projects, implementing and local 
agencies are required to follow the rules and regulations of 
Farmland Protection Policy Act including determining the impact by 
completing the Farmland Conversion Impact Rating form (AD-
1006). For non-federally funded projects, implementing and local 
agencies should assess projects for the presence of important 
farmlands (prime farmland, unique farmland, farmland of statewide 
importance), and if present, perform a Land Assessment and Site 
Evaluation (LESA). 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

AG-4: Implementing and local agencies should minimize and avoid 
agricultural resources located within the limits of a proposed 
project. 

 If significant agricultural resources are identified within the limits of 
a project, implementing and local agencies should consider 
alternative designs that seek to avoid and/or minimize impacts to 
the agricultural resources. Design measures could include, but are 
not limited to, reducing the footprint of a roadway or development 
or relocating/realigning a project to avoid important and significant 
farmlands. If a project cannot be designed without complete 
avoidance of important or significant farmlands, implementing and 
local agencies should compensate for unavoidable conversion 
impacts in accordance with the Farmland Protection Policy Act and 
local and regional standards, which may include enrolling off-site 
agricultural lands under a Williamson Act contract or other 
conservation easement, or paying mitigation fees. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 
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AG-5: Projects located within the Delta Plan area should apply appropriate 
mitigation in accordance with the Delta Plan. Examples of applicable 
mitigation measures could include: 

 Design proposed project to minimize, to the greatest extent 
feasible, the loss of the highest valued agricultural land. For 
project that will result in permanent conversion of farmland, 
preserve in perpetuity other farmland through acquisition of an 
agricultural conservation easement, or contributing funds to a 
land trust or other entity qualified to preserve farmland in 
perpetuity (at a target ratio of 1:1, depending on the nature of 
the conversion and the characteristics of the farmland to be 
converted, to compensate for permanent loss). 

 Redesign project features to minimize fragmenting or isolating 
farmland. Where a project involves acquiring land or 
easements, ensure that the remaining non-project area is of a 
size sufficient to allow viable farming operations. The project 
proponents shall be responsible for acquiring easements, 
making lot line adjustments, and merging affected land parcels 
into units suitable for continued commercial agricultural 
management.  

 Reconnect utilities or infrastructure that serve agricultural uses 
if these are disturbed by project construction. If a project 
temporarily or permanently cuts off roadway access or 
removes utility lines, irrigation features, or other infrastructure, 
the project proponents shall be responsible for restoring access 
as necessary to ensure that economically viable farming 
operations are not interrupted.  

 Manage project operations to minimize the introduction of 
invasive species or weeds that may affect agricultural 
production on adjacent agricultural land. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

AG-6: Implementing and local agencies should establish preservation 
ratios to minimize loss of forest land, and timberland, such as 1 acre 
of unprotected forest land and timber land to be permanently 
conserved for each acre of open space developed as a result of 
individual projects. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  



4.0 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Impact Sciences, Inc. 4.0-7 San Joaquin COG RTP/SCS Final EIR 

1173.001  June 2014 

Mitigation Measure 

Mitigation 

Monitoring Timing 

Responsible 

Monitoring Entity 

Mitigation 

Measure 

Complete? Effectiveness 

AG-7: Implementing and local agencies should implement design features 
in RTP/SCS projects to minimize impacts. Implementing agencies 
should consider corridor realignment, buffer zones and setbacks, 
and berms and fencing where feasible, to avoid forest lands and 
timberlands and to reduce conflicts between transportation uses and 
forest and timberlands 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

Impact – Air Quality 

AIR-1: The SVAPCD will encourage implementing and local agencies to 
require contractors to assemble a comprehensive inventory list (i.e., 
make, model, engine year, horsepower, emission rates) of all heavy-
duty off-road (portable and mobile) equipment (50 horsepower and 
greater) that could be used an aggregate of 40 or more hours for the 
construction project and apply the following: 

 Prepare a plan for approval by the applicable air district 
demonstrating that the heavy-duty (equal to or greater than 50 
horsepower) off-road equipment to be used in the construction 
project, including owned, leased and subcontractor vehicles, 
will achieve a project wide fleet-average 20 percent NOx 
reduction and 45 percent particulate reduction compared to the 
most recent CARB fleet average at time of construction. A 
Construction Mitigation Calculator (MS Excel) may be 
downloaded from the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality 
Management District web site to perform the fleet average 
evaluation http://www.airquality.org/ceqa/index.shtml. 
Acceptable options for reducing emissions may include use of 
late model engines, low-emission diesel products, alternative 
fuels, engine retrofit technology (Carl Moyer Guidelines), after-
treatment products, voluntary off-site mitigation projects, 
provide funds for air district off-site mitigation projects, and/or 
other options as they become available. The air district should 
be contacted to discuss alternative measures. 

 Ensure that all construction equipment is properly tuned and 
maintained.  

 Minimize idling time to 5 minutes – saves fuel and reduces 
emissions. 

 Provide an operational water truck on-site at all times. Apply 
water to control dust as needed to prevent dust impacts off-
site. 

 Utilize existing power sources (e.g., power poles) or clean fuel 
generators rather than temporary power generators. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 
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AIR-1 (continued)  

 Develop a traffic plan to minimize traffic flow interference from 
construction activities. The plan may include advance public 
notice of routing, use of public transportation, and satellite 
parking areas with a shuttle service. Schedule operations 
affecting traffic for off-peak hours. Minimize obstruction of 
through-traffic lanes. Provide a flag person to guide traffic 
properly and ensure safety at construction sites.  

 As appropriate require that portable engines and portable 
engine-driven equipment units used at the project work site, 
with the exception of on-road and off-road motor vehicles, 
obtain California Air Resources Board (ARB) Portable 
Equipment Registration with the state or a local district permit. 
Arrange appropriate consultations with the ARB or the District 
to determine registration and permitting requirements prior to 
equipment operation at the site 

    

AIR-2: Implementing and local agencies should implement measures 
adopted by ARB designed to attain federal air quality standards for 
PM 2.5. CARB’s strategy includes the following elements: 

 Set technology forcing new engine standards; 

 Reduce emissions from the in-use fleet; 

 Require clean fuels, and reduce petroleum dependency; 

 Work with USEPA to reduce emissions from federal and state 
sources; and 

 Pursue long-term advanced technology measures. 

 Proposed new transportation–related SIP measures include: 

 On-road Sources 

 Improvements and Enhancements to California’s Smog Check 
Program 

 Expanded Passenger Vehicle Retirement 

 Modifications to Reformulated Gasoline Program 

 Cleaner In-Use Heavy-Duty Trucks 

 Ship Auxiliary Engine Cold Ironing and Other Clean 
Technology  

 Cleaner Ship Main Engines and Fuel 

 Port Truck Modernization 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 
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AIR-2: (continued) 

 Accelerated Introduction of Cleaner Line-Haul Locomotives 

 Clean Up Existing Commercial Harbor Craft 

 Off-road Sources 

 Cleaner Construction and Other Equipment 

 Cleaner In-Use Off-Road Equipment 

 Agricultural Equipment Fleet Modernization 

 New Emission Standards for Recreational Boats 

 Off road recreational vehicle expanded emissions standards 

    

AIR-3: SJCOG shall pursue the following activities in reducing the impact 
associated with health risk within 500 feet of freeways and high-
traffic volume roadways:  

 Participate in ongoing statewide deliberations on health risks 
near freeways and high-traffic volume roadways. This 
involvement includes inputting to the statewide process by 
providing available data and information such as the current 
and projected locations of sensitive receptors relative to 
transportation infrastructure;  

 Work with air agencies including ARB and SJVAPCD to 
support their work in monitoring the progress on reducing 
exposure to emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 for sensitive 
receptors, including schools and residents within 500 feet of 
high-traffic volume roadways; 

 Work with stakeholders to identify planning and development 
practices that are effective in reducing health impacts to 
sensitive receptors; and 

 Share information on all of the above efforts with stakeholders, 
member cities, counties and the public. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

SJCOG   
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AIR-4: Implementing and local agencies should comply with the CARB 
recommendations to achieve an acceptable interior air quality level 
for sensitive receptors, project sponsors can and should identify 
appropriate measures, to be incorporated into project building 
design for residential, school and other sensitive uses located within 
500 feet (or other appropriate distance as may be identified by 
CARB) of freeways, heavily travelled arterials, railways and other 
sources of Diesel particulate Matter and other known carcinogens. 
The appropriate measures should include one or more of the 
following methods as may be appropriate: 

a. The project sponsor should retain a qualified air quality 
consultant to prepare a health risk assessment (HRA) in 
accordance with the California Air Resources Board and the 
Office of Environmental Health and Hazard Assessment 
requirements to determine the exposure of project 
residents/occupants/users to stationary air quality polluters 
prior to issuance of a demolition, grading, or building permit. 
The HRA should be submitted to the Lead Agency for review 
and approval. The sponsor should implement the approved 
HRA recommendations, if any. If the HRA concludes that the 
air quality risks from nearby sources are at or below acceptable 
levels, then additional measures are not required. 

b. The project sponsor should implement the following features 
that have been found to reduce the air quality risk to sensitive 
receptors and should be included in the project construction 
plans. These should be submitted to the appropriate agency for 
review and approval prior to the issuance of a demolition, 
grading, or building permit and ongoing.  

i. Do not locate sensitive receptors near distribution center’s 
entry and exit points.  

ii. Do not locate sensitive receptors in the same building as a 
perchloroleythene dry cleaning facility.  

iii. Maintain a 50-foot buffer from a typical gas dispensing 
facility (under 3.6 million gallons of gas per year).  

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 
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AIR-4: (continued) 

iv. Install, operate, and maintain in good working order a 
central heating and ventilation (HV) system or other air 
take system in the building, or in each individual 
residential unit, that meets the efficiency standard of the 
MERV 13. The HV system should include the following 
features: Installation of a high efficiency filter and/or 
carbon filter-to-filter particulates and other chemical 
matter from entering the building. Either HEPA filters or 
ASHRAE 85 percent supply filters should be used.  

v. Retain a qualified HV consultant or HERS rater during the 
design phase of the project to locate the HV system based 
on exposure modeling from the mobile and/or stationary 
pollutant sources.  

vi. Maintain positive pressure within the building. 

vii. Achieve a performance standard of at least one air 
exchange per hour of fresh outside filtered air. 

viii. Achieve a performance standard of at least four air 
exchanges per hour of recirculation  

ix. Achieve a performance standard of 0.25 air exchanges per 
hour of in unfiltered infiltration if the building is not 
positively pressurized. 

c. Project sponsor should maintain, repair and/or replace HV 
system or prepare an Operation and Maintenance Manual for 
the HV system and the filter. The manual should include the 
operating instructions and maintenance and replacement 
schedule. This manual should be included in the CC&Rs for 
residential projects and distributed to the building 
maintenance staff. In addition, the sponsor should prepare a 
separate Homeowners Manual. The manual should contain the 
operating instructions and maintenance and replacement 
schedule for the HV system and the filters. It should also 
include a disclosure to the buyers of the air quality analysis 
findings.  

    



4.0 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Impact Sciences, Inc. 4.0-12 San Joaquin COG RTP/SCS Final EIR 

1173.001  June 2014 

Mitigation Measure 

Mitigation 

Monitoring Timing 

Responsible 

Monitoring Entity 

Mitigation 

Measure 

Complete? Effectiveness 

AIR-4: (continued) 

d. To the maximum extent practicable the Lead Agency can and 
should ensure that private (individual and common) exterior 
open space, including playgrounds, patios, and decks, should 
either be shielded from stationary sources of air pollution by 
buildings or otherwise buffered to further reduce air pollution 
exposure for project occupants. 

    

AIR-5: Implementing and local agencies should, as applicable and feasible, 
investigate (using for example procedures and guidelines for PM 
hotspot analysis consistent with USEPA (2010) PM guidance) the 
relationship between (1) any increases in PM10 and PM2.5 within 
500 feet of freeways in their jurisdiction, and (2) existing sensitive 
receptors in that area that do not have adequate air filtration to 
reduce such impacts to a less than significant level. To the extent 
that existing sensitive receptors are identified that do not have 
adequate air filtration, local jurisdictions may establish a program by 
which project sponsors can mitigate significant increases in PM10 
and PM2.5 (e.g., by providing a retrofit program for older higher 
emitting vehicles, anti-idling requirements or policies, controlling 
fugitive dust, routing traffic away from populated zones, replacing 
older buses with cleaner buses, and paying in to a fund established 
to retrofit sensitive receptors with HEPA filters when sensitive 
receptors are located within 500 feet of freeways and high-traffic 
volume roadways that generate substantial diesel particulate 
emissions).  

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

AIR-6: Implementing and local agencies should, as applicable and feasible, 
plant appropriate vegetation to reduce PM10/PM2.5 when 
constructing a sensitive receptor within 500 feet of freeways and 
high-traffic volume roadways generating substantial diesel 
particulate emissions. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

AIR-7: Implementing and local agencies for major transportation projects 
(especially those that generate substantial diesel particulate 
emissions) in the region, if health risks are shown to increase 
significantly at sensitive receptors within 500 feet of a transportation 
facility, should consider applicable mitigation. Examples include 
planting appropriate vegetation and retrofitting existing sensitive 
uses with air filtration to reduce potential health risk impacts to a 
less than significant level. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 
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Impact – Biological Resources 

BIO-1: Implementing and local agencies should retain a qualified botanist 
to document the presence or absence of special-status plants before 
project implementation. Implement the following steps to document 
special- status plants: 

 Review Existing Information. The botanist shall review the 
most current existing information to develop a list of special-
status plants that have a potential to occur in the specific 
project area. Sources of information consulted shall include 
CDFW’s CNDDB, previously prepared environmental 
documents, city and county general plans, HCPs and NCCPs, 
and the CNPS electronic inventory. 

 Coordinate with Agencies. The botanist shall coordinate with 
the appropriate agencies (CDFW, USFWS, Caltrans) to discuss 
botanical resource issues and determine the appropriate level 
of surveys necessary to document special-status plants. 

 Conduct Field Studies. The botanist shall evaluate existing 
habitat conditions for each project and determine what level of 
botanical surveys may be required. The type of botanical 
survey shall depend on species richness, habitat type and 
quality, and the probability of special-status species occurring 
in a particular habitat type. Depending on these factors and the 
proposed construction activity, one or a combination of the 
following levels of survey may be required: 

 Habitat Assessment. A habitat assessment will be conducted to 
determine whether suitable habitat is present. This type of 
assessment can be conducted at any time of year and is used to 
assess and characterize habitat conditions and determine 
whether return surveys are necessary. If no suitable habitat is 
present, no additional surveys shall be required. 

 Species-Focused Surveys. Species-focused surveys (or target 
species surveys) shall be conducted if suitable habitat is present 
for special-status plants. The surveys shall focus on special-
status plants that could grow in the region, and would be 
conducted during a period when the target species are evident 
and identifiable. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 
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BIO-1: (continued) 

 Floristic Protocol-Level Surveys. Floristic surveys that follow 
the CNPS Botanical Survey Guidelines shall be conducted in 
areas that are relatively undisturbed and/or have a moderate to 
high potential to support special-status plants. The CNPS 
Botanical Survey Guidelines require that all species be 
identified to the level necessary to determine whether they 
qualify as special-status plants, or are plant species with 
unusual or significant range extensions. The guidelines also 
require that field surveys be conducted when special-status 
plants that could occur in the area are evident and identifiable. 
To account for different special-status plant identification 
periods, one or more series of field surveys may be required in 
spring and summer months. 

 Special-status plant populations identified during the field 
surveys shall be mapped and documented as part of CEQA and 
NEPA process, as applicable. As part of the processes, the 
implementing agency should prepare alternative designs that 
seek to avoid and/or minimize impacts to the special-status 
plants. If the project cannot be designed without complete 
avoidance, the implementing agency shall coordinate with the 
appropriate regulatory agency (i.e., USFWS, NMFS, CDFG, 
USACE) to obtain regulatory permits and implement project-
specific mitigation prior to any construction activities. In 
addition, the implementing agency can choose to compensate 
for the loss of area occupied by special-status plants through 
participation in the SJMSCP. 
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BIO-2: If special-status plants are identified in their project area, the 
implementing and local agencies that are the proponents of specific 
projects included in the proposed RTP/SCS shall implement the 
following measures to avoid and minimize impacts on special-status 
plants: 

 Redesign or modify their project to avoid direct and indirect 
impacts on special status plants, if feasible. 

 Protect special-status plants near their project site by installing 
environmentally sensitive area fencing (orange construction 
barrier fencing) around special-status plant populations. The 
environmentally sensitive area fencing shall be installed at least 
20 feet from the edge of the population. The location of the 
fencing shall be marked in the field with stakes and flagging 
and shown on the construction drawings. The construction 
specifications shall contain clear language that prohibits 
construction-related activities, vehicle operation, material and 
equipment storage, and other surface-disturbing activities 
within the fenced environmentally sensitive area. 

 Coordinate with the appropriate resource agencies and local 
experts to determine whether transplantation is feasible. If the 
agencies concur that transplantation is a feasible mitigation 
measure, the botanist shall develop and implement a 
transplantation plan through coordination with the appropriate 
agencies. The special-status plant transplantation plan shall 
involve identifying a suitable transplant site; moving the plant 
material and seed bank to the transplant site; collecting seed 
material and propagating it in a nursery; and monitoring the 
transplant sites to document recruitment and survival rates. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 
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BIO-3: Implementing and local agencies should retain a qualified wildlife 
biologist to document the presence or absence of suitable habitat for 
special-status wildlife in the highway project study area. The 
following steps shall be implemented to document special-status 
wildlife and their habitats for each highway project: 

 Review Existing Information. The wildlife biologist shall 
review existing information to develop a list of special-status 
wildlife species that could occur in the project area. The 
following information shall be reviewed as part of this process: 
the USFWS special-status species list for the project region, 
CDFW’s CNDDB, previously prepared environmental 
documents, city and county general plans, HCPs and NCCPs (if 
applicable), and USFWS issued biological opinions for previous 
projects. 

 Coordinate with State and Federal Agencies. The wildlife 
biologist shall coordinate with the appropriate agencies 
(CDFW, USFWS, and Caltrans) to discuss wildlife resource 
issues in the project region and determine the appropriate level 
of surveys necessary to document special-status wildlife and 
their habitats. 

 Conduct Field Studies. The wildlife biologist shall evaluate 
existing habitat conditions and determine what level of 
biological surveys may be required. The type of survey 
required shall depend on species richness, habitat type and 
quality, and the probability of special-status species occurring 
in a particular habitat type. Depending on the existing 
conditions in the project area and the proposed construction 
activity, one or a combination of the following levels of survey 
may be required: 

 Habitat Assessment. A habitat assessment determines whether 
suitable habitat is present. This type of assessment can be 
conducted at any time of year and is used to assess and 
characterize habitat conditions and to determine whether 
return surveys are necessary. If no suitable habitat is present, 
no additional surveys shall be required. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 
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BIO-3: (continued) 

 Species-Focused Surveys. Species-focused surveys (or target 
species surveys) shall be conducted if suitable habitat is present 
for special-status wildlife and if it is necessary to determine the 
presence or absence of the species in the project area. The 
surveys shall focus on special-status wildlife species that have 
the potential to occur in the region. The surveys shall be 
conducted during a period when the target species are present 
and/or active. 

 Protocol-Level Wildlife Surveys. The project proponent shall 
comply with protocols and guidelines issued by responsible 
agencies for certain special-status species. USFWS and CDFW 
have issued survey protocols and guidelines for several special-
status wildlife species that could occur in the project region, 
including (but not limited to) the California red-legged frog, 
blunt-nosed leopard lizard, desert tortoise and San Joaquin kit 
fox. The protocols and guidelines may require that surveys be 
conducted during a particular time of year and/or time of day 
when the species is present and active. Many survey protocols 
require that only a USFWS permitted or CDFW-approved 
biologist perform the surveys. The project proponent shall 
coordinate with the appropriate state or federal agency 
biologist before the initiation of protocol-level surveys to 
ensure that the survey results would be valid. Because some 
species can be difficult to detect or observe, multiple field 
techniques may be used during a survey period and additional 
surveys may be required in subsequent seasons or years as 
outlined in the protocol or guidelines for each species. 
Implementing agencies that chose to participate in the SJMSCP 
shall conduct surveys in accordance with the guidelines set 
forth in the SJMSCP.  

 Special-status wildlife or suitable habitat identified during the field 
surveys shall be mapped and documented as part of the CEQA and 
NEPA documentation, as applicable. 
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BIO-4: Implementing and local agencies should implement the following 
measures to avoid and minimize impacts on special-status wildlife 
and their habitats: 

 Redesign or modify the project to avoid direct and indirect 
impacts on special-status wildlife or their habitats, if feasible. 

 Protect special-status wildlife and their habitat near the project 
site by installing environmentally sensitive area fencing around 
habitat features, such as seasonal wetlands, burrows, and nest 
trees. The environmentally sensitive area fencing or staking 
shall be installed at a distance from the edge of the resource 
determined through coordination with state and federal agency 
biologists (USFWS and CDFW). Implementing agencies that 
choose to participate in the SJMSCP shall consult and 
coordinate with SJCOG. The location of the fencing shall be 
marked in the field with stakes and flagging and shown on the 
construction drawings. The construction specifications shall 
contain clear language that prohibits construction-related 
activities, vehicle operation, material and equipment storage, 
and other surface-disturbing activities within the fenced 
environmentally sensitive area. 

 Restrict construction-related activities to the non-breeding 
season for special-status wildlife species that could occur in the 
project area. Timing restrictions may vary depending on the 
species and could occur during any time of the year. 
Coordinate with the appropriate resource agencies to 
determine whether a monitoring plan for special-status wildlife 
is necessary as part of all highway projects. If a monitoring plan 
is required, it shall be developed and implemented in 
coordination with appropriate agencies and shall include 

 a description of each of the protected wildlife species and 
any suitable habitat for special-status species that could 
occur at the project site; 

 the locations of known occurrences of special-status 
wildlife species within 1.0 mile of the project site; 

 the location and size of no-disturbance zones in and 
adjacent to environmentally sensitive areas for wildlife; 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  



4.0 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Impact Sciences, Inc. 4.0-19 San Joaquin COG RTP/SCS Final EIR 

1173.001  June 2014 

Mitigation Measure 

Mitigation 

Monitoring Timing 

Responsible 

Monitoring Entity 

Mitigation 

Measure 

Complete? Effectiveness 

BIO-4: (continued) 

 directions on the handling and relocating of special-status 
wildlife species found on the project site that are in 
immediate danger of being destroyed; and notification 
and reporting requirements for special-status species that 
are identified on the project site. 

    

BIO-5: Implementing and local agencies should retain a qualified biologist 
to document the location, type, extent, and habitat functions and 
values for riparian communities that occur in the site-specific project 
area and could be affected by their project. This information shall be 
mapped and documented as part of CEQA and NEPA 
documentation, as applicable. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

BIO-6: If riparian communities are present in the project area, 
implementing and local agencies should avoid or minimize impacts 
on riparian communities by implementing the following measures: 

 If riparian communities are present in the project area, avoid or 
minimize impacts on riparian communities by implementing the 
following measures: 

 Redesign or modify the project to avoid direct and indirect 
impacts on riparian communities, if feasible. 

 Protect riparian communities near the project site by installing 
environmentally sensitive area fencing at least 20 feet from the 
edge of the riparian vegetation. Depending on site-specific 
conditions, this buffer may be narrower or wider than 20 feet. 
The location of the fencing shall be marked in the field with 
stakes and flagging and shown on the construction drawings. 
The construction specifications shall contain clear language that 
prohibits construction-related activities, vehicle operation, 
material and equipment storage, and other surface-disturbing 
activities within the fenced environmentally sensitive area. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 
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BIO-6: (continued) 

 Minimize the potential for long-term loss of riparian vegetation 
by trimming vegetation rather than removing the entire shrub. 
Shrub vegetation shall be cut at least 1 foot above ground level 
to leave the root systems intact and allow for more rapid 
regeneration of the species. Cutting shall be limited to a 
minimum area necessary within the construction zone. This 
type of removal shall be allowed only for shrub species (all 
trees shall be avoided) in areas that do not provide habitat for 
sensitive species (e.g., willow flycatcher). To protect migratory 
birds, no woody riparian vegetation shall be allowed beginning 
March 15 and ending September 15, as required under the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 

    

BIO-7: If riparian vegetation is removed as part of their project, 
implementing and local agencies should compensate for the loss of 
riparian vegetation to ensure no net loss of habitat functions and 
values. Compensation ratios shall be based on site-specific 
information and determined through coordination with state and 
federal agencies (including CDFW, USFWS, USACE, and National 
Marine Fisheries Service [NMFS]). Compensation shall be provided 
at a minimum 1:1 ratio (1 acre restored or created for every 1 acre 
removed) and may be a combination of on-site restoration/creation, 
off-site restoration, or mitigation credits. Develop a restoration and 
monitoring plan that describes how riparian habitat shall be 
enhanced or recreated and monitored over a minimum period of 
time, as determined by the appropriate state and federal agencies. 
Implement the restoration and monitoring plan. Alternatively, 
compensation and monitoring requirements can be met through 
participation in the SJMSCP 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 
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BIO-8: Implementing and local agencies should identify wetlands using 
both USACE and USFWS/CDFW definitions of wetlands. USACE 
jurisdictional wetlands shall be delineated using the methods 
outlined in the USACE 1987 Wetlands Delineation Manual and the 
Arid West Manual. The jurisdictional boundary for other waters of 
the United States shall be identified based on: 

 The shore established by the fluctuations of water and indicated by 
physical characteristics such as clear, natural line impressed on the 
bank, shelving, changes in the character of soil, destruction of 
terrestrial vegetation, the presence of litter and debris, or other 
appropriate means that consider the characteristics of the 
surrounding area (33 CFR 328.3[e]). 

 This information shall be mapped and documented as part of the 
CEQA and NEPA documentation, as applicable, and in wetland 
delineation reports. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

BIO-9: Implementing and local agencies should avoid and minimize 
impacts on wetlands and other waters of the United States (creeks, 
steams, and rivers) by implementing the following measures: 

 Redesign or modify the project to avoid direct and indirect 
impacts on wetland habitats. 

 Protect wetland habitats that occur near the project site by 
installing environmentally sensitive area fencing at least 20 feet 
from the edge of the wetland. Depending on site-specific 
conditions and permit requirements, this buffer may be wider 
than 20 feet (e.g., 250 feet for seasonal wetlands that are 
considered special-status shrimp habitat). The location of the 
fencing shall be marked in the field with stakes and flagging 
and shown on the construction drawings. The construction 
specifications shall contain clear language that prohibits 
construction-related activities, vehicle operation, material and 
equipment storage, and other surface-disturbing activities 
within the fenced environmentally sensitive area. 

 Avoid installation activities in saturated or ponded wetlands 
during the wet season (spring and winter) to the maximum 
extent possible. Where such activities are unavoidable, 
protective practices, such as use of padding or vehicles with 
balloon tires, shall be used. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 
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BIO-9: (continued) 

 Where determined necessary by resource specialists, use 
geotextile cushions and other materials (e.g., timber pads, 
prefabricated equipment pads, or geotextile fabric) in saturated 
conditions to minimize damage to the substrate and vegetation. 

 Stabilize exposed slopes and stream banks immediately on 
completion of installation activities. Other waters of the United 
States shall be restored in a manner that encourages vegetation 
to reestablish to its pre-project condition and reduces the effects 
of erosion on the drainage system. 

 In highly erodible stream systems, stabilize banks using a non-
vegetative material that will bind the soil initially and break 
down within a few years. If the project engineers determine 
that more aggressive erosion control treatments are needed, use 
geotextile mats, excelsior blankets, or other soil stabilization 
products. 

 During construction, remove trees, shrubs, debris, or soils that 
are inadvertently deposited below the ordinary high-water 
mark of drainages in a manner that minimizes disturbance of 
the drainage bed and bank. 

 These measures shall be incorporated into contract specifications 
and implemented by the construction contractor. In addition, the 
project proponent shall ensure that the contractor incorporates all 
state and federal permit conditions into construction specifications. 
If the implementing agency chooses to participate in the SJMSCP, all 
SJMSPC conditions shall also be incorporated into construction 
specifications. 
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BIO-10: If the implementing agency chooses to participate in the SJMSCP, all 
SJMSPC conditions shall also be incorporated into construction 
specifications. Compensation ratios shall be based on site-specific 
information and determined through coordination with state and 
federal agencies (including CDFW, USFWS, and USACE). The 
compensation shall be at a minimum 1:1 ratio (1 acre restored or 
created for every 1 acre filled) and may be a combination of on-site 
restoration/creation, off-site restoration, or mitigation credits. A 
restoration and monitoring plan shall be developed and 
implemented if on-site or off-site restoration or creation is chosen. 
The plan shall describe how wetlands shall be created and 
monitored over a minimum of five years (or as required by the 
regulatory agencies). Alternatively, compensation and monitoring 
requirements can be met through participation in the SJMSCP. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

BIO-11: Prior to design approval of RTP/SCS projects that contain movement 
habitat, the implementing agency should incorporate economically 
viable design measures, as applicable and necessary, to allow 
wildlife or fish to move through the transportation corridor, both 
during construction activities and post construction. Such measures 
may include appropriately spaced breaks in a center barrier, or other 
measures that are designed to allow wildlife to move through the 
transportation corridor. If the project cannot be designed with these 
design measures due to traffic safety, etc., the implementing agency 
shall coordinate with the appropriate regulatory agency 
(i.e., USFWS, NMFS, CDFW) to obtain regulatory permits and 
implement alternative project-specific mitigation prior to any 
construction activities. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

BIO-12: Implementing agencies should ensure that projects comply with 
general plans, policies, ordinances, and conservation plans 
(including any HCPs, NCCPs, and other local, regional, and state 
plans). Review of these documents and compliance with their 
requirements shall be demonstrated in project-level environmental 
documentation. Ensure that projects comply with all policies, 
ordinances, and plans that exist at the time of project-level review, 
regardless of whether they existed during the program-level 
analysis. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 
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Impact – Cultural Resources 

CR-1: Implementing and local agencies should require historical resource 
studies and to identify and implement project-specific mitigation. 

 As part of planning, design, and engineering for projects, 
implementing and local agencies should ensure that historic 
resources are treated in accordance with applicable federal, state, 
and local laws and regulations. When a project has been identified 
as potentially affecting a historical resource, a historical resources 
inventory should be conducted by a qualified architectural historian 
that meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications 
Standards. The study should comply with State CEQA Guidelines 
section 15064.5(b), and, if federal funding or permits are required, 
with section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) 
of 1966 (16 USC Sec. 470 et seq.). As applicable, the study should 
consist of the following elements: 

 a records search at the Southern San Joaquin Valley 
Information Center (California State University, Bakersfield); 

 contact with local historical societies, museums, or other 
interested parties as appropriate to help determine locations of 
known significant historical resources; 

 necessary background, archival and historic research; 

 a survey of built environment/architectural resources that are 
50 years old or older that may be directly or indirectly 
impacted by project activities; and 

 recordation and evaluation of built environment/architectural 
resources that are 50 years old or older that may be directly or 
indirectly impacted by project activities; 

 buildings should be evaluated under CRHR and/or NRHP 
Criteria as appropriate and recorded on California Department 
of Parks and Recreation 523 forms. 

 These elements should be compiled into a Historical Survey Report 
that should be submitted to the Southern San Joaquin Valley 
Information Center (California State University, Bakersfield) and 
should also be used for SHPO consultation if the project is subject to 
NHPA section 106 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 
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CR-1: (continued) 

 If architectural resources are deemed as potentially eligible for the 
California Register of Historic Resources or the National Register of 
Historic Places, implementing and local agencies should consider 
avoidance through project redesign as feasible and appropriate. If 
avoidance is not feasible, implementing or local agencies should 
ensure that historic resources are formally documented through the 
use of large-format photography, measured drawings, written 
architectural descriptions, and historical narratives. The 
documentation should be entered into the Library of Congress, and 
archived in the California Historical Resources Information System. 
In the event of building relocation, implementing and local agencies 
should ensure that any alterations to significant buildings or 
structures conform to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 
Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings. 

    

CR-2: Impacts to cultural resources should be minimized through 
cooperation, information sharing, and ongoing regional planning 
efforts. Resource agencies, such as the Office of Historic 
Preservation, shall be consulted during this process. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

CR-3:  Implementing and local agencies should require consultation, 
surveys, and monitoring for archaeological resources 

 During environmental review of projects, implementing and local 
agencies should: 

 Consult with the Native American Heritage Commission to 
determine whether known sacred sites are in the project area, 
and identify the Native American(s) to contact to obtain 
information about the project area. 

 Contact the Native American organizations and/or individuals 
on the list provided by the Native American Heritage 
Commission and conduct follow-up phone calls as 
recommended in the Native American Heritage Commission 
response.  

 Conduct a records search at the Central California Information 
Center (California State University Stanislaus) to determine 
whether the project area has been previously surveyed and 
whether resources were identified. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 
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CR-3: (continued) 

 In the event the records indicate that no previous survey has been 
conducted, the Central California Information Center (California 
State University Stanislaus) will make a recommendation on 
whether a survey is warranted based on the archaeological 
sensitivity of the project area. If recommended, a qualified 
archaeologist that meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 
Qualifications Standards should be retained to conduct 
archaeological surveys. The significance of any resources that are 
determined to be in the project area should be assessed according to 
the applicable local, state, and federal significance criteria. 
Implementing and local agencies should devise treatment measures 
to ameliorate “substantial adverse changes” to significant 
archaeological resources, in consultation with qualified 
archaeologists and other concerned parties. Such treatment 
measures may include avoidance through project redesign, data 
recovery excavation, and public interpretation of the resource. 

 Implementing and local agencies and the contractors performing the 
improvements should adhere to the following requirements: 

 If significant or sensitive cultural resources have been 
determined to be present with the project limits, implementing 
and local agencies should retain a qualified archaeologist to 
monitor any subsurface operations, including but not limited to 
grading, excavation, trenching, or removal of existing features 
of the subject property. 

 If, during the course of construction cultural resources (i.e., 
prehistoric sites, historic sites, and isolated artifacts and 
features) are discovered work should be halted immediately 
within 50 meters (165 feet) of the discovery, implementing and 
local agencies should be notified, and a qualified archaeologist 
that meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 
Qualifications Standards in prehistoric or historical 
archaeology should be retained to determine the significance of 
the discovery. 
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CR-3 (continued) 

 Implementing and local agencies should consider mitigation 
recommendations presented by a qualified archaeologist that 
meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications 
Standards in prehistoric or historical archaeology for any 
unanticipated discoveries and should carry out the measures 
deemed feasible and appropriate. Such measures may include 
avoidance, preservation in place, excavation, documentation, 
curation, data recovery, or other appropriate measures (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.5(f)). The project proponent should be 
required to implement any mitigation necessary for the 
protection of cultural resources. 

    

CR-4: Implementing and local agencies should identify, survey, and 
evaluate paleontological resources to avoid potential impacts. 

 During environmental review implementing and local agencies 
should retain a qualified paleontologist to identify, survey, and 
evaluate paleontological resources where potential impacts are 
considered high. All construction activities should avoid known 
paleontological resources, if feasible, especially if the resources in a 
particular lithologic unit formation have been determined to be 
unique or likely to contain unique or significant paleontological 
resources. If avoidance is not feasible, paleontological resources 
should be excavated by a qualified paleontologist and given to a 
local agency, State University, or other applicable institution, where 
they could be curated and displayed for public education purposes. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 
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CR-5: Implementing and local agencies should implement Stop-Work and 
Consultation Procedures Mandated by Public Resources Code 
5097.98 and State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(e). 

 In the event of discovery or recognition of any human remains 
during construction or excavation activities implementing and local 
agencies should cease further excavation or disturbance of the site or 
any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent human 
remains until the following steps are taken: 

 The San Joaquin County Coroner has been informed and has 
determined that no investigation of the cause of death is 
required. 

 If the coroner determines the remains are of Native American 
origin, either of the following steps will be taken: 

1. The coroner shall contact the Native American Heritage 
Commission within 24 hours.  

2. The Native American Heritage Commission shall identify 
the person or persons it believes to be most likely 
descended from the deceased Native American.  

3. The most likely descendent may make recommendations 
to the landowner or the person responsible for the 
excavation work, for means of treating or disposing of, 
with appropriate dignity, the human remains and any 
associated grave goods as provided in Public Resources 
Code 5097.98, or.  

 Where the following conditions occur, the landowner or his 
authorized representative shall rebury the Native American human 
remains and associated grave goods with appropriate dignity on the 
property in a location not subject to further subsurface disturbance.  

(A) The Native American Heritage Commission is unable to 
identify a most likely descendant or the most likely descendent 
failed to make a recommendation within 24 hours after being 
notified by the commission. 

(B) The descendant identified fails to make a recommendation, or 

(C) The landowner or his authorized representative rejects the 
recommendation of the descendant, and the mediation by the 
Native American Heritage Commission fails to provide 
measures acceptable to the landowner. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 
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Impact – Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources 

GEO-1: Implementing and local agencies should require the development 
and implementation of detailed erosion control measures, consistent 
with the CBC and UBC regulations and guidelines and/or local 
NPDES, to address erosion control specific to the project site; 
revegetate sites to minimize soil loss and prevent significant soil 
erosion; avoid construction on unstable slopes and other areas 
subject to soil erosion where possible; require management 
techniques that minimize soil loss and erosion; manage grading to 
maximize the capture and retention of water runoff through ditches, 
trenches, siltation ponds, or similar measures; and minimize erosion 
through adopted protocols and standards in the industry. The 
implementing local agencies should also require land use and 
transportation projects to comply with locally adopted grading, 
erosion, and/or sediment control ordinances beginning when any 
preconstruction or construction-related grading or soil storage first 
occurs, until all final improvements are completed. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

GEO-2: Implementing and local agencies should coordinate with the 
Department of Conservation, California Geological Survey to 
maintain a database of (1) available resources in the region including 
permitted and un-permitted and (2) the anticipated 50-year demand. 
Based on the results of this survey Local agencies should implement 
strategies to address anticipated demand, including identifying 
future sites that may seek permitting and working with industry 
experts to identify ways to encourage and increase recycling to 
reduce the demand for aggregate. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

GEO-3: Local jurisdictions should review availability of aggregate and 
mineral resources in their jurisdiction and should develop a long-
range plan to meet demand. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

Impact – Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

GHG-1:  SJCOG shall update future Regional Transportation Plans (including 
Sustainable Community Strategies) to incorporate policies and 
measures that build upon successful GHG reduction strategies form 
the 2014 RTP/SCS and lead to further reduced greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions. Such policies and measures may be derived from 
the General Plans, local jurisdictions’ Climate Action Plans (CAPs), 
and other adopted policies and plans of its member agencies that 
include GHG mitigation and adaptation measures or other sources. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

SJCOG   
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GHG-2:  Local governments should adopt policies and develop practices that 
lead to GHG emission reductions. These activities will include, but 
are not limited to, providing technical assistance and information 
sharing on developing local Climate Action Plans 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

GHG-3:  Implementing and local agencies should adopt and implement 
Climate Action Plans (CAPs, also known as Plans for the Reduction 
of Greenhouse Gas Emissions as described in State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15183.5 Tiering and Streamlining the Analysis of 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions) that do the following: 

a) Quantify GHG emissions, both existing and projected over a 
specified period, resulting from activities within each agency’s 
jurisdiction; 

b) Establish a level, based on substantial evidence, below which 
the contribution to GHG emissions from activities covered by 
the plan would not be cumulatively considerable; 

c) Identify and analyze the GHG emissions resulting for specific 
actions or categories of actions anticipated within their 
respective jurisdictions; 

d) Specify measures or a group of measures, including 
performance standards, that substantial evidence 
demonstrates, if implemented on a project-by-project basis, 
would collectively achieve the specified emissions level; 

e) Establish a mechanism to monitor the plan’s progress toward 
achieving that level and to require amendment if the plan is not 
achieving specified levels; and 

f) Be adopted in a public process following environmental 
review. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 
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GHG-3:  (continued) 

 CAPs should, when appropriate, incorporate planning and land use 
measures from the California Attorney General’s latest list of 
example policies to address climate change at both the plan and 
project level. Specifically, at the plan level, land use plans can and 
should, when appropriate, incorporate planning and land use 
measures from the California Attorney General’s latest list of 
example policies to address climate change 
(http://ag.ca.gov/globalwarming/pdf/GP_policies.pdf), including, 
but not limited to policies from that web page such as: 

 Smart growth, jobs/housing balance, transit-oriented 
development, and infill development through land use 
designations, incentives and fees, zoning, and public private 
partnerships 

 Create transit, bicycle, and pedestrian connections through 
planning, funding, development requirements, incentives and 
regional cooperation, and create disincentives for auto use 

 Energy and water-efficient buildings and landscaping through 
ordinances, development fees, incentives, project timing, 
prioritization, and other implementing tools. 

 In addition, implementing and local agencies should incorporate, as 
appropriate, policies to encourage implementation of the Attorney 
General’s list of project-specific mitigation measures available at the 
following web site: http://ag.ca.gov/globalwarming/pdf/ 
GW_mitigation_measures.pdf, including, but not limited to 
measures from the web page, such as: 

 Adopt a comprehensive parking policy that discourages 
private vehicle use and encourages the use of alternative 
transportation 

 Build or fund a major transit stop within or near development 

 Provide public transit incentives such as free or low-cost 
monthly transit passes to employees, or free ride areas to 
residents and customers 

 Incorporate bicycle lanes, routes and facilities into street 
systems, new subdivisions, and large developments 

 Require amenities for non-motorized transportation, such as 
secure and convenient bicycle parking. 
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GHG-3:  (continued) 

 They should also incorporate, when appropriate, planning and land 
use measures from additional resources listed by the California 
Attorney General at the following webpage: 
http://ag.ca.gov/globalwarming/ceqa/resources.php. 

 In addition, CAPs should also incorporate analysis of climate change 
adaptation, in recognition of the likely and potential effects of 
climate change in the future regardless of the level of mitigation and 
in conjunction with Executive Order S-13-08, which seeks to enhance 
the state’s management of climate impacts including sea level rise, 
increased temperatures, shifting precipitation, and extreme weather 
events by facilitating the development of state’s first climate 
adaptation strategy. 

    

Impact – Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

HAZ-1: Implementing and local agencies should determine whether specific 
project sites are listed on government lists of hazardous materials 
and/or waste sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 
65962.5. Implementing and local agencies should require 
preparation of a Phase I Environmental Site assessment (ESA) for 
any listed sites or sites with the potential for residual hazardous 
materials and/or waste as a result of location and/or prior uses. 
Implementing and local agencies should require that 
recommendations of the Phase I ESA be fully implemented. If a 
Phase I ESA indicates the presence or likely presence of 
contamination, the implementing agency should require a Phase II 
ESA, and recommendations of the Phase II ESA should be fully 
implemented 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

Impact – Land Use and Population 

LU-1: SJCOG will work with its member cities and counties to encourage 
that transportation projects and growth are consistent with the 
RTP/SCS and general plans. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

SJCOG   

LU-2: Local jurisdictions should reflect RTP policies and strategies in their 
general plan updates. San Joaquin COG will work to build 
consensus on how to address inconsistencies between general plans 
and RTP policies. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 
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LU-3: SJCOG will provide technical assistance and regional leadership to 
implement the RTP/SCS goals and strategies, integrate growth and 
land use planning with the existing and planned transportation 
network, determine and upon request help local jurisdictions/project 
sponsors in determining consistency with the SCS included within 
the 2014 RTP. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

SJCOG   

LU-4:  SJCOG will use a continuing SCS or a Greenprint process (to 
prioritize maintenance of open space areas) and other ongoing 
regional planning efforts to build a consensus in the region to 
support changes in land use to accommodate future population 
growth while maintaining the quality of life in the region. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

SJCOG   

LU-5:  SJCOG will continue to encourage patterns of development that are 
consistent with RTP/SCS policies. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

SJCOG   

LU-6: SJCOG, will work with its member agencies to implement growth 
strategies to create an urban form designed to focus development in 
urban areas in accordance with the policies, strategies and 
investments contained in the 2014 RTP/SCS, enhancing mobility and 
reducing land consumption, providing urban infrastructure to 
support growth and ensuring a jobs-housing balance that supports 
decreases in greenhouse gas emissions. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

SJCOG   

LU-7: Implementing and local agencies should evaluate alternate route 
alignments and transportation facilities that minimize the 
displacement of homes and businesses. An iterative design and 
impact analysis would help where impacts to homes or businesses 
are involved. Potential impacts should be minimized to the extent 
feasible. If possible, existing rights-of-way should be used. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

LU-8: Implementing and local agencies to mitigate impacts to affordable 
housing as feasible through construction of affordable units (deed 
restricted to remain affordable for an appropriate period of time) or 
payment of any fee established to address loss of affordable housing. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 
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Impact - Noise 

NOISE-1:  Implementing and local agencies should assess and mitigate to the 
extent feasible short- and long-term noise impacts in accordance 
with applicable regulations and to implement site-specific noise 
reduction measures, including the following as applicable: 

 Equipment and trucks used for project construction can and 
should utilize the best available noise control techniques (e.g., 
improved mufflers, equipment redesign, use of intake silencers, 
ducts, engine enclosures, and acoustically attenuating shields 
or shrouds, wherever feasible). 

 Except as may be exempted by the Lead Agency (or other 
appropriate government agency), impact tools (e.g., jack 
hammers, pavement breakers, and rock drills) used for project 
construction can and should be hydraulically or electrically 
powered to avoid noise associated with compressed air exhaust 
from pneumatically powered tools. However, where use of 
pneumatic tools is unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the 
compressed air exhaust should be used; this muffler can lower 
noise levels from the exhaust by up to about 10 dB(A). External 
jackets on the tools themselves should be used, if such jackets 
are commercially available and this could achieve a reduction 
of 5 dB(A). Quieter procedures should be used, such as drills 
rather than impact equipment, whenever such procedures are 
available and consistent with construction procedures. 

 Stationary noise sources can and should be located as far from 
adjacent sensitive receptors as possible and they should be 
muffled and enclosed within temporary sheds, incorporate 
insulation barriers, or use other measures as determined by the 
Lead Agency (or other appropriate government agency) to 
provide equivalent noise reduction. 

 A procedure and phone numbers for notifying the Lead 
Agency staff and local Police Department; (during regular 
construction hours and off-hours). 

 A sign posted on-site pertaining with permitted construction 
days and hours and complaint procedures and who to notify in 
the event of a problem. The sign should also include a listing of 
both the Lead Agency and construction contractor’s telephone 
numbers (during regular construction hours and off-hours). 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 
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NOISE-1: (continued) 

 The designation of an on-site construction complaint and 
enforcement manager for the project. 

 Notification of neighbors and occupants within 300 feet of the 
project construction area at least 30 days in advance of extreme 
noise generating activities about the estimated duration of the 
activity. 

 A preconstruction meeting can and should be held with the job 
inspectors and the general contractor/on-site project manager 
to confirm that noise measures and practices (including 
construction hours, neighborhood notification, posted signs, 
etc.) are completed. 

 Use of portable barriers in the vicinity of sensitive receptors 
during construction. 

 Projects that require pile driving or other construction noise 
above 90 dB(A) in proximity to sensitive receptors, should 
reduce potential pier drilling, pile driving and/or other extreme 
noise generating construction impacts greater than 90 dB(A), a 
set of site-specific noise attenuation measures should be 
completed under the supervision of a qualified acoustical 
consultant.  

 Evaluate the feasibility of noise control at the receivers by 
temporarily improving the noise reduction capability of 
adjacent buildings by the use of sound blankets for example 
and implement such measure if such measures are feasible and 
would noticeably reduce noise impacts. 

 Monitor the effectiveness of noise attenuation measures by 
taking noise measurements. 

 Strategically place material stockpiles between the operation 
and the affected dwelling to minimize noise generated from 
any rock-crushing or screening operations performed within 
3,000 feet of any occupied residence.  

 Retain a structural engineer or other appropriate professional 
to determine threshold levels of vibration and cracking that 
could damage any adjacent historic or other structure subject to 
damage, and design means and construction methods to not 
exceed the thresholds. 
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NOISE-1: (continued) 

 Maximize the distance between noise-sensitive land uses and 
new roadway lanes, roadways, rail lines, transit centers, park-
and-ride lots, and other new noise-generating facilities. 

 Construct sound reducing barriers between noise sources and 
noise-sensitive land uses.  

 Implement, to the extent feasible and practicable, speed limits 
and limits on hours of operation of rail and transit systems, 
where such limits may reduce noise impacts. 

 Maximize the distance of new route alignments from sensitive 
receptors.  

 Locate transit-related passenger stations, central maintenance 
facilities, decentralized maintenance facilities, and electric 
substations away from sensitive receptors to the maximum 
extent feasible 

    

Impact – Public Services and Utilities 

FIRE-1: Implementing and local agencies should ensure adequate fire 
protection services will be available to satisfy community needs. The 
implementing local agency should ensure that the fire department 
will be available to continue to provide acceptable levels of service 
with implementation of each project. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

FIRE-2: Implementing and local agencies should avoid siting new 
development in wildfire zones. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

FIRE-3: Implementing and local agencies should ensure that in the event 
that new development occurs in wildfire zones, the projects comply 
with safety measures as specified by CAL FIRE. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

POLICE-1: Implementing and local agencies to ensure adequate police services 
will be available to satisfy community service levels as needed. 
Implementing and Local agencies should ensure that the local 
police/sheriff’s department will be able to continue to provide 
acceptable levels of service with implementation of each project. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

EDU-1: Implementing and local agencies should undertake project-specific 
review of the impacts to educational facilities as part of project 
specific environmental review. For any identified impacts, project 
sponsors can and should ensure that the appropriate school district 
fees are paid in accordance with state law. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 
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REC-1: Local jurisdictions should explore multiple use spaces and 
redevelopment in areas where it will provide more opportunities for 
recreational uses and access to natural areas close to the urban core. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

REC-2: Local jurisdictions should work as partners to address regional 
outdoor recreation needs and to acquire the necessary funding for 
the implementation of their plans and programs. This should be 
done, in part, by consulting with agencies and organizations that 
have active open space work plans. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

REC-3: Implementing agencies for all park and recreation projects should 
ensure that all feasible mitigation measures are identified and 
implemented in order to minimize construction and operation- 
related impacts to the surrounding environment. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

ENERGY-1: Implementing and local agencies should implement energy 
saving policies and projects that incorporate renewable and 
alternative energy to the maximum extent feasible. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

ENERGY-2: Implementing and local agencies should streamline permitting 
and provide public information to facilitate accelerated construction 
of geothermal, solar and wind power generation facilities and 
transmission line improvements. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

ENERGY-3: Utilities should increase capacity of existing transmission lines to 
meet forecast demand that supports sustainable growth, where 
feasible and appropriate in coordination with local planning 
agencies. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Utilities   

ENERGY-4: SJCOG should continue to consider energy uncertainty impacts 
prior to the development of the next RTP/SCS. Topics that should be 
considered include: 

 How the price and availability of transportation fuels affects 
revenues and demand; 

 How increases in fuel efficiency could affect revenues and 
emissions; 

 How the cost of commuting and personal travel affects mode 
choice and growth patterns; 

 How the cost of goods movement affects international trade 
and employment; or 

 How the escalation of fuel prices affects the cost of 
infrastructure construction, maintenance and operation. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

SJCOG   
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ENERGY-5: Implementing and local agencies should coordinate with local 
utility providers while implementing local projects. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

WW-1: Implementing and local agencies should coordinate with local 
wastewater treatment providers while implementing local projects. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

Impact - Transportation 

TR-1: SJCOG should pursue funding for new unidentified projects and 
programs, beyond the current financially and institutionally feasible 
measure included in the 2014 RTP, which may improve LOS results 
on roadway segments projected to be LOS E or F. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

SJCOG   

TR-2: In addition to the current Tier 1 RTP projects, SJCOG should 
continue to explore potential measures to reduce vehicular travel. 
Such measures as land-use strategies, car-sharing programs, 
additional car- and vanpool programs, additional bicycle programs. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

SJCOG   

TR-3: Implementing and local agencies should evaluate VMT as part of 
project specific review and identify and implement measures that 
reduce VMT including mixed use, alternative transportation 
facilities (bike racks, transit stops, and pedestrian amenities). 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

TR-4: SJCOG should inform jurisdictions with projected LOS E and F 
roadway segments under the Plan of the potential need to develop a 
Deficiency Plan under the San Joaquin Congestion Management 
Program at some point before 2040. SJCOG should work with these 
agencies to identify and encourage changes that would increase use 
of alternative transportation and other means to reduce congestion. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

SJCOG   

TR-5: Implementing and local agencies should make safety a prime 
objective in the design of RTP projects, and should plan to avoid, 
remedy, or mitigate such impacts in the course of project-level 
environmental review. The implementing agency or local 
jurisdiction will be responsible for developing and ensuring 
adherence to necessary mitigation measures. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

TR-6: Implementing and local agencies should consider emergency access 
impacts and plan to avoid, remedy, or mitigate such impacts in the 
course of project-level environmental review. The implementing 
agency will require and ensure adherence to the necessary 
mitigation measures. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 
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Impact – Water Resources 

WAT-1: Implementing and local agencies should undergo individual project 
review and comply with NPDES requirements. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

WAT-2: Implementing and local agencies should ensure that projects 
requiring continual dewatering facilities implement monitoring 
systems and long-term administrative procedures to ensure proper 
water management that prevents degrading of surface water and 
minimizes, to the greatest extent possible, adverse impacts on 
groundwater for the life of the project. Construction designs can and 
should comply with appropriate building codes and standard 
practices including the Uniform Building Code. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

WAT-3: Implementing and local agencies should maximize, where practical 
and feasible, permeable surface area in existing urbanized areas to 
protect water quality, reduce flooding, allow for groundwater 
recharge, and preserve wildlife habitat. New impervious surfaces 
can and should be minimized to the greatest extent possible, 
including the use of in-lieu fees and off-site mitigation. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

WAT-4: Implementing and local agencies should avoid development in 
groundwater recharge areas. Where feasible, transportation facilities 
should not be sited in groundwater recharge areas, to prevent 
conversion of those areas to impervious surface. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

WAT-5: Implementing and local agencies to reduce hardscape to the extent 
feasible to facilitate groundwater recharge as appropriate. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

WAT-6:   Implementing and local agencies should conduct or require project-
specific hydrology studies for projects proposed to be constructed 
within floodplains to demonstrate compliance with applicable 
federal, state, and local agency flood-control regulations. These 
studies should identify project design features or mitigation 
measures that reduce impacts to either floodplains or flood flows to 
a less than significant level. For the purposes of this mitigation, less 
than significant means consistent with federal, state, and local 
regulations and laws related to development in the floodplain. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 
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WAT-7: Implementing and local agencies should comply with local, state, 
and federal floodplain regulations. Projects requiring federal 
approval or funding should comply with Executive Order 11988 on 
Floodplain Management, which requires avoidance of incompatible 
floodplain development, restoration, and preservation of the natural 
and beneficial floodplain values, and maintenance of consistency 
with the standards and criteria of the National Flood Insurance 
Program. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

WAT-8: Implementing and local agencies should to the extent feasible and 
appropriate, prevent development in flood hazard areas that do not 
have appropriate protections. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

WAT-9: SJCOG, in coordination with regional water agencies and other 
stakeholders, should encourage the kind of regional coordination 
throughout California that develops and supports sustainable 
policies in accommodating growth. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

SJCOG   

WAT-10: Regional water agencies should consider, to the greatest extent 
feasible, potential climate change hydrology and attendant impacts 
on available water supplies and reliability in the process of creating 
or modifying systems to manage water resources for both year 
round use and ecosystem health. As the methodology and base data 
for such decisions is still developing, agencies can and should use 
the best currently available science in decision making. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Regional Water 
Agencies 

  

WAT-11: Implementing and local agencies should reduce exterior uses of 
water in public areas, and promote reductions in private homes and 
businesses by shifting to drought-tolerant native landscape 
plantings, using weather-based irrigation systems, educating other 
public agencies about water use, and installing related water pricing 
incentives. Local jurisdictions should work with local water retailers 
to promote the availability of drought resistant landscaping options 
and provide information on where these can be purchased. Use of 
reclaimed water especially in median landscaping and hillside 
landscaping can and should be implemented where feasible. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

WAT-12: Future impacts to water supply should be minimized through 
cooperation, information sharing, and program development as part 
of the SJCOG’s ongoing regional planning efforts, in-coordination 
with regional water agencies, and other stakeholders. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

SJCOG   
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WAT-13: Implementing and local agencies should coordinate with the local 
water provider to ensure that existing and/or planned water supply 
and water conveyance facilities are capable of meeting water 
demand/pressure requirements. In accordance with state law, a 
water supply assessment can and should be required for projects 
that meet the size requirements specified in the regulations. In 
coordination with the local water provider, each project sponsor will 
identify specific on- and off-site improvements needed to ensure 
that impacts related to water supply and conveyance 
demand/pressure requirements are addressed prior to issuance of a 
certificate of occupancy. Water supply and conveyance 
demand/pressure clearance from the local water provider will be 
required at the time that a water connection permit application is 
submitted. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

WAT 14: Implementing and local agencies to implement water conservation 
measures in new development that should include but not be 
limited to the following: 

 High efficiency toilets 

 Restroom faucets with automatic shut-off 

 High efficiency clothes washers 

 High efficiency dishwashers 

 Use of reclaimed water for appropriate uses 

 Water saving irrigation measures including: weather-based 
irrigation controller with rain shut-off. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

WAT-15: Implementing and local agencies should consult with the local water 
provider to identify feasible and reasonable measures to reduce 
water consumption, including, but not limited to, systems to use 
reclaimed water for landscaping, drip irrigation, re-circulating hot 
water systems, water conserving landscape techniques (such as 
mulching, installation of drip irrigation systems, landscape design to 
group plants of similar water demand, soil moisture sensors, 
automatic irrigation systems, clustered landscaped areas to 
maximize the efficiency of the irrigation system), water conserving 
kitchen and bathroom fixtures and appliances, thermostatically 
controlled mixing valves for baths and showers, and insulated hot 
water lines. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 
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WAT-16: Implementing and local agencies should comply with local drought 
measures as appropriate including prohibiting hose watering of 
driveways and associated walkways; requiring decorative fountains 
to use recycled water, and repairing water leaks in a timely manner. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

WAT-17: Implementing and local agencies should adopt and implement a 
comprehensive strategy to increase water conservation and the use 
of recycled water that includes similar measure to the following:: 

 Water Consumption Reduction Target: Regional water 
agencies should work together to set a target for to reduce per 
capita water consumption by 2020.  

 Water Conservation Plan: Regional water agencies should 
establish a water conservation plan that may include such 
policies and actions as: 

 Tiered rate structures for water use; 

 Restrictions on time of use for landscape watering, and 
other demand management strategies; 

 Performance standards for irrigation equipment and 
water fixtures; 

 Requirements that increased demand from new 
construction be offset with reductions so that there is no 
net increase in water use. 

 Recycled Water Use: Local jurisdictions and regional water 
agencies should establish programs and policies to increase the 
use of recycled water, including: 

 Create an inventory of non-potable water uses within the 
jurisdiction that could be served with recycled water; 

 Produce and promote the use of recycled water for 
agricultural, industrial, and irrigation purposes, including 
grey water systems for residential irrigation; 

 Produce and promote the use of treated, recycled water 
for potable uses where GHG emissions from producing 
such water are lower than from other potable sources. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 
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WAT-17: (continued) 

 Water Conservation Outreach: Local jurisdictions and regional 
water agencies should implement a public education and 
outreach campaign to promote water conservation, and 
highlights specific water-wasting activities to discourage, such 
as the watering of non-vegetated surfaces and using water to 
clean sidewalks and driveways 

 Tiered rate structures for water use; 

 Restrictions on time of use for landscape watering, and 
other demand management strategies; 

 Performance standards for irrigation equipment and 
water fixtures; 

 Requirements that increased demand from new 
construction be offset with reductions so that there is no 
net increase in water use 

 Recycled Water Use: Local jurisdictions and regional 
water agencies should establish programs and policies to 
increase the use of recycled water, including: 

 Create an inventory of non-potable water uses within the 
jurisdiction that could be served with recycled water; 

 Produce and promote the use of recycled water for 
agricultural, industrial, and irrigation purposes, including 
grey water systems for residential irrigation; 

 Produce and promote the use of treated, recycled water 
for potable uses where GHG emissions from producing 
such water are lower than from other potable sources. 

 Water Conservation Outreach: Local jurisdictions and regional 
water agencies should implement a public education and 
outreach campaign to promote water conservation, and 
highlights specific water-wasting activities to discourage, such 
as the watering of non-vegetated surfaces and using water to 
clean sidewalks and driveways. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 
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WAT-18: Implementing and local agencies should establish building design 
guidelines and criteria to promote water-efficient building design, 
including minimizing the amount of non-roof impervious surfaces 
around the building(s) and menus and check-lists for developers 
and contractors to ensure water-efficient infrastructure and 
technology are used in new construction, including low-flow toilets 
and shower heads, moisture-sensing irrigation, and other such 
advances. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

WAT-19: Implementing and local agencies should establish criteria and 
standards to permit the safe and effective use of gray water (on-site 
water recycling), and review and appropriately revise, without 
compromising health and safety, other building code requirements 
that might prevent the use of such systems. 

Ongoing over the life of 
the plan 

Implementing and 
local agencies 

  

 




