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Now you may ask but isn’t that ok because at least these people would have homes. There is
another part which they are not promoting, they intend to increase the population by 1.7 million,
about a 25% growth (7.7 > 9.5) by 2050. They are planning on changing our malls into giant
apartments, erecting 15-17 story buildings, and flooding our towns multifamily homes. You thought
the Bay area was overcrowded now, oh just you wait, if we allow things to stay as they are, it will get
much worse.

You cannot fix a home scarcity problem by importing more people! The people who will be hurt
most by this are those who the government is claiming to defend. When do we get a say in this?
What if | don’t want mass migration into my little town. What if | don’t want a booming urban center,
but the simple neighborhood | grew up in. | see the way my hometown is going, and | don’t like it.
rises and you know | don’t think that is unreasonable.

So, what’s my answer to all this affordable housing nonsense? None. | want a net-neutral or net-
negative influx of people, and that doesn’t seem very unreasonable. This county is not poor house
of California. Let’s speak truthfully, these people are not going to be loyal, good, taxpaying citizens,
but with them is going to come crime, and more mouths for us to feed. Do you think low-income
people are going to want more or less taxes? More, much more, and not paid by them, but by us.
And the more we import, the less control we will have over home and our future. If we don’t do
something now, we won’t be able do anything later.



Let’s talk about who this housing is truly affordable for. It’s affordable to the politician who will
import more votes leading to more taxes, it is affordable for the migrant who gets a cheap house, it’s
affordable to the construction contractor who can gain up 50% of the housing costs in subsidies,
but it certainly won’t be affordable for the regular taxpayer who has to fund all this.

Is this really the best you can do politicians? With the amount of money we give you, is this what
you could come up with? Guess how many people they asked when coming up with this doomsday
plan? 17,000. That is 0.2% of Marin, and somehow these bureaucrats are going to act like this was a
combined effort. This plan is one gigantic fleece job, and | for am done with the government taking
me for the fool and will no longer be going to sit around idlily allowing my home to be destroyed. Will
you?

Who are the Players

Let’s start with the two main organizations driving this change: the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission (MTC) and the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG). If you ever step into the
domain of politics in this region, these two are the heads of the snake.

They manage the area’s “long-range transportation, housing and land-use plan, which guides the
agencies’ policy and investment decisions”. But, who are the leaders, who are guiding
organizations? | like seeing the names and faces of those destroying our towns.

Executive Director: Andrew B. Fremier

Andrew Fremier is the executive director of both the (MTC) and the (AGAB). Shocking, talk about
collusion in our government. He oversees a staff 400 strong who manage the entirety of the San
Francisco Bay Area including the council of governments for the region’s nine counties and 101
cities and towns.



Nor is that all he lords over. For Fremier leads Bay Area Toll Authority (BATA), Bay Area Housing
Finance Authority (BAHFA), the Bay Area Infrastructure Authority (BAIFA), the MTC-SAFE, and the
Bay Area Headquarters Authority (BAHA). His tenacles thick through our government.

And now for his number two.

Alix Bockelman, Chief Deputy Executive Director

In 2023, Alix Bockelman was appointed to the new position of Chief Deputy Executive Director for
MTC and the Association of Bay Area Governments. In 2003, she was the principal analyst to
oversee the region’s $18 billion transit expansion program. Certainly, no stranger to vast sums
indeed.

This is a mere introduction, and | have no doubt more will need to discover on this two. Nor do they
act alone for there are many more in this gang of vagabonds: click here. However, | have no doubt
that these are just the mere front man. Greater minds lurk further in the shadows avoiding
detection. They will not be able to hide forever, however. Their time is coming to end, for they
cannot run from the light of truth!

God Bless.

Your humble servant, Francisco Pereira
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Re: Comment on Draft Plan Bay Area 2050+—Overstated Growth Forecast & Missing Structural Shifts (Remote Work, Gig Economy, Al Automation)
Dear Members of MTC and ABAG:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Plan Bay Area 2050+. | have several concerns about the assumptions underlying the Plan’s Regional
Growth Forecast. In particular:

« The population forecast is nearly four times higher than the State of California’s official demographic projection for the Bay Area.
« The Plan uses a non-standard, backward modeling methodology that derives population from policy-driven job assumptions rather than from demographic fi
« Two major structural shifts—remote work / gig-economy out-migration and Al-driven job automation—are not incorporated into the growth forecast, eve

« Because the growth forecast directly influences RHNA allocations, CEQA transportation modeling, infrastructure planning, and long-term fiscal commitm

To ensure more realistic and resilient planning, | respectfully submit the following detailed comments.

1. The Draft Plan’s Population Growth Forecast Is Nearly Four Times Higher Than the State’s Official Projection

The key forecast figures appear in the Draft Plan:

« Population & households in 2050:
“Plan Bay Area 2050+ plans for 9.6 million people and 3.8 million households for the Bay Area in 2050.”
Jobs in 2050:
“Plan Bay Area 2050+ anticipates there being 5.4 million jobs in the Bay Area in 2050.”
+ New jobs & households (2023-2050):
“By 2050, the Regional Growth Forecast predicts about 1.3 million new jobs and more than 900,000 new households ..."

Using these numbers, the Plan assumes +1.84 million additional residents by 2050.
By contrast, the California Department of Finance (DOF/DRU) projects approximately +0.49 million new residents for the same nine counties.

Mathematically:

1.84 million (PBA 2050+)0.49 million (DOF/DRU)=3.75\frac{1.84\ \text{million (PBA 2050+)}}{0.49\ \text{million (DOF/DRU)}} \approx 3.750.49 million
(DOF/DRU)1.84 million (PBA 2050+)=3.75

Plan Bay Area 2050+ therefore assumes nearly four times the growth projected by the State’s demographers.
California-wide comparison makes the discrepancy even larger

DOF’s statewide forecast shows only about +1.0 million population growth for the entire State of Califomia through 2050. Yet the Draft Plan allocates +1.84
million of that growth to the Bay Area alone—meaning the Bay Area would grow almost twice as much as the entire state.

Given statewide demographic trends—aging population, declining birth rates, persistent out-migration—this outcome is not plausible without explanation.

The Draft Plan notes that its 2050 forecast is lower than the previous plan by 750,000 people, but provides no rationale for continuing to exceed DOF projections
by such a large margin.

2. PBA 2050+ Uses a Non-Standard, Backward Modeling Methodology
The Draft Plan states that its forecasting approach “differs” from conventional projections and that this is why “numbers may be different.”

Unlike traditional demographic forecasting (which starts from births, deaths, and migration), Plan Bay Area uses a policy-driven economic model (REMI) in
which:

1. Planners set desired land-use and transportation outcomes (housing levels, development patterns, transit investments),



2. The model generates job totals consistent with those policy assumptions;
3. Population and household counts are then derived from job totals, not from demographic fundamentals.

This approach reverse-engineers population growth from policy goals rather than forecasting it using standard demographic methods. As a result:
« Optimistic job assumptions inflate population projections,

» RHNA numbers and housing needs become policy-driven outputs,
« And this methodological choice explains much of the divergence between PBA 2050+ and DOF/DRU projections.

Given its non-standard nature, this model should not be used as the sole basis for regional statutory obligations, including RHNA, CEQA transportation baselines,
or transportation conformity.

3. Remote Work & the Gig Economy Are Not Modeled, Yet They Weaken the “Jobs — Population” Link
The Draft Plan acknowledges the permanence of remote work:

» “Nearly 27% of the workforce worked from home in 2023 ... compared to 11% in 2011.”
(Executive Summary, p. 3)
« “25% of all workers could be working from home on a typical workday by 2050.”

However, the Plan does not model the most significant demographic implication:
Remote workers employed by Bay Area firms no longer need to live in the Bay Area.
External research shows:

« = 45% of Bay Area jobs are remote-eligible.
» Bay Area net out-migration has more than doubled since 2018-19, driven by remote-eligible high-income households (PPIC).
« Downtown vacancy rates exceeding 25-30% indicate long-term workplace decentralization.

lllustrative population impact

If 25%—-50% of ~1.7—1.8 million remote-eligible jobs are held by people living outside the nine-county region:
» 400,000-900,000 fewer Bay Area residents would be expected by 2050.

This alone could eliminate much of the gap between DOF projections and PBA 2050+.

Yet the Plan includes no scenario analyzing remote-work out-migration—even though the plan emphasize remote work as an enduring trend.

4. Al & Automation Risks Are Not Incorporated into the Job Forecast

Although the Plan references technological innovation, it does not model the effects of Al-driven job loss or task automation, even though the Bay Area is one
of the world’s most exposed regions.

Global and national studies show:

» 60% of jobs in advanced economies are exposed to Al (IMF).
« Up to 30% of U.S. work hours could be automated by 2030 (McKinsey).
« Bay Area tech/professional sectors have the highest concentration of Al-exposed occupations (Brookings).

Despite this, the Plan assumes:

» 5.4 million jobs in 2050,
* 1.3 million net new jobs, and
continued expansion of high-wage occupations.

A realistic forecast must include at least one downside job trajectory reflecting Al automation, reduced hiring, job polarization, or productivity growth without
proportional employment growth.

5. Why This Overestimation Creates Serious Risks

Housing & RHNA Cities may be required to zone for hundreds of thousands of units that will never be needed, undermining credibility and wasting
resources.

Infrastructure & Fiscal Burden Overbuilt utilities, transit capacity, and public facilities create long-term maintenance liabilities for cities and counties.
Transportation & Climate Modeling Inflated baselines for population and jobs distort VMT modeling, emissions forecasts, and transportation funding
priorities.



6. Requested Revisions

| respectfully request that MTC/ABAG:
1. Reconcile the Draft Plan’s growth forecast with DOF/DRU’s Bay Area and statewide projections or provide a transparent explanation for the divergence.
2. Develop a Remote Work / Gig Economy Scenario modeling 25%-50% of remote-eligible jobs being filled by non-residents.
3. Develop an Al / Automation Disruption Scenario showing slower job growth, job displacement, or reduced hiring.

4. Publish these scenarios as part of the Plan’s technical forecasting materials for use by local jurisdictions.
5. Clarify which forecast series will govern RHNA, CEQA conformity, and transportation modeling (statutory planning obligations).

Conclusion

Plan Bay Area 2050+ will guide the region’s most consequential decisions on housing, infrastructure, transportation, and climate for decades. For a plan of this
significance, the growth forecast must:

« align with state demographic data,
« incorporate remote work, gig economy trends, and Al automation, and

« include multiple alternative scenarios reflecting uncertainty.

Thank you for considering these comments.
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Re: Comments on Draft EIR for Plan Bay Area 2050+ - wildfire, water, traffic, false assumptions
Dear Members of MTC and ABAG:

| submit these comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for Plan Bay Area 2050+ (“proposed plan”). My core concem is that the EIR does
not adequately ensure that mitigation measures for several serious impacts are reasonable, enforceable, and sufficient, particularly in the areas of wildfire risk,
water supply, and transportation/traffic. In several instances, the EIR itself concedes that impacts would remain significant and unavoidable, yet the mitigation
program is largely aspirational, reliant on local agency discretion, and based on optimistic assumptions about growth and infrastructure.

Below | focus on three areas:

1. Wildfire risk and emergency evacuation
2. Water supply reliability and cumulative hydrology

3. Transportation, vehicle miles traveled (VMT), and traffic-related evacuation constraints

| also highlight several false or unsupported assumptions that undermine the adequacy of the EIR’s analysis and mitigation framework.

1. Wildfire Risk and Emergency Evacuation — Significant and Unavoidable Impacts

The EIR acknowledges that implementation of the proposed plan would exacerbate the risk of wildland fires and contribute to cumulative wildfire and
evacuation hazards:

« Impact HAZ-7 finds that projected land use patterns and infrastructure in or near State Responsibility Areas and Very High Fire Severity Zones would exace
« Impact HAZ-6 concludes that population increases and infrastructure expansion associated with the plan may impair emergency response and evacuation pi
+ CUM-8 (Cumulative Wildfire/Evacuation Impacts):: The EIR’s cumulative analysis (CUM-8) concludes that, because wildfire risk and and evacuation constrair

Growth Geographies and misleading implications of risk reduction

At the same time, the Project Description states that Growth Geographies exclude CAL FIRE-mapped Very High and High Fire Severity Areas and certain
Wildland-Urban Interface (WUI) areas. This creates an impression that the plan largely “solves” the wildfire siting problem by drawing growth away from the
worst-mapped areas. However, the EIR immediately concedes that:

« Development could still occur near very high hazard zones,
« Infrastructure could be extended through these areas, and
« Evacuation procedures could be adversely affected (HAZ-6, CUM-8).

In other words, the plan’s growth-management tools do not actually eliminate the risk; they only partially redirect it, and not necessarily toward safer evacuation
corridors.

Concerns with the wildfire mitigation program

Mitigation Measure HAZ-7 lists a suite of actions—compliance with Title 14 wildfire standards, public education, defensible space enforcement, fuels
management, and fuel breaks, as well as “information sharing” by MTC. But:

« These are highly generalized and discretionary: “where feasible” measures that are to be implemented at the discretion of local agencies.
« The EIR explicitly notes that MTC/ABAG cannot require local jurisdictions to adopt such measures.
« Therefore, significance remains Significant and Unavoidable (SU) if any jurisdiction does not adopt them.

Thus, the regional mitigation approach effectively defers real wildfire risk management to future local decisions, without providing enforceable performance
standards. Under CEQA, deferral of mitigation is only permissible where the EIR commits to specific performance criteria and a clear mechanism to
ensure they are met. Here, neither is clearly articulated at the regional level.

Requested revisions / additions

To make the wildfire/evacuation mitigation program more reasonable and enforceable, | request that the Final EIR:



1. Tie regional funding and consistency determinations to wildfire-related performance standards (e.g., maximum population-to-evacuation-route ratios).
2. Condition funding on adoption of local:
o Fire-hardening ordinances,
o Defensible-space implementation, and
o Fuels-management programs for Growth Geographies near WUI.
3. Add or strengthen alternatives that reduce population and employment growth in high-risk WUI areas beyond simple “exclusion mapping,” including an a
4. Clarify how local general plans and hazard mitigation plans will be required to incorporate the EIR’s wildfire mitigation commitments to ensure they are not n

Without these additions, the EIR does not demonstrate that wildfire and evacuation risks have been mitigated to the maximum extent feasible.

2. Water Supply Reliability — Significant and Unavoidable but Treated as Cumulatively Benign

The EIR acknowledges a Significant and Unavoidable water supply impact:
» Impact PUF-1 — Significant and Unavoidable (SU) if not fully mitigated: Environmental impacts from new or expanded utility infrastructure.
« Impact PUF-2 — Significant and Unavoidable (SU): Insufficient water supplies in normal, dry, and multiple-dry-year scenarios.
« Impact PUF-3 — Significant and Unavoidable (SU): Wastewater treatment capacity shortfalls.
« Impact PUF-4 — Significant and Unavoidable (SU): Solid waste and landfill capacity limitations.

Even with Mitigation Measure PUF-2(a)—(c), Impact PUF-2 remains Significant and Unavoidable (SU).
Mitigation PUF-2 relies on local agencies and project sponsors to:

« Coordinate with water providers and prepare SB 610/SB 221 assessments,
« Implement water-conservation measures and drought-tolerant landscaping, and
« Use or plan for reclaimed water systems.

Notably, the EIR’s Alternatives chapter shows that all evaluated alternatives—including the No Project Alternative—have Significant and Unavoidable impacts
for PUF-1 through PUF-4, including water supply.

Yet in the Other CEQA-Mandated Sections, the EIR concludes that cumulative hydrology and water resources impacts are “less than significant” (LTS)
and that existing regulations will adequately address water resource impacts.

This appears internally inconsistent:

« If project-level and program-level water supply impacts (PUF-2) are SU even after mitigation,
« itis difficult to justify a finding that the cumulative water-resource impact of the plan is not cumulatively considerable.

This creates a false assurance that water resource issues will be adequately managed by existing regulations, when the EIR’s own impact findings say
otherwise.

Requested revisions / additions

1. Reassess the cumulative hydrology and water resources conclusion.
The cumulative analysis should be revised to reflect that water supply constraints are significant and unavoidable regionally, particularly under prolonged drou
2. Strengthen performance-based water supply mitigation.
The EIR should include regional-level performance standards, for example:
o Requiring demonstration of firm, drought-resilient supplies (under multi-dry-year climate scenarios) as a precondition to allocating substantial new housin
o Conditioning regional transportation and housing funds on water-supply sufficiency findings that are independent and not solely based on optimistic local p
3. Integrate growth-forecast uncertainty.
The EIR relies on a fixed regional growth forecast. If, as discussed in separate comments on the Plan document, that forecast is substantially higher than Stat

3. Transportation, VMT, and Traffic Impacts — Persistent Conflicts with CEQA VMT Standards

The EIR identifies a key transportation impact:

« Impact TRA-2: Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines §15064.3(b) (VMT-based significance) is found to be potentially significant (PS) and Si
» Mitigation TRA-2 is programmatic and non-binding, relying on voluntary TDM and uncertain pricing strategies.
» The Executive Summary confirms TRA-2 remains Significant and Unavoidable (SU) under all alternatives.

Mitigation Measure TRA-2 is largely programmatic:

« MTC “shall work with State and local agencies” to implement plan components that reduce VMT, including improved transit, bike, and pedestrian facilities, and e;
« Local agencies “shall” implement transportation demand management (TDM) strategies “where feasible”, referencing FHWA guidance and listing possible mea

However, the Executive Summary explicitly notes that significance remains Significant and Unavoidable (SU) for TRA-2 even with these measures.

The Project Description further reveals that:
« The proposed plan includes new priced freeway lanes, peak-period tolling on all Bay Area highways, and a targeted set of freeway widenings—albeit with VMT
« Overall roadway lane-miles increase, and priced lane share rises dramatically (from 14% to 100% of freeway lane-miles).

This combination of continued freeway expansion, ambitious but politically uncertain pricing strategies, and reliance on voluntary local TDM measures forms
the core of the VMT mitigation program. Yet the EIR still finds TRA-2 to be significant and unavoidable.



Emergency evacuation and traffic (HAZ-6)
The EIR also finds:

» Impact HAZ-6: Emergency response/evacuation impacts remain Significant and Unavoidable due to increased population and congestion.
« Under the No Project Alternative, evacuation congestion would be less severe, demonstrating the proposed plan worsens evacuation constraints, even if per-

This admits a critical fact: concentrating growth in certain corridors under the proposed plan can worsen traffic-related evacuation constraints, even if
per-capita VMT is reduced region-wide.

Requested revisions / additions

1. Add a more aggressive VMT-reduction alternative.
The Alternatives analysis shows TRA-2 remains SU under all alternatives, but all alternatives share the same growth forecast and a similar overall strategy mix. -
o Eliminating or scaling back freeway expansion (Strategy T7),
o Earlier and more aggressive implementation of pricing (T5), and
o Greater emphasis on transit access to major job centers.
2. Clarify feasibility and timing of key mitigation strategies.
Because CEQA mitigation must be feasible, the EIR should more frankly assess:
o The political and legal feasibility of implementing region-wide peak tolling and VMT fees within the plan horizon, and
o How delays or partial implementation would affect VMT and evacuation impacts.
3. Tie emergency evacuation capacity to growth allocations.
To address HAZ-6, the EIR should commit to specific regional criteria (e.g., maximum vehicles per lane on evacuation routes, minimum transit evacuation capaci

4. Questionable Core Assumptions Underlying the EIR

Finally, several foundational assumptions in the Draft EIR merit scrutiny:

1. Growth treated as exogenous and fixed across alternatives.
The EIR’s growth-inducing analysis describes the proposed plan as a long-range regional plan intended to “accommodate forecasted regional growth,” implying
o Understates the plan’s growth-inducing potential (e.g., by expanding infrastructure and upzoning in particular locations), and
o Prevents meaningful comparison between a high-growth and a reduced-growth scenario—something especially relevant given the plan’s divergence from

2. Over-reliance on existing regulations and voluntary local action.
For wildfire, hydrology, water, and transportation, the EIR repeatedly states that existing regulations and local agency implementation will adequately address im|

3. Internal inconsistencies between impact sections and cumulative findings.
As noted above, water supply is SU (PUF-2) for all alternatives, yet cumulative hydrology is deemed less than significant. This discrepancy undermines the credi

4. Infrastructure expansion in hazard areas framed as mitigation.
The EIR notes that some plan features—such as maintaining urban growth boundaries and supporting vegetation management—reduce wildfire risk, but the pla

Conclusion

The Draft EIR correctly identifies many serious environmental consequences of implementing Plan Bay Area 2050+, especially in wildfire risk (HAZ-7, HAZ-6,
CUM-8), water supply (PUF-2), and VMT (TRA-2). However, in several key respects, it falls short of CEQA’s requirement to provide:

» Arealistic, internally consistent assessment of cumulative impacts;
« Feasible, enforceable mitigation measures that reduce impacts to the extent possible; and
« Areasonable range of alternatives, including reduced-growth and more VMT-minimizing options.

| respectfully request that MTC and ABAG:

1. Revise the Draft EIR to correct the inconsistencies discussed above (especially in the cumulative hydrology and wildfire sections);

2. Strengthen and tie key mitigations to regional performance standards and funding decisions;

3. Add at least one reduced-growth and one more aggressive VMT-reduction alternative; and

4. Explicitly acknowledge in the Final EIR that, where impacts remain Significant and Unavoidable, any adoption of the plan will require a carefully reasoned Stat

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. | would be happy to provide further detail or participate in any follow-up discussions.
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Re: Additional Comments on Draft EIR for Plan Bay Area 2050+ — Hospitals, Public Services, Utilities, Emergency Response, and Infrastructure

Dear Members of MTC and ABAG:

This letter provides additional CEQA comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (“Draft EIR”) for Plan Bay Area 2050+. It supplements my prior
submittals on growth forecasting, wildfire, water supply, and transportation impacts. This letter focuses on hospitals, public services, utilities, emergency
response, schools, stormwater, wastewater, and landfill capacity—areas where the Draft EIR relies on unenforceable mitigation, or minimizes impacts that
the Draft EIR itself identifies as Significant and Unavoidable (SU).

Across these categories, the Draft EIR’s own findings show that several infrastructure and service impacts cannot be reduced to less than significant due to the
inability of MTC/ABAG to compel local jurisdictions to implement mitigation. The issues are addressed in the following order:

1. Hospital and Healthcare Capacity — Ignored in the Cumulative Impact Analysis

2. Fire, EMS, and Police Services — Insufficient Analysis and Deferred Mitigation

3. Public Utilities — Wastewater, Stormwater, and Electric Grid Impacts Are Understated
4. Solid Waste and Landfill Capacity — Missing Regional Capacity Analysis

5. Emergency Response, Evacuation, and Functional Recovery — Major CEQA Gap

6. Schools and Educational Facilities — Reliance on SB 50 Is Not CEQA Mitigation

1. Hospital and Healthcare Capacity — Ignored in the Cumulative Impact Analysis

The Draft EIR treats hospitals and healthcare infrastructure under Impact PSR-1, which evaluates the need for new or expanded fire, police, EMS, school,
library, and other public facilities. Hospitals fall within “other public facilities,” yet the Draft EIR does not provide any meaningful quantitative analysis of hospital

or ER capacity.
Impact PSR-1 is identified as Potentially Significant and remains Significant and Unavoidable (SU) if mitigation is not fully implemented by all local
jurisdictions.
The Bay Area already faces:
« ER overcrowding
« Hospital bed shortages

« Regional inequities in access
« Acute staffing shortages

Yet the EIR defers mitigation to voluntary, future local actions and assumes expansions “as needed,” without:
« Aregional capacity analysis,
« Performance standards, or
« Any indication of funding feasibility.

Requested Revisions

« Conduct a regional healthcare capacity assessment in the Final EIR—trauma centers, ER load, bed supply, ICU capacity, psychiatric care, and vulnerable poj
« Tie growth allocations to demonstrated hospital and EMS capacity, consistent with CEQA requirements that public facilities impacts be mitigated where feasib
« Add enforceable mitigation linking new growth allocations to demonstrated healthcare system capacity.

« Include healthcare facilities in cumulative impact analysis.

2. Fire, EMS, and Police Services — SU Without Enforceable Mitigation

The EIR determines that increased demand on fire protection, police, and EMS services is addressed under Impact PSR-1, but explicitly acknowledges the
impact may remain Significant and Unavoidable if local jurisdictions do not adopt mitigation.

This conclusion is consistent with:
« Impact HAZ-6, which finds that increased population and development may impair emergency response and evacuation, remaining SU if not fully mitigated.
« CUM-8, which finds cumulative emergency evacuation impacts SU regionwide.

Concems include:



« o regional performance standards (e.g., 4-minute fire response, 8-minute EMS response).
« o requirements for additional fire stations in high-growth PDAs.
« o0 analysis of police staffing shortages or EMS coverage gaps.

The EIR concludes impacts to fire, EMS, and police services are “less than significant,” despite:
» Already significant wildfire and evacuation issues (classified as SU elsewhere),
« Severe staffing shortages across the region,
« 0 analysis of response times under projected growth.

Mitigation is deferred to local plans without regional performance standards—contrary to CEQA requirements for enforceability.

Requested Revisions
« Establish regional performance standards (e.g., fire response within 4 minutes, EMS within 8 minutes).
« Conduct a regional fire/EMS capacity analysis using both PBA and DOF growth scenarios.
« Condition regional funding on demonstrated service and staffing capacity.

3. Public Utilities — Wastewater, Stormwater, and Electric Grid Impacts Are Understated

Impact PUF-1 — Infrastructure expansion
Construction or expansion of water, wastewater, stormwater, or energy infrastructure could cause significant environmental impacts. This impact remains SU if not
universally mitigated.

Impact PUF-2 — Water supply (SU)
The Draft EIR finds the region may be unable to provide sufficient potable water in normal, dry, and multi-dry years. This remains Significant and Unavoidable
under all alternatives.

Impact PUF-3 — Wastewater treatment (SU)
Existing treatment plants may lack the capacity to serve projected growth, especially those exposed to sea-level rise in shoreline areas.

Impact PUF-4 — Solid waste and landfill capacity (SU)
Landfill capacity may be exceeded, and no region-wide mitigation program is identified.

Taken together, these findings indicate that the Plan’s growth pattern drives four separate SU utilities impacts, raising major concerns about the feasibility of the
Plan’s service assumptions.

The Draft EIR finds most utility impacts “less than significant” because local agencies can expand infrastructure. This assumption is not realistic.

Wastewater Treatment
« any Bay Area plants are at or near capacity.
« Sea-level rise threatens shoreline plants with inundation and groundwater intrusion.

Stormwater Systems
« nfill increases impervious surfaces and runoff volumes.
« The EIR does not track cumulative stormwater loads from multiple PDAs.

Electric Grid Capacity
o The Plan assumes major building electrification and EV adoption but does not analyze grid capacity, substation needs, or PSPS vulnerabilities.

Requested Revisions

« Add a regional wastewater/stormwater/grid capacity analysis.
» Require capacity demonstration and resilience standards before approving new growth in PDAs.
« Clarify funding sources and timelines for required upgrades.

4. Solid Waste and Landfill Capacity — Missing Regional Capacity Analysis

The EIR finds that Impact PUF-4 (solid waste/landfill capacity) may remain SU in all alternatives, including No Project. Yet the Draft EIR provides no feasible
regional strategy to address:

» Approaching landfill closures,

« imited diversion/recycling throughput,

« Construction/demolition waste from infill development

The Draft EIR instead relies on e isting state recycling laws, which CEQA case law has repeatedly found insufficient as standalone mitigation
Requested Revisions
« Prepare a regional solid waste and C&D capacity analysis

» Require identification of new or e panded waste facilities to meet forecast demand
» nclude hazardous material waste streams in industrial PDAs

5. Emergency Response, Evacuation, and Functional Recovery — Major CEQA Gap



Multiple interrelated impact findings show that emergency access remains a critical deficiency:
« Impact HAZ-6: Emergency response/evacuation impaired (SU).
« Impact TRA-4: Traffic increases may impede emergency access.
» CUM-8: Cumulative wildfire/levacuation impacts are Significant and Unavoidable regionwide.

Despite these findings, the Draft EIR does not:
» Provide evacuation capacity thresholds,
« Require functional recovery standards (72-hour restoration of critical services), or
« Tie growth allocations to emergency response capacity.

Given increased wildfire frequency and climate-related hazards, the lack of enforceable regional mitigation contradicts CEQA's requirements.

The EIR’s own findings identify wildfire evacuation (HAZ-6) and wildfire risk (HAZ-7) as Significant and Unavoidable, yet emergency response capacity is not
integrated into public services or transportation analysis.

The EIR does not evaluate:
« Evacuation-route congestion for PDAs in high-risk corridors,
« Post-disaster functional recovery (power/water/communications),
« Overlapping disaster scenarios (earthquake + fire + power shutoff),
« Disproportionate impacts on vulnerable populations.

Requested Revisions

» Add evacuation performance thresholds tied to growth allocations.
« Include functional recovery standards (e.g., critical services restored within 72 hours).
« Analyze combined hazards and cascading failures.

6. Schools and Educational Facilities — Reliance on SB 50 Is Not CEQA Mitigation

Under Impact PSR-1, schools are included with fire, police, and libraries. The EIR asserts that SB 50 fees mitigate impacts, but CEQA case law is clear: SB 50
fees do NOT constitute CEQA mitigation.

Missing from the Draft EIR:
« Impacts on special education capacity,
» Fiscal constraints, especially in Basic Aid districts,
« Adistrict-by-district capacity analysis,
« Districts lacking land for new schools,
» Existing overcrowded campuses,

Thus, PSR-1 must be considered Significant and Unavoidable for schools unless additional, enforceable mitigation is added.
Requested Revisions

« Conduct a school district—specific capacity analysis for high-growth PDAs.

» Analyze impacts to special education and specialized instructional services, including transportation accommodations.
« Identify potential new school sites and funding requirements.

» Add mitigation beyond SB 50, such as joint-use facilities or capacity thresholds.

Conclusion

The Draft EIR significantly understates or defers impacts on public services, utilities, hospitals, emergency response, and school capacity. These deficiencies
must be corrected to comply with CEQA's requirements for:

« Full disclosure,

» Feasible mitigation,

« Performance standards, and

» Accurate cumulative impact assessment.

| respectfully request that these issues be thoroughly addressed in the Final EIR and that enforceable mitigation measures be adopted.

Thank you for considering these comments.
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Re: Comments on Draft EIR for Plan Bay Area 2050+
(Air Quality, Seismic, Flooding, Biological Resources, Environmental Justice, and Solid Waste)

Dear Members of MTC and ABAG:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide additional comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for Plan Bay Area 2050+ (“Draft EIR”). This letter air
quality, freeway-adjacent health risks, seismic and liquefaction hazards, sea-level rise and flooding, biological resources, environmental justice, and
hazardous materials—areas where the Draft EIR understates impacts, relies on unenforceable mitigation, or contains intemal inconsistencies.

These issues include:

1. Air Quality & Health Risks from Freeway-Adjacent Development
2. Seismic Risk, Liquefaction, and Infrastructure Fragility

3. Sea-Level Rise, Flooding, and Unfunded Adaptation Measures
4. Biological Resource Fragmentation and Habitat Impacts

5. Solid Waste, Landfill Capacity, and Hazardous Materials

Each of these areas warrants substantial revision before certification of the EIR.

1. Air Quality & Freeway-Adjacent Health Risks — Understated and Under-Mitigated

The EIR acknowledges significant air-quality concerns under:
« Impact AQ-2: exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.
« Impact AQ-3: conflict with air-quality plans.

Many Priority Development Areas (PDAs) lie immediately adjacent to freeways—corridors with some of the highest PM2.5 and ultrafine particle
concentrations in the state. Numerous public health studies show substantially elevated rates of asthma and respiratory illness, cardiovascular disease, preterm
birth, childhood developmental impacts.

The Draft EIR underestimates these risks by:
« Characterizing freeway-adjacent air pollution as a “Existing regulations,”
« Not requiring any minimum filtration standards (MERV-13 or HEPA) for new housing near highways,
« Not restricting sensitive land uses (schools, childcare, senior housing) within 500 ft of freeways,
« Relying on local agency discretion for air quality protections.
« Relying on Generalized best practices.

Compounding these issues:
« NOI-1 (construction noise) and NOI-2 (traffic noise) remain significant in many urbanized areas.
« Noise pollution worsens freeway-adjacent health outcomes and reduces emergency communication audibility during evacuations (related to HAZ-6).

Requested Revisions

+ Require minimum indoor air-filtration standards (e.g., MERV-13 or higher) for all housing near freeways.

« Add a mitigation measure requiring enhanced indoor air filtration for all residential and sensitive land uses within 500—1,000 ft of freeways.

« Prohibit or limit siting schools, childcare centers, senior housing, and hospitals in freeway influence zones unless enhanced mitigation is implemented.
« Require project-level air monitoring for freeway-proximate growth areas.

« Add a freeway-adjacent health-risk overlay to Growth Geographies.

2. Seismic Risk, Liquefaction, and Infrastructure Failure Infrastructure Fragility — Risks Underestimated

Much of the Bay Area’s designated Priority Development Areas (PDAs) lie on::
« Liquefaction zones,
« Soft soils with high ground shaking amplification, and
« Bay fill with known seismic vulnerabilities.



Even though seismic hazards are addressed in GEO-1 through GEO-5, the Draft EIR defers meaningful mitigation to local building codes. This is insufficient

under CEQA for several reasons:
« Building codes do not address post-earthquake habitability, infrastructure lifeline failure, or multi-day outages.
» The EIR does not analyze how increased residential or job density in these areas affects evacuation, utility disruption, or economic displacement following ¢
» The EIR does not consider alternatives that direct growth toward geologically stable areas.

Requested Revisions

« Add performance-based seismic resilience standards beyond simple code compliance (e.g., functional recovery).

« Require analysis of evacuation feasibility after an earthquake, not just wildfire-related evacuation (HAZ-6).

» Add a Seismic Resilience Alternative that shifts growth away from high-liquefaction and Bay-fill zones.

« Add mitigation requiring infrastructure redundancy (backup power, water, communications) in PDAs in liquefaction zones.

3. Sea-Level Rise, Flooding & Storm Surge — Mitigation Deferred and Funding Uncertain

The Draft EIR treats all hydrology impacts (HYDRO-1 through HYDRO-6) as Less Than Significant, even though:
« PUF-3 finds wastewater treatment capacity potentially Significant and Unavoidable (SU)
» Shoreline wastewater plants are vulnerable to inundation and groundwater intrusion
« HAZ-7 acknowledges post-wildfire flooding and landslide hazards
« Sea-level rise adaptation projects lack identified funding

This is an internal CEQA inconsistency.

Many Plan Bay Area growth areas are projected to face tidal flooding, storm surge impacts,, overtopping of levees, or sea-level rise impacts by 2050 and 2100.
The EIR repeatedly cites future coordination with other agencies but fails to identify funding, timelines, feasibility, or enforcement mechanisms

This is explicit mitigation deferral, prohibited under CEQA unless performance standards and mechanisms for enforcement are established.

Examples of analytical shortcomings:
« No identification of funding sources for shoreline protection.
» No requirement that local jurisdictions demonstrate financial capacity to construct levees or sea walls.
« No requirement that growth areas demonstrate protection to 2050 flood levels before housing allocation.

Requested Revisions

« Require funded sea-level rise adaptation plans before allocating major growth to shoreline PDAs.

« Add a No-Net-Additional-Risk standard for flood-prone areas unless specific protection measures are in place.

« Require independent verification that shoreline adaptation projects are feasible and funded.

» Analyze a low-lying growth reduction alternative, shifting growth out of areas requiring extensive shoreline engineering.
« Reevaluate hydrology impacts to reflect consistency with PUF-3 and HAZ-7.

4. Biological Resources — Fragmentation and Riparian Impacts Underestimated

The Draft EIR acknowledges potential impacts under:
« BIO-1: sensitive habitat impacts
« BIO-2: special-status species
« BIO-3: riparian/wetland impacts
« BIO-4: wildlife movement and habitat connectivity

Yet mitigation relies almost exclusively on existing regulatory frameworks and local implementation of best practices.

Problems include:
« No region-wide habitat connectivity plan
« No required mitigation ratios for habitat loss
No coordinated riparian buffer standards
» No regional constraint on infrastructure extension that fragments habitat

Mitigation relies on:
« Existing regulatory frameworks,
» Generalized best practices, and
» Local discretion.

This is insufficient because Plan Bay Area 2050+ does not address cumulative habitat loss from decades of infill and redevelopment.
Requested Revisions

« Add a regional habitat-connectivity overlay restricting new growth in wildlife corridors.
« Require no-net-loss standards for riparian and wetland habitats.

« Include regionally consistent buffer requirements for riparian zones.

» Require riparian buffer zones and wildlife-safe design standards.

5. Hazardous Materials & Brownfield Redevelopment — Vapor Intrusion Risks Under-Analyzed



Adding 1.8 million residents (per PBA forecast), or even lower amounts (DOF-based), will significantly increase demand for:
« Landfill capacity,
« Hazardous waste disposal,
» Construction and demolition debris processing.

The EIR assumes local compliance with state recycling laws is sufficient. However:
« Several Bay Area landfills are nearing closure within the Plan horizon.
« The EIR provides no regional capacity analysis for construction and demolition (C&D) waste from infill redevelopment.
» There is no analysis of hazardous materials from expansion of industrial PDAs.

Under Impact HAZ-4 and HAZ-5, the EIR notes potential exposure to hazardous materials during redevelopment but treats mitigation as if existing regulations
alone are sufficient.

Missing elements include:
« Vapor intrusion analyses for infill sites
» Remediation timing and sequencing
« Worker health & safety controls
« Cumulative exposure impacts for EJ communities already burdened by toxics

Requested Revisions

« Require Phase I/Phase Il assessments for all infill development in older industrial PDAs.

« Include detailed vapor-intrusion mitigation requirements.

» Add cumulative toxic exposure analysis for EJ communities receiving disproportionate infill redevelopment.

» Require a regional solid-waste and C&D capacity strategy.

« Add mitigation requiring local compliance with enhanced recycling and waste-diversion performance metrics.
» Analyze hazardous-material storage impacts in industrial PDAs.

Conclusion

The Draft EIR exhibits significant analytical gaps, unsupported assumptions, and deferred or unenforceable mitigation measures across multiple environmental
topics. These issues—particularly regarding air quality, flooding, seismic safety, environmental justice, and solid waste capacity—must be addressed to
ensure CEQA compliance and to protect Bay Area residents.

To comply with CEQA, the Final EIR must:
« Provide enforceable, performance-based mitigation
« Correct internal inconsistencies (particularly HYDRO vs. PUF conflicts)
» Add hazard-avoiding and EJ-enhancing alternatives
« Explicitly acknowledge where impacts remain Significant and Unavoidable (SU)

Thank you for considering these comments.
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Comment Letter on Wildfire Risk, Emergency Evacuation, and Cumulative Hazard Impacts in the Draft Plan Bay Area
2050+ and Draft EIR

Dear MTC and ABAG Commissioners:

We submit the following focused comments on wildfire risk, emergency evacuation, cumulative hazards, and mitigation deficiencies in the Draft Plan Bay
Area 2050+ and Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR). These issues warrant special attention because the Draft EIR repeatedly finds these impacts to
be Significant and Unavoidable, and because the mitigation program relies on voluntary, non-enforceable, and deferred actions that do not satisfy CEQA
requirements.

Executive Summary of Key Concerns

Wildfire Risk Remains Significant and Unavoidable (Impact HAZ-7):

The Draft EIR finds that projected development patterns and new infrastructure corridors will increase exposure to wildfire hazards, and that mitigation cannot re
Evacuation Performance Will Degrade (Impact HAZ-6):

Concentrating additional population and employment in constrained evacuation corridors will increase evacuation times and degrade emergency response capac
Cumulative Wildfire Hazards Are Also Significant and Unavoidable (CUM-8):

The EIR acknowledges that wildfire hazards operate at a regional scale, and that Plan-induced growth contributes substantially to cumulative regional risk.
Growth Geographies Do Not Eliminate Hazard Exposure:

Although the Draft Plan avoids mapped “very high hazard” zones, development and infrastructure will still occur adjacent to WUI areas, increasing evacuation a
Mitigation Measures Are Voluntary and Non-Enforceable:

Mitigation Measures HAZ-6, HAZ-7, HAZ-8, and CUM-8 rely on local discretion, “where feasible” language, and deferred planning actions, resulting in no enforc
No Wildfire-Safe Growth Alternative Is Provided:

CEQA requires meaningful alternatives. The Draft EIR fails to evaluate any alternative that significantly reduces growth near WUI areas or minimizes evacuation-
Climate Change Will Intensify Risks, Yet the Plan Does Not Incorporate Climate-Driven Hazard Modeling:

The Draft EIR acknowledges more frequent extreme weather, more severe wildfire behavior, and increased smoke events, but none of these are integrated into

Given the Draft EIR’s own findings and the severity of regional wildfire and evacuation constraints, Plan Bay Area 2050+ must incorporate enforceable
performance standards, stronger mitigation, and altematives that meaningfully reduce hazard exposure.

1. The Draft EIR Finds Significant and Unavoidable Wildfire and Evacuation Impacts

The Draft EIR concludes that wildfire-related impacts will remain Significant and Unavoidable even after implementation of mitigation measures.

A. Impact HAZ-7 — Wildfire Risk (Significant and Unavoidable)

The EIR states that buildout of the Draft Plan will:

.

increase exposure of people and structures to wildfire hazards,

place new development in proximity to very high and high Fire Hazard Severity Zones (FHSZ),
introduce new infrastructure corridors through wildland-urban interface (WUI) areas, and
increase the likelihood of ignition, pollutant release, and post-fire landslide/flooding hazards.

Even with Mitigation Measure HAZ-7, the Draft EIR concludes this impact remains Significant and Unavoidable.

B. Impact HAZ-6 — Emergency Response and Evacuation (Significant and Unavoidable)

The EIR explicitly states that increased population and employment under the Draft Plan:

.

will increase congestion on evacuation routes,

will lengthen emergency response times,

may impede evacuation during wildfire or other emergencies, and
will worsen these impacts compared to the No Project Alternative.

Impact HAZ-6 remains Significant and Unavoidable despite Mitigation Measure HAZ-6.



C. Cumulative Impact CUM-8 — Regional Wildfire Hazard (Significant and Unavoidable)
The EIR acknowledges wildfire hazards are regional, not local, and that growth under the Plan contributes to cumulative exposure.
CUM-8 concludes that cumulative wildfire and evacuation impacts are Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation.

These SU findings are among the most serious in the entire Draft EIR.

2. The Draft Plan’s Growth Geographies Suggest Safety, but the EIR Confirms Risks Remain

The Draft Plan states that Priority Development Areas (PDAs) and Transit-Rich Areas (TRAs) were chosen to avoid high-risk zones, and that “Growth
Geographies exclude very high and high Fire Hazard Severity Areas.”

However, the Draft EIR contradicts the perception that wildfire risks have been “designed out” of the Plan.
The EIR states clearly that under the Draft Plan:

« development may still occur adjacent to very high hazard zones;

« infrastructure (roads, utilities, transit corridors) will be extended through WUI areas;

« growth will increase the number of people requiring evacuation;

« evacuation times will increase, even if development is technically “outside” mapped FHSZs.

CEQA requires a realistic assessment of hazard exposure—not optimistic mapping boundaries that do not account for ember cast, smoke, infrastructure co-
location, or emergency access limitations.

3. The Mitigation Program Is Largely Aspirational and Relies on Voluntary Local Action

The mitigation measures offered for wildfire and evacuation (HAZ-6, HAZ-7, HAZ-8, CUM-8) demonstrate significant deficiencies that render them noncompliant
with CEQA's enforceability requirements.

A. Mitigation measures rely on voluntary local implementation

The Draft EIR repeatedly states that:

« MTC/ABAG cannot require local jurisdictions to impose wildfire mitigation requirements,
« local adoption of wildfire-hardening, defensible space, or fuel management standards is optional, and
« significance remains SU if local jurisdictions decline to implement the measures.

This violates the CEQA requirement that mitigation measures must be feasible, enforceable, and not indefinitely deferred.
B. Mitigation consists of “where feasible” guidance, not enforceable standards

For example, Mitigation Measure HAZ-7 includes:

« public education,

« information sharing,

« promotion of defensible space,

« fuel management “where feasible,”

« local adoption of Title 14 standards “when applicable.”

These are not performance-based mitigation commitments.
C. No regional wildfire performance standards are provided

The EIR contains no measurable performance criteria, such as:

« maximum population-to-evacuation-route vehicle ratios;

« required secondary evacuation routes for PDAs near WUI;
» minimum fire-flow requirements tied to density increases;
« maximum emergency response times;

» required roadway widths or shoulder requirements.

Without performance standards, CEQA mitigation becomes impossible to enforce or evaluate.
D. Mitigation is deferred to future local plans
The EIR repeatedly states that mitigation will occur:

» “as part of local planning processes,”

» “as jurisdictions update their LHMPs,”

« “when local plans are next amended,”

« or “through existing local programs.”

This is classic CEQA-deficient mitigation deferral.



4. The Draft Plan Increases Population in Areas With Constrained Evacuation Capacity
Many Growth Geographies—including TRAs, PDAs, and High-Resource Areas—are located within or adjacent to constrained evacuation corridors.
The Draft EIR acknowledges:

» roadway bottlenecks will worsen,

« increased congestion will elevate evacuation times,

« emergency response capacity will degrade,

» under the No Project Alternative, evacuation would be less severe.

This is a critical finding: concentrating growth may reduce per-capita VMT but can worsen evacuation safety, a factor the Plan and EIR do not reconcile.

5. The No Project Alternative Performs Better for Evacuation Safety
The Draft EIR states that:

» Under the No Project Alternative, development is more dispersed,
« congestion is spread out across the network,
« evacuation constraints are lessened compared to the proposed Plan.

This admission undermines the Draft Plan’s claim that concentrating growth automatically improves public safety.

6. Climate Change Intensifies All Wildfire and Evacuation Hazards

The Draft EIR (Chapter 3.6, Climate Change) recognizes that:

« climate change will increase wildfire frequency and severity,
« extreme weather will strain emergency response systems,
« smoke events will impact vulnerable populations regardless of FHSZ boundaries.

Yet none of these factors are incorporated into the wildfire-risk modeling for Growth Geographies, nor into mitigation requirements.

7. Recommendations for Plan and EIR Revisions
To ensure wildfire and evacuation hazards are addressed to the extent feasible, the Final Plan Bay Area 2050+ and Final EIR should:
A. Adopt Regional Wildfire and Evacuation Performance Standards

Examples include:

« Minimum evacuation-route capacities

» Maximum population or housing units per evacuation corridor

« Required secondary evacuation routes

» Required local adoption of WUI codes as a condition of funding or consistency findings
« Maximum emergency response times for Growth Geographies

B. Tie MTC funding to wildfire and evacuation safety benchmarks

MTC has authority to condition:

» One Bay Area Grant (OBAG) funding

« Transit/housing integration funds

« Priority Development Area support funds
« Transportation funding allocations

[o]

=

measurable wildfire and evacuation performance criteria.

C. Strengthen Mitigation Measures HAZ-6, HAZ-7, HAZ-8

« Remove “where feasible” language

« Replace voluntary measures with specific required actions

» Require defensible space, building hardening, and fuel reduction standards for any Growth Geography within one mile of a mapped FHSZ
« Require emergency-services capacity analysis before directing growth to a location

D. Provide a Growth Alternative that Reduces Exposure to Wildfire Hazards

The Draft EIR fails to evaluate:

« an alternative that reduces growth in WUI-adjacent corridors, or
« an alternative that prioritizes infill in areas with strong evacuation capacity.

This violates CEQA's requirement for meaningful alternatives.



E. Update the modeling methodology
The Plan should use:

« scenario-based wildfire propagation modeling,
« ember-cast modeling,

« corridor-level evacuation time analyses,

« high-resolution climate hazard projections.

F. Clarify that wildfire safety must be integrated into RHNA, PDA expansions, and local planning expectations

Local governments cannot be expected to absorb growth that exceeds their evacuation or fire-response capacity.

9. Recommendations and Requests

To ensure the Final Plan Bay Area 2050+ and Final EIR meet CEQA requirements and adequately address wildfire and evacuation risks, we respectfully request
the following revisions:

A. Adopt Regional, Enforceable Wildfire and Evacuation Performance Standards

The Final EIR must include measurable, enforceable performance criteria that jurisdictions must meet before accommodating significant growth in hazard-prone
areas. Examples include:

» Maximum population or unit counts per evacuation corridor

« Minimum evacuation-route capacity (vehicles per lane per hour)

» Secondary evacuation route requirements for all PDAs within one mile of a mapped Fire Hazard Severity Zone
« Maximum emergency response times for Growth Geographies

« Required water, pressure, and fire-flow capacity tied to increased density

These criteria must be conditions for:

« designating or expanding PDAs and TRAs,

« receiving OBAG or regional transportation/housing funds,
« establishing Growth Geography compliance, and

« certifying consistency with the Plan.

B. Strengthen Mitigation Measures HAZ-6, HAZ-7, HAZ-8, and CUM-8

Mitigation measures must be revised to:

» remove “where feasible” and other discretionary wording,

« explicitly require wildfire-hardening codes for new development,

« require defensible space enforcement and vegetation management for any growth adjacent to WUI,

« require local adoption of updated Title 14/PRC 4290 (fire safe regulations) for areas receiving growth allocations,
« specify timelines, implementation responsibilities, and measurable outcomes.

Mitigation cannot remain voluntary, advisory, or dependent on future local general plan updates.
C. Condition MTC/ABAG Funding on Wildfire and Evacuation Readiness

MTC possesses a powerful tool for ensuring regional safety: funding allocation authority.
The Final EIR should commit to conditioning allocations of:

» OBAG funds

« Transit-oriented development funds

« Priority Development Area support grants
» Regional transportation investments

on demonstrated wildfire and evacuation readiness.
Examples of required conditions:

« adoption of local WUI codes

« proven evacuation-route capacity
completed community evacuation plans
« emergency access improvements
fire-flow infrastructure upgrades

.

Funding conditions ensure that mitigation is implemented, not merely recommended.
D. Provide a CEQA-Compliant Wildfire-Safe Reduced Exposure Alternative

The Draft EIR does not analyze any alternative that:



« shifts growth away from high-risk corridors,

« reduces population allocated to evacuation-constrained TRAs/PDAs,
» minimizes expansion of infrastructure through WUI areas, or

« avoids concentrating residents where emergency access is limited.

A lawful Reduced Exposure Alternative should include:

» ower growth near mapped WUI risk bands (within 1-2 miles),

« prioritization of infill in flat, low-hazard areas,

« redistribution of growth to areas with strong evacuation capacity,

« elimination or reduction of planned infrastructure expansions through high-hazard zones.

This alternative is required under CEQA for meaningful comparison.
E. Incorporate Climate-Change Projections into Growth and Hazard Modeling
The EIR acknowledges that:

« ildfire seasons are lengthening,

» ember-cast distances are increasing,

» egetation fuel loads are shifting,

» heat extremes will strain emergency response systems.

However, none of these factors are used to:

« model hazard exposure for Growth Geographies,
« evaluate evacuation scenarios, or
« shape mitigation triggers.

The Final EIR must incorporate climate-adjusted hazard projections from:

« CAL FIRE Fire Hazard Severity Zone updates,

» UC wildfire modeling studies,

« the State’s Fourth Climate Assessment,

« region-specific pyrogeographic modeling studies.

F. Prohibit or Limit Infrastructure Extensions Through WUI Areas Unless Safety Standards Are Met

Infrastructure expansion into, or through, WUI areas:

« ncreases ignition risk,

» brings more people into hazard zones,
 requires more emergency response resources,
« extends evacuation distances.

The Plan should require that no new transportation or utility infrastructure be extended into or through WUI zones unless:
« evacuation capacity is increased proportionally,

« gnition reduction measures are built into the project,
« emergency access improvements are funded and implemented.

G. Require Local Wildfire and Evacuation Readiness Before Approving Growth Allocations

Before assigning growth to a PDA or TRA, the Plan should require:

» an evacuation analysis,

« emergency response capacity assessment,

« fire-flow infrastructure review,

» assessment of secondary access routes,

« demonstration of compliance with updated WUI regulations.

This requirement would prevent placing new population in evacuation bottlenecks.
H. Clarify That Cities Cannot Be Required to Accommodate Growth That Exceeds Their Evacuation Capacity

Every city has a legal and ethical obligation to protect residents’ safety.
The Final Plan must clearly state:

« Cities will not be penalized or deemed “inconsistent” if they cannot accommodate growth that exceeds their evacuation capacity, emergency access, or fire-flow i

This clarification is necessary because wildfire and emergency access are life-safety issues, not discretionary planning considerations.

8. Conclusion



Wildfire safety and emergency evacuation are not optional planning considerations—they are fundamental life-safety obligations. The Draft EIR correctly
acknowledges that wildfire exposure (HAZ-7), emergency evacuation constraints (HAZ-6), and cumulative wildfire hazards (CUM-8) will remain Significant and
Unavoidable, even after the mitigation measures proposed. However, the Draft Plan’s reliance on voluntary, unenforceable, and deferred mitigation—combined
with the concentration of population in evacuation-constrained corridors—will leave many communities more vulnerable than they are today.

The purpose of CEQA is to ensure that environmental risks are fully disclosed and mitigated to the maximum feasible extent. A mitigation program that depends
on future discretionary local actions, uses “where feasible” language, and lacks enforceable performance standards does not meet CEQA's requirements. Nor
does an EIR that fails to examine a wildfire-safe alternative that meaningfully reduces exposure in the Wildland—Urban Interface.

For these reasons, we respectfully request that MTC and ABAG revise both the Draft Plan Bay Area 2050+ and the Draft EIR before certification and adoption.
Specifically, the Final Plan and Final EIR must:

« incorporate enforceable, measurable performance standards for wildfire and evacuation safety;

« condition regional funding and Growth Geography designations on meeting those standards;

« strengthen Mitigation Measures HAZ-6, HAZ-7, HAZ-8, and CUM-8 so they are not voluntary or deferred;
» provide a CEQA-compliant Reduced Exposure Wildfire-Safe Alternative; and

» ensure that growth allocations do not exceed local emergency response and evacuation capacity.

A regional plan must not place residents, first responders, or infrastructure at heightened wildfire risk. These revisions are essential to ensure that Plan Bay Area
2050+ protects public safety, complies with CEQA, and provides a realistic and responsible path for the region’s future.

We appreciate your consideration of these comments and would welcome the opportunity to discuss these issues further.
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Dear Bay Area Metro Staff,

Please find attached comments submitted on behalf of the Citizens Committee to Complete the
Refuge (CCCR) regarding the Plan Bay Area 2050+ Draft Environmental Impact Report.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments. We request, when convenient, acknowledgement
of timely receipt of our comments. We also request that we be kept informed

of future opportunities to review and provide comments on Plan Bay Area 2050+ documents.

Respectfully submitted,
Carin High
CCCR
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Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge

CITIZENS COMMITTEE TO

COMPLETE THE REFUGE

P.O. Box 23957, San Jose, CA 95153 Email: cccrrefuge@gmail.com www.bayrefuge.org

Sent via electronic mail only to:

deircomments@bayareametro.gov

MTC Public Information

Attn: Draft DEIR Comments December 18, 2025
375 Beale Street, Suite 800

San Francisco, CA, 94105

Re: Notice of Preparation for a Draft Environmental Report for Plan Bay Area 2050+
(Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy for the Nine-County San Francisco Bay Area)

Dear MTC/ABAG Staff,

The Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge appreciates the opportunity to provide comments for the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for Plan Bay Area 2050+ (PBA 2050+). According to the Notice of
Availability (NOA), Plan Bay Area 2050+ will “serve as the 2025 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) for the nine-county region.” The Notice of Availability (NOA), states the PBA
2050+ DEIR:

“....programmatically assesses and discloses the potential environmental impacts of implementing the
proposed Plan, including housing and economic strategies to accommodate forecasted regional
growth; transportation strategies to invest expected forecasted transportation revenues; and
environmental strategies to protect the region from future sea level rise inundation. The Draft DEIR
also recommends measures to mitigate any significant adverse impacts and analyzes a reasonable
range of alternatives to the proposed Plan.”

We applaud the incorporation of updates to the Environmental Element Section, such as increasing the
projected sea level rise estimate from 3’ to 4.9’ by 2050, but remain concerned that the measures proposed
are inadequate to address the challenges and threats posed by sea level and groundwater rise for our
shoreline communities and for the ecological health of the Bay. Our DEIR comments are based upon the
information contained in the Final Blueprint, the DEIR and appendices.

The Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge (CCCR) has a long-standing interest in the protection,
restoration, and acquisition of San Francisco Bay wetlands; as such the focus of our comments is on biological
resources and in particular on the interface of Plan Bay Area 2050+, with the sea level rise adaptation guidance
provided in the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission’s (BCDC) Regional Shoreline
Adaptation Plan (RSAP), with the shoreline and habitats of San Francisco Bay.

CCCR was originally formed in 1965 by a group of citizens who became alarmed at the degradation of the Bay
and its wetlands. We joined together, and with the support of Congressman Don Edwards, requested that
Congress establish a wildlife refuge. The process took seven long years and in 1972 legislation was passed to
form the San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge, the first national wildlife refuge in an urban area. In 1988,
Congress authorized expansion of the refuge boundary to potentially double the original size. Our membership
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is approximately 1,500 people and we have the support of local and national organizations-- including open
space advocates, environmental groups and hunters.

Our organization has taken an active interest in the protection of the baylands of San Francisco Bay, the health
and biodiversity of San Francisco Bay ecosystems, protection of wetlands and endangered species and the
habitats that support them, the watersheds that support Bay ecosystems and public education regarding the
value of these resources.

CCCR has been an active stakeholder in previous iterations of Plan Bay Area, the Priority Conservation Area
Program (PCA), and the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development’s (BCDC) Adapting to Rising Tides
and Bay Adapt processes, and served on the Advisory Group of BCDC’s development of Guidelines for the
Regional Shoreline Adaptation Plan (RSAP) program.

Pertinent to the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and the Association of Bay Area Governments
(ABAG) statement that this is a plan that “identifies a suite of integrated strategies that will enable the Bay
area to accommodate future growth and make the region more equitable and resilient in the face of
unexpected challenges,” the critical role the region’s baylands play in providing climate resilience and
providing strategies that can benefit our communities and economy, must be recognized and must be
incorporated into Plan Bay Area 2050+. Our comments center on the impacts to biological resources or climate
change resilience, with a focus on the Bay shoreline.

1. Incorporation of BCDC’s Regional Shoreline Adaptation Plan (RSAP) Guidelines Into the Identification
and Analysis of Impacts, Avoidance and Minimization of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

The DEIR does acknowledge and very briefly explains the history and focus of BCDC’s RSAP Guidelines, but is
inconsistent in describing the goals of the RSAP guidance. As an example, under the Biological Resources
section (Section 3.5) and the description of “Regional and Local Regulations,” BCDC’s RSAP is described as
follows:

“In 2023, Governor Newsom signed SB 272: Sea Level Rise Adaptation and Planning, which
requires local governments across the California coast and San Francisco Bay plan for adaptation
to rising sea levels with the targeted assistance of the State. The Regional Shoreline Adaptation
Plan is a region-wide plan for the San Francisco Bay shoreline that guides the creation of
coordinated locally planned sea level rise adaptation actions that work together to achieve a
regional One Bay Vision. This includes BCDC'’s guidelines for how local governments must meet
the requirements of SB 272, including preparation of a Subregional Shoreline Adaptation Plan
(Subregional Plan) by 2034.”

This statement is true, but incomplete. Under Section 3.10 Hydrology and Water Quality, in the description of
Senate Bill 272 and the description of the purpose of these plans the DEIR states:

“These plans are intended to be used by cities and counties to protect their residents, neighborhoods,
communities, infrastructure, and habitats from sea level rise on the bay shoreline and on the outer

coast.” [emphasis added]
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Under Section 3.11 Land Use, Population and Housing, the DEIR states:

“The RSAP guidelines emphasize the importance of incorporating nature-based solutions,

coordinated land use planning across jurisdictions, and phased adaptation strategies to
accommodate future changes in sea level and storm surge risks. Local jurisdictions within
BCDC’s jurisdiction must consider RSAP guidance when developing or updating their general
plans, Local Coastal Programs (LCPs), and zoning codes to ensure consistency with regional
adaptation priorities (BCDC 2024).” [emphasis added]

The underlined wording from these passages are important and should be consistently stated in PBA
2050+ documents. Just as PBA 2050+ provides a regional vision for development, transportation
infrastructure, and housing, the RSAP provides a vision of how the region will adapt to sea level rise
that includes protection of baylands habitats, as well as communities, from the threat of sea level
rise. The RSAP also includes prioritization of the use of natural and nature-based solutions where
possible, to provide resilience for the natural and built environment. The RSAP Guidelines provide the

overarching regional and subregional framework for shoreline communities that includes
consideration of the impacts of shoreline growth on the region’s ability to provide sea level rise and
groundwater rise resilience for the natural and built environment. The RSAP Guidelines require a
holistic description of the built and natural shoreline environment, threats posed, and assessment of,
and identification of resilience strategies. The RSAP Guidelines establish minimum standards that
must be considered in adaptation planning. The required holistic review of climate resilience crosses
a variety of land use and CEQA “Environmental Issue Areas” (e.g. biological, cultural, hazards,
hydrology and water quality, etc.); therefore, we urge the following:

a. The description of Senate Bill 272 and the RSAP Guidelines provided in the DEIR, should
consistently state that the RSAP sets the regional and subregional framework within which
shoreline communities should develop strategies that provide resilience for the built and
natural environment. The RSAP Guidelines provide an overarching framework for
shoreline communities that includes consideration of the impacts of shoreline growth on
the ability to provide sea level rise and groundwater rise resilience for the natural and
built environment.

b. The DEIR is consistent in its description of the RSAP and more fully summarizes the
elements to be considered in the development of an SSAP/RSAP Plan which include
resilience for baylands habitats and prioritization of the use of natural and nature-based
solutions where feasible, as these required elements will have a bearing on local
government decisions regarding growth and adaptation strategies.

c. The DEIR should describe how the PBA 2050+ will ensure consistency with BCDC's RSAP
Guidelines and regional vision for sea level rise resilience for the natural and built
environments.

d. The DEIR should provide the link for the “Regional Shoreline Adaptation Plan Atlas Open
Data” webpage - https://rsap-open-data-bcdc.hub.arcgis.com/
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e. The DEIR should provide the link to the San Francisco Estuary Institute Baylands Resilience
Framework webpage at: https://www.sfei.org/projects/baylands-resilience-framework
This webpage provides useful information regarding types of nature-based solutions that
can be considered. SFEI's Resilience Metrics Mapbook dives a bit deeper and provides
insights at the Operational Landscape Unit (OLU) level of the types of nature-based
solutions that might be possible within each OLU and the types of community and
ecosystem resilience that could be achieved. https://www.sfei.org/documents/san-
francisco-baylands-resilience-metrics-mapbook and a link for this site should also be
included.

2. Growth Geographies Mapping

We commented during the NOP process that the level of resolution available in the pdf versions of the Growth
Geography mapping is insufficient. It remains insufficient and we urge that prior to the release of the FEIR,
MTC/ABAG provide the following:

a. The DEIR should provide a hyperlink for the Growth Geography mapping similar to that provided
by the online Plan Bay Area 2050 Growth Geographies webpage, to enable decision-makers and
the public to better understand the exact locations of proposed Priority Development Areas,
Primary Production Areas, Transit-Rich Areas, Transit-Rich and High-Resource Areas, etc.:
https://opendata.mtc.ca.gov/datasets/MTC::plan-bay-area-2050-growth-
geographies/explore?location=37.498436%2C-122.201465%2C13.54

b. The DEIR should provide information regarding the status of the Growth Geography areas
identified, (e.g. in planning phase, partially developed, fully developed). This is crucial information
for the identification and analysis of impacts to CEQA’s “Environmental Issue Areas.” As an
example, based upon the resolution provided on Attachment C Draft Blueprint Growth
Geographies, version 5, it would appear some of the areas identified within the cities of Newark
and Fremont may have been at least partially, if not fully developed.

As an example of the need for a higher resolution Growth Geographies mapping, the broadbrush map in Figure
2-5: Growth Geography Designations by Type (Page 2-24) (below) is inadequate even at the programmatic
level. The map includes Redwood City-designated Open Space Lands, Port-related heavy industries important
to the regional economy and the Port “buffer” area across Seaport Boulevard that are all vulnerable to 12” of
sea level rise.
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Redwood City
General Plan
Land Use
August 24, 2023

OPEN SPACE:

- 0S (Open Space -
Preservation)

UR (Urban Reserve)

0S-CW (Open Space -
Controlled Waterway’

0OS-SF (Open Space -
San Francisco Bay)

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT OCTOBER 2025 Figure 2-5: Growth Geography Designations by Type
showing “Transit Rich Area” (in orange in the figure on the left), and an excerpt from the Redwood City
General Plan, General Plan Land Use, Effective on August 24, 2023, with an overlay of the DEIR designated
“Transit Rich Area” outlined in yellow (in figure on the right).

If this “growth designation” is retained in the FEIR, there must be discussion/analysis of development impacts
to the Port, valuable existing shorebird roosting habitat on the Redwood City Cargill Salt Ponds and the loss of
critically important nature-based SLR adaptation opportunities, including tidal marsh migration, marsh
restoration and horizontal levees for flood protection.

Recently enacted legislation, SB 79: Wiener, includes specific language excluding a new housing mandate in
SLR vulnerable areas. An amendment to the bill also removed areas near ferry terminals from the legislation’s
sites requiring Transit-oriented Development. The State recognizes that areas vulnerable to sea level rise may
be inappropriate for new housing, and yet Plan Bay Area is advocating for housing development near ferry
terminals in these same areas.

The low resolution of this figure makes it nearly impossible to detect that changes have occurred. The
area of concern is the designation of a location across Redwood Creek from the Bair Island Unit of
Refuge as a “Transit Rich Area.” What are the implications for such designations? If for example,
Transit Oriented Development would be a foreseeable outcome of a TRA, this would be extremely
concerning. Habitats such as the listed species the Ridgway’s Rail, might be impacted by development
at that site. Also, the general area indicated on Growth Geography Designations by Type is in an area
that is vulnerable to inundation as sea levels rise thus making development and transit in this area
guestionable.

Strategy H3: Allow a Greater Mix of Housing Densities and Types in Growth Geographies states:

“Allow a mix of housing types at a range of densities and in a variety of building configurations
to be built in Priority Development Areas, select High-Resource Areas, and select Transit-Rich

Areas, including areas where the Transit-Oriented Communities Policy applies, augmented by
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streamlined review and reduced parking requirements for affordable homes, as well as
building code updates.” [emphasis added]

What determines whether a “Transit Rich Area” is a “select Transit-Rich Area”? Given the sea level
rise concerns, the potential for significant impacts to biological resources, and the potential
significant growth inducing impact, this “Transit Rich Area” should not qualify for “streamlined

review;” there are too many significant impact issues that require thorough review and opportunities
for public comment.

The following figures that have been downloaded from BCDC’s Adapting to Rising Tides Flood
Explorer Map demonstrate how vulnerable this area is to sea level rise inundation. Please note the
inundation that can occur with just 12 inches of sea level rise plus a 5-year storm surge, the total
water level for this area would be 36 inches.
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And this is the area with four feet of sea level rise and a two-year storm surge, and a total water level
of 66 inches.
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OneShoreline Bayside mapping of future conditions — note the entirety of the area proposed as a
“Transit-Rich Area” lies within a FEMA Special Flood Hazard Area or a Shallow Groundwater Rise
Overlay District.

In addition to vulnerability to sea level rise, the location is adjacent to the Port of Redwood City. The
Port of Redwood City Commissioners stated® in 2020, that “incompatible residential developments
were not appropriate” and that “the Port would not support incompatible land uses.” Lastly, the area

1 Board of Port Commissioners. Port of Redwood City Minutes, December 9, 2020.
521530_05329d944eed46b7badf700036e9f4e6.pdf (filesusr.com)
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is directly across from the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife tidal marsh habitat of
Greco Island and near the Refuge’s Bair Island, both of which support the endangered Ridgway’s Rail
and numerous other rare species as well as harbor seal haul-outs.

While it is possible ferry service and/or a ferry terminal may ultimately be approved in this area,
despite its vulnerability to sea level rise, PBA 2050+, should not promote or encourage housing or
development to be associated with potential ferry service at this location. Promoting TOD in the
immediate area of the ferry terminal would be extremely growth—inducing and would increase
pressure for sprawl onto nearby City-designated Open Space lands at the Cargill salt ponds. In
response to inquiries from CCCR members in 2021, we were told it was “too late to remove the
location from the maps.” This area appeared in the Plan Bay Area 2050 Growth Geographies
mapping, disappeared from the Plan Bay Area 2050+ Draft Blueprint mapping, and evidently was put
back onto the Final Blueprint map.

Furthermore, the DEIR must discuss how it identifies “select” Transit-Rich Areas and addresses the
potential environmental impacts of identifying TRAs and TPAs. Clearly, a site that seems appropriate
for a TRA might also result in unavoidable impacts to significant environmentally rich habitats. The
DEIR must recognize that not all sites that may qualify as TRA or TPA are appropriate for that
designation due to overarching environmental impacts. The PBA 2050+ should provide guidelines that
enable decision-makers to consider these factors.

Under “Exceptions and Exclusions [to Growth Geographies] the DEIR states:
“Areas of sea level rise inundation (i.e., areas at risk from sea level rise through year 2050 that lack
adaptation strategies in the proposed plan’s Environment Element) are excluded from Growth

Geographies.”

The above example seems contradictory to this exclusion. The maps need to be more clearly defined and this
exclusion made clear and consistent throughout the DEIR.

3. The Updated Priority Conservation Area Program Must Be Incorporated Into PBA 2050+

The “Priority Conservation Area Refresh Final Report, Proposed Reforms for the PCA Planning
Framework,” dated May 2024 states:

“With a refreshed PCA Framework, staff anticipate linking PCAs with PBA 2050+ environmental
strategies aimed at preserving natural and working lands, ensuring greater access to recreation

and nature within cities, and adapting to climate change.”

a. Why does the DEIR state on 3.3-6:
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“PCAs are open spaces that provide agricultural, natural resource, scenic, recreational,
and/or ecological values and ecosystem functions. These areas are identified through
consensus by local jurisdictions and park/open space districts as lands in need of
protection because of pressure from urban development or other factors. PCAs are
categorized into four designations: Natural Landscapes, Agricultural Lands, Urban

Greening and Regional Recreation. There are 184 PCAs within the region.” [emphasis
added] What happened to the “Climate Adaptation” designation that still appears on the
ABAG PCA webpage? https://abag.ca.gov/PCA

b. The DEIR should include a hyperlink for the Priority Conservation Area Mapping Viewer to
provide decision-makers and the public access to a high-resolution online map that
displays the PCA Eligibility Areas for each of the five categories of PCAs:
https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/3fa00ead34c84a43bfa935164dadbd2e/page/Pa
ge/

c. The DEIR must identify the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the overlay of

Growth Geographies and PCA Eligibility Areas on pertinent CEQA “Environmental Issue
Areas,” and include measures that could avoid or minimize those impacts.

d. So much of the discussion within the DEIR revolves around sea level rise, but there is no
mapping provided of potential areas for the “Climate Adaptation” category which could
apply to both shoreline areas vulnerable to sea level rise as well as “Wildland Urban
Interface” areas that could be vulnerable to wildfire. The DEIR should include mapping for
each of the PCA Eligibility Areas, but especially the PCA Eligibility Areas for Climate
Adaptation. These maps should be high-resolution maps, as mentioned above. The DEIR
should identify locations where each of the Growth Geographies overlap PCA Eligibility
Areas.

4. Sea Level Rise “Adaptation” is not defined in the DEIR which could lead to missed resilience
opportunities for communities and for the ecological health of San Francisco Bay, and in particular
an underestimate of the impacts to tidal wetlands habitat. The DEIR should provide a clear and
consistent description of what is meant by sea level rise adaptation, and natural and nature-based
solutions. The DEIR should acknowledge the RSAP prioritization of the use of natural and nature-
based solutions for sea level rise adaptation where feasible. The DEIR regularly references sea
level rise adaptation strategies as:

“The plan’s sea level rise adaptation projects build on local and regional planning efforts,
incorporating a range of actions to mitigate inundation and storm surge impacts. These
actions include elevating roadways and rail infrastructure to maintain connectivity while
allowing for ecosystem linkages beneath, constructing levees—both traditional and
horizontal—to provide flood protection and support wetland migration, and implementing
seawalls in highly developed areas to limit erosion and flooding. Tidal gates regulate tidal
flows and storm surges in critical waterways, while marsh restoration efforts enhance natural
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flood resilience and restore wetland habitat. Together the area to support these projects
makes up the sea level rise adaptation projects footprint.”

The DEIR refers to an October 2025, “Draft Technical Assumptions” document that states:

“Ecosystem benefits were not singled out as a potential impact, as a majority of projects are
anticipated to benefit local ecosystems: 27% of the projects in the Sea Level Rise Resilience
Project List are entirely nature-based, and 41% are estimated to be hybrid, with both nature-
based and grey infrastructure elements. Placeholder projects were also assumed to be nature-

based wherever suitable.”

It is encouraging to learn that 27% of sea level rise resilience projects are utilizing natured-based
solutions (NBS) and that 41% are estimated to be hybrid projects. This still doesn’t provide any
understanding of the magnitude of impacts that implementation of these projects could have or
is having on biological resources. The DEIR states that 84,100 acres of sea level rise adaptation
projects have been proposed/are being implemented? How many of the 84,100 acres are NBS
projects, versus hybrid, versus grey infrastructure? Where is this information available? On the
EcoAtlas website or...? The breakdown of acreages of NBS/green, versus hybrid (what type of grey
infrastructure is included in the hybrid designation), versus grey infrastructure, should be
provided. Attachment G to the Final Blueprint describes the county and the types of adaptation
actions, but the public has no estimate of acreages of impacts or where specifically they are
located, so it is difficult to assess the significance of the impact and whether or not the proposed
biological mitigation measures are adequate.

5. Biological Resources Section

a. Mapping and Tables:

i. Providing maps that depict the intersection of TRAs, TODs, PDAs, PPAs, PTAs, etc.
with sensitive habitats, species, connectivity corridors, etc., provides a more
complete picture of the potential impacts that might arise through implementation
of PBA 2050+, provides insight into the cumulative impacts of PBA 2050+ on critical
and sensitive habitats of the Bay Area, and will enable agencies and the public to
provide more substantive comments. The DEIR provides tables and figures (which
are at a resolution so low you cannot really zoom in), but without having the ability
to understand where the footprint of a Growth Geography is in relation to critical
habitats, sensitive habitats, species, connectivity corridors, sea level rise
adaptation projects, it is difficult to ascertain even at a programmatic level if the
proposed biological mitigation and monitoring measures are sufficient to reduce
environmental harm.
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We recognize that for some of these areas of overlap, there may be state or
federal regulatory programs that will provide a more detailed and thorough review
of impacts; however, there are other areas where the only regulatory authority is
provided by local governments. While MTC/ABAG have no regulatory authority
over land use issues, the ability to provide guidance through the requirements of
the PBA 2050+ DEIR could be helpful in reducing potential adverse impacts.

ii. In addition to the mapping that was provided in the DEIR for Plan Bay Area 2050,
Figures 3.5-1 to 3.5-4 that depicted the location of Critical Habitat and the
locations of Regional Transportation (rail, major minor road, highway and
interstate), the DEIR for Plan Bay Area 2050+ should provide similar mapping for
the Growth Geographies. As stated earlier, the scale of the mapping provided for
the Growth Geographies is inadequate.

iii. Generalized locations of tidal wetlands should be provided in the PBA 2050+ DEIR.
As was discussed earlier in this letter, preservation and the long-term sustainability
of tidal wetlands is crucial to maintaining the health of the Bay and for providing
functions that benefit the residents of the Bay Area. Mapping of this habitat
already exists in numerous documents including the Tidal Marsh Ecosystem
Recovery Plan?, the 2015 Bay Ecosystem Habitat Goals Update3, the Adaptation
Atlas?®, and Tracking Tidal Wetland Extent in San Francisco Bay: A 2020 mapping
update. Direct and indirect impacts of proposed growth geographies,
infrastructure, transportation, and shoreline protection projects on tidal wetlands
should be assessed, avoided and minimized. This can only be accomplished if the
general locations of tidal wetlands with respect to the various growth geographies,
PDAs, PPAs, PTAs, etc. are provided.

b. Existing Conditions:

We are encouraged by the incorporation of language into Environment Element 1 (EN1) that
recognizes that habitats of the Bay are threatened by rising sea levels. We urge that the PBA
2050+ DEIR incorporates the following information regarding the state and international
significance of the San Francisco Bay Estuary into the Biological Resources Existing Conditions
section:

2 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2013. “Recovery Plan for Tidal Marsh Ecosystems of Northern and Central California.” Sacramento,
California. xviii + 605 pp.

3 Goals Project. 2015. “The Baylands and Climate Change: What We Can Do. Baylands Ecosystem Habitat Goals Science Update 2015.”
Prepared by the San Francisco Bay Area Wetlands Ecosystem Goals Project. California State Coastal Conservancy, Oakland, CA.

4 SFEI and SPUR. 2019. “San Francisco Bay Shoreline Adaptation Atlas: Working with Nature to Plan for Sea Level Rise Using Operational
Landscape Units.” Publication #915, San Francisco Estuary Institute, Richmond, CA.

5 WRMP; Robinson, A; Beers, L; Walker, D; Symonds, J; Grosso, C; Braud, A; Iknayan, K. 2025. Tracking Tidal Wetland
Extent in San Francisco Bay: A 2020 Mapping Update. SFEI Contribution No. 1234. San Francisco Estuary Institute:
Richmond, CA.
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i) PBA 2050+ must recognize that the San Francisco Bay Estuary is not just of State
importance, but is of hemispheric importance and that this vitally important ecosystem is
at risk from the combined effects of shoreline encroachment into former baylands and sea
level rise. The San Francisco Estuary is the largest estuary on the west coast of both
Americas.

ii) San Francisco Bay has been recognized as a “Wetland of International Importance” by the
Ramsar Convention. It has been identified as a Hemispheric Reserve for shorebirds by the
Western Hemispheric Shorebird Reserve Network. This classification is the Network’s
highest ranking and the Network states that, “San Francisco Bay holds higher proportions
of the total wintering and migrating shorebirds on the U.S. Pacific coast than any other
wetland.” The Bay supports hundreds of thousands of migratory waterfow! every year and
has been designated an Area of Continental Significance for Waterfowl by the federal
North American Waterfowl Conservation Plan, and an Important Bird Area by the National
Audubon Society. The Bay provides Essential Fish Habitat as identified by the National
Marine Fisheries Service and supports hundreds of fish and crustacean species.

iii) Even with the vast surrounding urban development, the Bay remains one of the premier
ecosystems in California. The San Francisco Bay-Delta ecosystem supports over 77% of the

State’s coastal wetlands and will experience 2/3’s of the State’s socioeconomic impacts

related to sea level rise. Rising sea levels will result in the drowning of the Bay’s tidal

wetlands habitats if wetlands can no longer keep abreast of rising seas through accretion

of sediments or cannot migrate upslope due to human constructed barriers. A recent San

Francisco Estuary Institute (SFEI) publication, “Sediment for Survival”® documents the
threat of drowning that Bay Area wetlands will face as sea levels continue to rise and
sediment supply to the Bay continues to diminish.

iv) Tidal marshes provide essential ecosystem benefits that contribute to the region’s
biodiversity, provide benefits for our communities, contribute to the region’s economy,
and provide important climate resilience benefits, for example:

(1) The California Water Quality Monitoring Council states, “Wetland vegetation works as
a sediment trap and locks up nutrients and contaminants, thereby preventing
concentration downstream that can result in algal blooms or human health hazards ...
wetlands act as natural water purifiers, filtering and sequestering sediment and
pollutants. Two-thirds or more of all the fish and most of the shellfish we consume are
dependent on coastal wetlands...”

(https://www.mywaterquality.ca.gov/eco health/wetlands/extent/types/services.htm
[#:~:text=Wetland%20vegetation%20works%20as%20a,blooms%200r%20human%20h
ealth%20hazards.)

6 Dusterhoff, S.; McKnight, K.; Grenier, L.; Kauffman, N. 2021. Sediment for Survival: A Strategy for the Resilience of Bay
Wetlands in the Lower San Francisco Estuary. SFEI Contribution No. 1015. San Francisco Estuary Institute: Richmond, CA.
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(2) Bay Area Water treatment plants are already being asked to upgrade their processes in
order to remove more nutrients to help avoid Harmful Algal Blooms. Expanded Bay
wetlands will help reduce that threat and the cost imposed on Bay Area residents to
achieve that goal. Expanded wetland acreage will help grow our fishing industry as
wetlands act as nurseries for many of our fisheries (fish, crabs, oysters, etc.), producing
more jobs.

(3) Our Bay’s shoreline habitats play a significant role in reducing the impacts of climate
change by reducing the impacts of storm surges, acting as barriers that protect
communities from flood inundation during high tides. This is why the historically
conservative US Army Corps of Engineers is now advocating for the use of Natural and
Nature Based Features (the equivalent of Solutions), “Natural and Nature Based
Features are landscape features that are used to provide engineering functions
relevant to flood risk management, while producing additional economic,
environmental, and/or social benefits...” (https://ewn.erdc.dren.mil/natural-nature-

based-features/).
(4) Neither the Blueprint or the PBA 2050+ DEIR mention the tremendous ability of tidal
marsh habitat to sequester carbon. Tidal marsh vegetation sequesters carbon at a rate

ten times greater than tropical forests’, thus helping in the fight against climate
change and sea level rise itself. All these actions not only protect our communities but
also provide immense economic benefits, reducing the need to implement other
measures to address these issues.

(5) Tourism is one of the Bay Area’s key industries and a living Bay, with seals, whales and
birds, is one of the attractions that sustains this industry . Current data estimates that
around 30% of tourists who visit the Bay Area take at least one ferry ride.

Incorporation of this type of language along with the recommendations we have made regarding
the BCDC RSAP, help provide the rationale as to why natural and nature-based solutions should
be considered when planning for shoreline adaptation to sea level rise, particularly for Growth
Geography or Transportation impacts that have no state of federal regulatory oversight (e.g. for
lightly developed or undeveloped lands that could support tidal marsh migration space).

c) Identification and Analysis of Impacts to Biological Resources

i) Strategy EN 5 refers to “High-Value Conservation Lands,” and “high-priority natural lands.”
How are “high-value” and “high-priority” natural lands identified? Who makes that
determination? What criteria are used to make the determination? The determination
process should be described in the DEIR. The DEIR should discuss how “high-priority
natural lands” will be identified.

7 National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) webpage. Coastal Blue Carbon.
https://oceanservice.noaa.gov/ecosystems/coastal-blue-carbon/ Accessed September 2024.
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(1) Lands identified as “Critical Habitat” for listed species should be considered “high-
value” and “high-priority” natural lands.

(2) Undeveloped or lightly developed sites along the edges of the Bay that could support
tidal marsh (and other baylands habitats) upslope migration should be considered
“high-priority natural lands.”

ii) The DEIR should identify and analyze the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of
shoreline Growth Geographies on the ability of baylands habitats to migrate landward as
sea levels continue to rise. As an example, the adverse impacts of development,
transportation, recreation and sea level rise adaptation projects should be analyzed
regarding their potential impacts on the ability of tidal wetlands to migrate inland as sea
level rises, exacerbating and resulting in the drowning of wetlands. Seawalls and
traditional levees can result in erosion of adjacent habitats.

“Restoring the Estuary — A Framework for the Restoration of Wetlands and Wildlife in the
San Francisco Bay Area - 2022 Implementation Strategy”® by the San Francisco Joint
Venture, recommends the conservation of 14,000 acres of “adjacent uplands,” because
“...they can provide important connectivity, sediment transport, and migration space [for
bay habitats] as sea level rises.” In addition, the report recommends the protection of
16,500 acres of “upland transition zone” and restoration of 15,100 acres of “upland
transition zone.” The stated updated goals of this Implementation Plan are to “include
areas that will provide marsh migration [space], high tide refugia, and shoreline
resiliency.”

iii) If compensatory mitigation is proposed for potential impacts to biological resources that
cannot be avoided or minimized, proposed mitigation ratios should:

(1) be high enough to:

(a) Offset the temporal losses of wetland or riparian functions and values and to
ensure “no net loss of wetlands” as required by the State’s Wetlands Conservation
Policy (Executive Order W-59-93).
(b) Take into consideration the limited locations in the Central and South Bay where
tidal marsh (and other baylands habitats) can be created/restored, or enhanced
(2) Take into consideration the fact that analyses of compensatory mitigation for habitat
loss have often concluded that compensatory mitigation often fails to replace lost
functions or values.
(3) Should consider the crucial role that existing natural baylands habitats have in
mitigating the impacts of climate change.

8 San Francisco Joint Venture. 2022. “Restoring the Estuary — A Framework for the Restoration of Wetlands and Wildlife in
the San Francisco Bay Area.” Richmond, CA.
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(a) A one-to-one mitigation ratio is setting the bar too low. The National Research
Council in 1992 recommended ratios of at least three, five, or ten acres of

mitigation wetlands or streams for every acre of wetland or stream destroyed

depending on its functional value.

We deeply appreciate that EN-1 mentions the dedication of sufficient funds to support 100,000 acres
of marsh restoration regionwide. However, without an assessment of whether shoreline-located
Growth Geographies could adversely impact current baylands habitats, as well as areas that could
support these habitats as sea levels continue to rise, this long-range strategy is likely to fall short.

6. Climate Change

a. The DEIR has not sufficiently identified the impacts of the proposed Growth Geographies
on built or natural environment. The DEIR should provide mapping of the Growth
Geographies overlaying mapping of the 4.9’ total water levels from projected sea level rise
for the identification of Growth Geographies of new development/infrastructure or
redevelopment/relocation of existing development/infrastructure that would be at risk
with implementation of PBA 2050+. This would provide a better understanding of impacts
to the built and natural environment resulting from the location of Growth Geographies in
areas that are projected to be vulnerable to flood risk due to rising sea levels, major storm
events, or groundwater rise.

b. The DEIR must identify Growth Geographies that overlay PCA Eligibility Areas for Natural
Lands and Climate Adaptation.

c. The DEIR must analyze the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of Growth Geographies
on the climate resilience of shoreline communities.

d. We firmly support the proposed language of the “Strategy Long Descriptions” for EN1 that
prioritizes the use of nature-based actions, but suggest for consistency with the
terminology used in BCDC’s RSAP Guidelines, that the term be changed to “natural and
nature-based solutions.”

e. The PBA 2050+ DEIR should include and recognize climate adaptation strategies that avoid
placing new development/infrastructure or redevelopment or relocation of existing
infrastructure in areas that have been identified as vulnerable to existing or future flood
inundation (total water level of 4.9’).

7. Alternatives for Consideration

a. The DEIR considered but eliminated, an alternative that avoids placing new
development/infrastructure or redevelopment or relocated infrastructure in areas that
will be inundated by 4.9’ total water levels and do not have identified sea level rise
adaptation strategies. We urge that such an alternative be included in the DEIR. The
reasons for such an alternative are:
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i. Economics - the report® authored by MTC-ABAG and BCDC of the anticipated $105
billion dollar shortfall for protecting development and infrastructure that currently
exists by 2050 — why would we place new development in areas that are
vulnerable to sea level rise and groundwater rise when we have such a huge
shortfall in funding to protect existing development and infrastructure?

ii. Placing new development/infrastructure or redevelopment/relocated
infrastructure in areas that could provide migration space for baylands habitats, or
areas where natural and nature-based solutions could be implemented, adversely
impacts the long-term sustainability of the natural and built environment.

iii. Wang et al'® have noted “...measures to prevent flooding along an embayment
shoreline in one location or subregion may increase inundation elsewhere in the
system.” We are one Bay. Water displaced by raised fill pads, seawalls or levees at
one location must flow elsewhere. Wang et al go on to state:

“The network of interactions occurs not only within subbasins of the Bay but
also across the greater geographic extent from one end of the Bay to the other,
and local jurisdiction may have either reciprocal relationships with or
asymmetric impacts on one other. Importantly, the nature of the interaction
network is seen to evolve with SLR: interactions are purely subregional at
current sea level but with higher sea level (e.g., 1 m of SLR), not only do the
subregional interdependencies strengthen but also regional interdependences
emerge.”

With this in mind, the fact that a governance gap exists due to our lack of regional
control over how adaptation to sea level rise differs from one shoreline community
to the next increases the likelihood of indirect impacts in which distant shorelines
face flooding and inundation due to hard-edged shoreline protections elsewhere in
the bay. This could have consequences throughout the region as sea level
inundation rates increase. Water deflected from engineered fill pads, levees or
seawalls designed to protect new development from the 100-year flood or sea
level rise, has consequences for adjacent communities. As mentioned previously,
these types of projects can also have significant and adverse impacts to tidal
wetlands resulting in the drowning of wetlands or degradation through erosion,
etc. It is the intent of BCDC’s RSAP Guidelines to avoid some of these unintended
consequences of one local government adversely impacting neighboring and
distant communities by insisting on a regional perspective when developing SSAPs.

° Metropolitan Transportation Commission/Association of Bay Area Governments (MTC/ABAG) and Bay Conservation and Development
Commission (BCDC). “Sea Level Rise Adaptation Funding and Investment Framework Final Report.” July 2023.

10 Wang, R.-Q., Stacey, M. T., Herdman, L. M. M., Barnard, P. L., & Erikson, L. (2018). “The influence of sea level rise on the regional
interdependence of coastal infrastructure.” Earth's Future, 6, 677— 688. https://doi.org/10.1002/2017EF000742
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The San Francisco Bay Regional Coastal Hazards Adaptation Resiliency Group
(CHARG), is “an organization of flood managers and scientists responsible for
reducing flood risk in the San Francisco Bay area.” CHARG has created a series of
maps for the Bay Area counties that depict “Sea Level Rise Connectivity Between
Bay Area Jurisdictions” that can be viewed on their website:
https://sfbaycharg.org/our-work/jurisdiction-connectivity/

We believe this is an admirable effort, but it only addresses impacts related to
identified flood control projects, not those associated with development,
transportation or recreational trails. The strategies utilized to address sea level rise
inundation for these other types of projects can also contribute to localized or
regional exacerbation of sea level rise impacts. BCDC has utilized the CHARG data
set and provided mapping for the RSAP at: https://rsap-open-data-

bedc.hub.arcgis.com/datasets/hydraulic-connectivity-charg-2020-/explore

It is clear, therefore, that one of the DEIR alternatives must have the RSAP/SSAP incorporated
into the PBA 2050+ in order to provide the regional approach to SLR impacts necessitated by
the anticipated 4.9 feet of sea level rise by 2050 and the recognized impacts it will bring to
shoreline communities, Bay habitats and wildlife, and to the economic and environmental
benefits the Bay provides. The DEIR must analyze the negative impacts that would occur in
failing to adopt such an alternative.

Other Comments:

p. 3.5-18 — Riprap — Riprap may indeed simulate rocky shoreline habitat and provide habitat for

wildlife, however, in areas adjacent to tidal marsh habitat and particularly habitat that supports the
endangered salt marsh harvest mouse (SMHM), riprap can also provide habitat for nuisance species,
such as the Norway rat, that may have adverse impacts on the SMHM. Breaux!! reported:

“Rats which are found in San Francisco Bay marshes are more likely to be roof than Norway
rats (Jurek, pers. comm.). Where urbanization abuts natural marshes as it does in many areas
of the South Bay, and garbage provides a food supply, Norway rats are likely to find the marsh
habitats quite hospitable. In 1927, DeGroot noted that reclaimed land behind dikes along the
San Francisco Bay shoreline was responsible for an increase in rats and a decrease in native
California clapper rails (Rallus longirostris obsoletus): “No sooner is a dyke constructed than
Norway rats appear in great numbers. Large gray fellows they are, on a dark night appearing

11 Breaux, Andrée. Non-Native Predators: Norway Rat and Roof Rat Rattus norvegicus and Rattus rattus Goals Project.
2000. Baylands Ecosystem Species and Community Profiles: Life histories and environmental requirements of key plants,
fish and wildlife. Prepared by the San Francisco Bay Area Wetlands Ecosystem Goals Project. P.R. Olofson, editor. San
Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, Oakland, Calif.
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to be as large as small cotton-tail rabbits....The Clapper Rail has no more deadly enemy than
this sinister fellow” (DeGroot 1927).” [emphasis added]

And:

“Control of rats has not been implemented and continues to be a problem in the South Bay
for endangered species, such as clapper rails and, quite possibly, salt marsh harvest mice
(Reithrodontomys raviventris). Additional threats to other target species selected by this
project as representative of wetland species in the San Francisco Bay region (e.g., California
voles (Microtus californicus), ornate shrews (Sorex ornatus californicus), salt marsh wandering
shrews (Sorex vagrans haliocoetes), and amphibians, reptiles, terrestrial invertebrates in
general, and some ground nesting birds) probably occur.”

An adverse impact of particular concern is the difficulty in controlling nuisance species once they gain
a foothold in an area. Breaux!? states:

“Control measures are difficult, since there is no poison specific to rats that is safe for
endangered mammals, such as the salt marsh harvest mouse. Given the difficulties in any
control programs (e.g., public outcry against removing feral cats and the difficulty of trapping
or shooting these large rodents) the most effective control measure at this time is to protect
marshes with large buffers, and to keep shelter and garbage far from the wetland edge.”

As mentioned by Breaux, there is no control measure that would be specific to rats, that would not
adversely impact small mammals, such as the endangered salt marsh harvest mouse, raptors, owls,
and domestic pets that do not observe the prohibition against free-roaming pets.

p.3-5-22 — Priority Conservation Areas — Draft Priority Conservation Area Refresh Mapping Viewer —

This map of “High Resilience Lands,” “Essential and Important Lands,” and “Significant Habitat” does
not reflect decades of peer-reviewed work that identifies areas of baylands that are recommended
for protection, restoration or enhancement. Nor does it show areas that could provide natural and
nature-based solutions to the threat of sea level rise. We urge that the information contained in
documents identified in the DEIR such as the Baylands Ecosystem Habitat Goals (and update) — a
report of recommendation prepared by the San Francisco Bay Area Wetlands Ecosystem Goals
Project (originally published in 1999 by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency — EPA — and the San
Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board — RWQCB and updated in 2015), and the
Recovery Plan for Tidal Marsh Ecosystems of Northern and Central California published by the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) in 2013 — a report that identified lands important for tidal marsh
habitat and listed and rare species dependent upon tidal marsh habitats, be incorporated into the
determination of “Essential and Important Lands” and “Significant Habitat.” Additionally the

2 Ibid.
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information contained in the SFEI Resilience Metrics Mapbook” should be utilized to identify “High
Resilience Lands.”

p.3.5-36 Methods of Analysis — should identify and include as impacts on biological resources,

impacts of the proposed Growth Geographies on areas that could provide tidal marsh migration
space. These areas should be considered “ecologically sensitive or significant areas” as without
preservation of these spaces, tidal marsh habitat will drown with rising sea levels.

Need for consistency in identifying regulatory and resources agencies that should be consulted with.

For example for any issue involving waters of the U.S. (WOTUS) or waters of the State (WOTS), both
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and the RWQCB should be consulted with. Similarly for any
issue involving wildlife coordination with both the USFWS and the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW) should occur, and if fisheries are involved the National Oceanic Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) Fisheries should be coordinated with. Any work in WOTUS or WOTS, even if
temporary, may require a permit from both the Corps and RWQCB.

Conclusion:

The Environment Element of Plan Bay Area 2050 leaned heavily into the issue of environmental
hazards and threats to human health and well-being. While these are certainly important concerns,
we are encouraged that the information regarding updates to EN1, EN 4 and EN5, begins to describe
the important role the habitats of the Bay play in supporting biodiversity, providing climate resilience
for the natural and built environments, and human health and well-being. The impacts of the Growth
Geographies on the natural environment need to be more clearly identified (even at the
programmatic level), analyzed, avoided, minimized and appropriate mitigation proposed in the DEIR.
And it is imperative that BCDC RSAP Guidelines be incorporated into PBA 2050+ in a manner that will
avoid conflicts and inconsistencies between the two plans. Lastly, it is important that the updated
PCA program be incorporated into PBA 2050+. We appreciate the opportunity to provide Scoping
comments and request that we be alerted to future opportunities for review and comment on PBA
2050+ documents.

Respectfully submitted,

kg Maka  owa g

Carin High Gail Raabe Arthur Feinstein
CCCR, Co-Chair CCCR, Co-Chair CCCR, Board Member
cccrrefuge@gmail.com cccrrefuge@gmail.com arthurfeinstein@earthlink.net
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Draft EIR: Public Comment and Response Requested: Forecast Risk, CEQA Deficiencies,
VMT/Climate, Utilities/Energy, Public Services, and Administrative Record Access

From Brian Swanson < -

Date Thu 12/18/2025 4:47 PM
To  EIR Comments <eircomments@bayareametro.gov>
Cc  MTC-ABAG Info <info@bayareametro.gov>

You don't often get email from_ Learn why this is important

*External Email*

To the Plan Bay Area 2050+ CEQA/Environmental Review Team:

| am a resident, voter, and taxpayer of the City OM and County, and a

certified planner specializing in transportation im ment in
opposition to certification of the Draft Environmental Impact Repon (Draft EIR or “DEIR”) for
Draft Plan Bay Area 2050+ (“Draft Plan”) as currently prepared.

My opposition is based on the DEIR’s structural forecast risk and the downstream legal, fiscal,
operational, and environmental exposure the Draft Plan and DEIR transfer to local jurisdictions
and project sponsors—especially because Plan Bay Area 2050+ functions as the Bay Area’s
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS), and
because local agencies routinely tier subsequent planning, capital programming, and California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) analyses from these regional assumptions and regional
impact conclusions.

The DEIR contains important admissions and useful analysis; however, it remains severely
inadequate as an informational document for CEQA purposes because it relies on a single
primary growth forecast/control total without disclosing the range of reasonably foreseeable
outcomes through high/medium/low growth-forecast envelopes and without presenting the
resulting range of impacts across the full set of systems CEQA requires the DEIR to analyze
(transportation/VMT, greenhouse gases, air quality, energy, utilities, public services/facilities,
and related topics).

1. Forecast bias + single-forecast planning undermines CEQA disclosure and shifts
intolerable downstream risk to locals

1.1. The DEIR admits a major baseline miss, yet states the
methodology/assumptions were retained

The DEIR explicitly acknowledges that the Bay Area’s 2020 population baseline was
nearly 200,000 people lower than previously projected and then explicitly states the
underlying methodology and assumptions were kept intact. This is a critical admission
because it confirms the same modeling structure persists even after a material baseline
error. [DEIR, Ch. 2 (Project Description), p. 2-29 (PDF p. 137)]



From a CEQA standpoint, this admission triggers a duty to disclose forecast uncertainty
as a driver of impact uncertainty. If the DEIR acknowledges a material baseline miss
and continuity of methods, it is not defensible to present one set of control totals as the
single operative future without also disclosing a high/medium/low envelope and the
range of impacts that follow from those different futures.

This is the core Forecast Bias and single-forecast planning deficiency: a single forecast
path is being used to support region-shaping decisions, while the DEIR itself concedes
the baseline volatility and methodological continuity that make single-path disclosure
unreliable for decision-makers and the public.

1.2. The DEIR’s own growth table shows why “jobs-led” anchor risk and
overestimation risk remain material

Table 2-14 (Regional Growth Forecasts) [DEIR, Table 2-14, p. 2-29 (PDF p. 137)] states
the Plan’s forecast trajectory through 2050, including:

Population: 7,749,000 (2020) — 9,586,000 (2050)
Employment: 4,025,000 (2020) — 5,436,000 (2050)
Households: 2,798,000 (2020) — 3,796,000 (2050)

Those figures imply (and require the DEIR to transparently evaluate) a very large scale
of growth and associated infrastructure/service demand:

Population increase: +1,837,000 (about +24%)
Employment increase: +1,411,000 (about +35%)
Household increase: +998,000 (about +36%)

When employment grows materially faster than population in the modeled control totals,
it amplifies the risk that jobs totals are being used as an upstream anchor that can inflate
downstream travel demand, VMT baselines, and investment rationales unless the model
chain explicitly corrects for structural factors (including multiple jobholding, telework
persistence, and the observed post-COVID reconfiguration of commute patterns). This
is not merely a technical nuance; it becomes a CEQA adequacy issue because the
DEIR’s significance conclusions and mitigation feasibility are sensitive to these
forecasts.

1.3. The DEIR must analyze impacts under high/medium/low growth envelopes,
not only one “primary” control total

Because this plan is an RTP/SCS with regionwide consequences—and because the
DEIR’s own text confirms the baseline volatility—the DEIR must present impacts under
at least three plausible growth-forecast envelopes:

High growth (upper-bound employment/population/households)

Medium growth (central estimate)

Low growth (conservative baseline consistent with slower growth conditions)



This is not optional “extra analysis.” Without it, the DEIR fails to disclose the range of
reasonably foreseeable environmental impacts, and it shifts unacceptable downstream
risk to local governments and project sponsors who must tier from this DEIR.

This single-forecast framing is also directly connected to your other deficiencies:

Fiscal Incompleteness (local agencies bear infrastructure/service burdens
under uncertain growth)

Service and Infrastructure Gaps (schools/health/utilities are sensitive to
growth levels)

Performance and Accountability Gaps (no triggers for course correction when
forecasts are wrong)

Top-Down Governance (locals inherit burdens without a feasibility framework)

2. Transportation and VMT: SB 743 makes forecast error legally consequential at the
local project level

The DEIR acknowledges SB 743’s shift under CEQA from congestion/Level of Service to
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as the transportation impact metric of record. [DEIR, Sec. 3.15
(Transportation), p. 3.15-14 (PDF p. 708)]

Because SB 743 makes VMT central, forecast error is no longer a “planning sensitivity”
issue—it becomes a CEQA evidentiary problem and a project-level litigation risk:

If upstream growth inputs are inflated, the regional model can generate inflated
VMT baselines.

Inflated baselines can create misleading impressions that certain strategies
“reduce VMT” when they are merely reducing VMT relative to an inflated
counterfactual.

Local projects that tier from these baselines can be exposed if CEQA findings rely
on phantom VMT reductions that do not materialize in real-world behavior.

CEQA significance determinations are ultimately made using thresholds of significance
established by lead agencies (often local jurisdictions). A regional DEIR that relies on a
single growth forecast and a single modeled VMT pathway does not adequately support
local agencies’ threshold-based determinations, particularly in a post-COVID context where
travel behavior uncertainty is material.

Required DEIR fix (transport/VMT): The DEIR must present high/medium/low forecast
envelopes and show how VMT outcomes and VMT significance conclusions vary under each
envelope—including sensitivity to telework, commute mode shifts, and realistic transit uptake
assumptions.

3. Greenhouse gases, climate, and energy: the DEIR concedes key impacts remain
Significant and Unavoidable, and that implementation is outside MTC/ABAG’s
enforceable control

The DEIR’s climate/greenhouse gas/energy section contains a direct and important
admission:



“there is no assurance” the mitigation level would achieve the regional reductions
needed to attain statewide targets;

MTC and ABAG “cannot require local implementing agencies to adopt” mitigation;

“Even with full implementation... forecasted emissions would not be reduced to
target levels... Therefore, this impact would be significant and unavoidable (SU).”
[DEIR, Sec. 3.6 (Climate Change, Greenhouse Gases, and Energy), p. 3.6-49 (PDF
p. 371)]

This is a central CEQA adequacy issue for three reasons:

1. Significance and unavoidable impacts require transparent disclosure and
meaningful alternatives. If major climate impacts are significant and unavoidable, the
DEIR must demonstrate it has analyzed a reasonable range of alternatives and
mitigation pathways and disclose the real limitations of enforceability.

2. Delegation without feasibility becomes a CEQA problem. The DEIR states
MTC/ABAG “cannot require local implementing agencies to adopt the above
mitigation measure, and it is ultimately the responsibility of a lead agency to
determine and adopt mitigation.” [DEIR, Sec. 3.6 (Climate Change, Greenhouse
Gases, and Energy), p. 3.6-49 (PDF p. 371)] This reinforces your Top-Down
Governance deficiency: the regional plan advances growth-driving strategies while
conceding implementation authority and fiscal burden largely sit with locals.

3. This should force scenario envelopes. If even full mitigation cannot assure target
attainment under one forecast, the DEIR must disclose how a low-growth forecast
and a high-growth forecast change the magnitude of GHG impacts, the probability of
attainment, and the scale of mitigation required.

4. Energy supply, EV charging, and utility engagement must be treated as core
feasibility constraints, not a footnote

4.1. The DEIR describes electricity supply structure (PG&E, Community Choice
Aggregators, ISO) but does not demonstrate active utility engagement
commensurate with plan scale

The DEIR explains that electricity in the region is supplied through an integrated system,
identifying Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), Community Choice Aggregators,
and the role of the California Independent System Operator (ISO). [DEIR, Sec. 3.14
(Public Utilities and Facilities), pp. 3.14-19-21 (PDF pp. 663-665)]

This discussion is necessary—but insufficient—given the Draft Plan’s major
transportation electrification strategy implications.

4.2. The Draft Plan’s program direction includes EV adoption; therefore grid
capacity and distribution upgrade feasibility must be explicitly addressed and tied
to enforceable commitments

The DEIR states the Draft Plan includes substantial funding directed to
non-transportation strategy categories including environmental strategies such as
“‘increased adoption of electric vehicles and transportation demand management.”
[DEIR, Ch. 2 (Project Description), p. 2-30 (PDF p. 138)]



This is where the DEIR currently falls short as a practical disclosure document: EV
adoption is not simply a “transportation” outcome; it is a grid planning and capital
delivery program involving distribution upgrades, substation capacity, interconnection,
rate impacts, and reliability constraints.

Given the breadth and depth of the Draft Plan and the DEIR, PG&E and other energy
suppliers/load-serving entities must be actively engaged in the program assumptions
and implementation pathways underlying:

EV charger deployment assumptions and timelines
Load growth projections and peak coincidence assumptions
Distribution/transmission constraint identification

- Capital improvement and cost allocation frameworks (including who pays and
affordability impacts)

Required DEIR fix (energy/EV): Provide an enforceable, transparent utility engagement
framework (letters/commitments, assumptions, constraints, upgrades, and
cost/affordability analysis) and analyze these issues under high/medium/low growth
envelopes (because growth and land use patterns strongly affect where chargers are
needed and what upgrades are required).

5. Public services, facilities, and “delegated mitigation” create fiscal and operational
exposure that the DEIR must analyze—not simply acknowledge

The DEIR states plainly that schools, libraries, police, fire, parks, and related services are
provided by a range of agencies, including cities, counties, special districts, and other
providers. [DEIR, Sec. 3.13 (Public Services and Recreation), pp. 3.13-1-5 (PDF pp. 627-
631)]

This supports a core point: the Draft Plan drives growth and infrastructure demand, but
delivery and funding of many essential services and facilities remains local and often fiscally
constrained.

This is the Fiscal Incompleteness and Service and Infrastructure Gaps deficiency in CEQA
terms: where service impacts are foreseeable, CEQA requires adequate disclosure of the
impact pathway and the feasibility of mitigation (including funding and implementing
authority realities). Simply stating that other agencies provide services is not sufficient for a
region-shaping program when the DEIR simultaneously relies on a single growth forecast
and concedes that MTC/ABAG cannot require local implementation of key mitigation.
[DEIR, Sec. 3.13 (Public Services and Recreation), pp. 3.13-1-5 (PDF pp. 627-631)]

Required DEIR fix (services/fiscal): Add an appendix that (at minimum) discloses the
order-of-magnitude service demands and capital/operating implications under
high/medium/low forecast envelopes for:

Schools and school operations

Emergency response (police/fire/EMS)

Parks/recreation



Public health and healthcare access
Water, wastewater, stormwater systems
Energy distribution upgrades (especially EV charging)

6. Funding uncertainty and lack of performance/accountability triggers are
CEQA-relevant because they affect feasibility of mitigation and the plan’s ability to
avoid/lessen impacts

The DEIR describes forecast transportation revenues of $512 billion (2025—-2050) and states
that 83% of that amount is “reasonably expected,” with 17% “new.” [DEIR, Ch. 2 (Project
Description), Table 2-15, p. 2-30 (PDF p. 138)]

From a CEQA standpoint, this funding uncertainty and the plan’s scale require Performance
and Accountability mechanisms—because mitigation and impact reduction rely on actual
delivery, operations, and adaptive correction.

Required DEIR fix (accountability): The DEIR (and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program that follows it) should include binding, measurable triggers such as:

Forecast reconciliation every 3 years (population, employment, housing, VMT,
transit boardings, and emissions)

If divergence from the adopted forecast exceeds a defined threshold (e.g., +5—
10%) for two reconciliation cycles, require:

a formal re-prioritization of major investments, and/or
supplemental CEQA review to disclose the new impact pathway

Without such triggers, the DEIR functions as a “static” disclosure document for a “dynamic”
planning reality, and it leaves local jurisdictions carrying the risk of mis-forecasting.

7. Administrative record transparency and access must be improved: posting
standards and link integrity are part of meaningful public participation

Given the breadth of the Draft Plan and DEIR, meaningful CEQA participation requires that
the administrative record be easy to locate, verify, and cite. Therefore:

All public materials (the Draft Plan, the DEIR, all technical/supplemental reports,
appendices/attachments, and all submitted public comments and agency responses) must
be posted together and directly adjacent to the relevant meeting agenda item(s) on the main
meeting webpage, reachable in one or two clicks, not separated into multi-click “landing
pages.” Link integrity and accessibility must be actively maintained to allow the public to
locate and verify the record without unnecessary barriers.

Requested Actions (DEIR-Level Remedies)

Before certifying a Final EIR, | respectfully request that MTC/ABAG provide a detailed written
response (accept/reject with evidence and timelines) and revise/recirculate analysis as needed
to incorporate the following:



1. High/Medium/Low Growth Envelopes: Run and publish high/medium/low
growth-forecast envelopes through the model/analysis chain and provide comparative
impact tables for VMT, greenhouse gases, air quality, energy demand (including EV
charging load), public utilities, and public services/facilities.

2. VMT Robustness Under SB 743: Disclose how VMT conclusions change under each
envelope and provide clear guidance for local agencies on how to tier without inheriting
an inflated regional baseline.

3. Climate/GHG Mitigation Feasibility: Address the DEIR’s admission that impacts
remain significant and unavoidable and that MTC/ABAG cannot require local
implementation of key measures; provide enforceable commitments or clearly disclose
the limits and the consequences.

4. Energy/EV + Utility Engagement: Demonstrate active engagement by PG&E and
other load-serving entities commensurate with the plan’s EV adoption and charging
needs; disclose constraints, upgrade pathways, costs, and affordability impacts.

5. Fiscal Sustainability + Service Capacity Appendix: Provide a CEQA-relevant
disclosure of service/infrastructure delivery feasibility under each envelope (schools,
emergency response, parks, water/stormwater, energy upgrades).

6. Performance Benchmarks + Triggers: Adopt measurable performance benchmarks
and automatic triggers for re-prioritization/supplemental review if observed conditions
diverge materially from the adopted forecast.

7. Administrative Record Posting Standard: Implement the posting and link-integrity
standard described above to ensure meaningful public participation and a verifiable
record.

Respectfully submitted,

Brian Swanson. AICP
County, California
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Comment Letter on RHNA Methodology, Housing Production Mandates, and Legal Exposure
Resulting from Inflated Plan Bay Area 2050+ Forecasts

Dear Commissioners:

We submit this letter to provide detailed comments on the Regional Housing Needs Allocation
(RHNA) framework, housing production mandates, and the legal exposure imposed on local
jurisdictions by Draft Plan Bay Area 2050+ (“Draft Plan”). These concerns arise directly from the Draft
Plan’s inflated population and employment forecast, its non-standard modeling methodology,
and the manner in which these assumptions are carried through into RHNA expectations without
adequate consideration of environmental, infrastructure, and public-safety constraints documented in
the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR).

RHNA numbers are not abstract planning targets. They trigger binding legal obligations under State
housing law and expose cities to enforcement actions, loss of local land-use authority, and litigation.
When RHNA is derived from unrealistic growth assumptions, cities face real legal penalties for failing
to accommodate “paper demand”—housing need that exists only in models, not in demographic
reality.

Executive Summary of Key Concerns

* RHNA is directly derived from the Draft Plan’s regional growth forecast, which significantly
exceeds the State’s official projections published by the California Department of Finance (DOF).

¢ The Draft Plan assumes population and job growth that are not supported by recent
demographic trends, including documented population loss from 2020-2025.

o The Plan uses a non-standard, policy-driven modeling approach (REMI/UrbanSim) that
derives population from assumed job growth rather than demographic fundamentals.

¢ Job assumptions are carried forward from the 2021 Plan Bay Area 2050 forecast, relying on
pre-pandemic economic expectations, even as baseline population was revised downward.



e The Draft EIR identifies numerous environmental and infrastructure impacts as Significant
and Unavoidable, yet RHNA obligations do not account for these constraints.

 Cities face severe statutory penalties—including SB 35, SB 330, SB 166, AB 72, and the
builder’s remedy—for failing to meet RHNA targets that may be unattainable or unsafe.

e The Draft EIR does not evaluate a Reduced-Growth Alternative aligned with DOF
projections, depriving decision-makers and the public of a lawful CEQA comparison.

1. RHNA Is Explicitly Tied to the Draft Plan’s Regional Growth
Forecast

Draft Plan Bay Area 2050+ serves as the statutory foundation for RHNA. The Plan describes itself as
the region’s long-range blueprint for population, employment, and housing growth, and ABAG is
required to allocate RHNA consistent with this regional forecast.

The Draft Plan assumes:
e approximately +1.84 million additional residents by 2050, and
e approximately +600,000 additional jobs.

These assumptions directly scale RHNA totals upward. When the regional forecast is overstated, RHNA
is overstated by design.

By contrast, the California Department of Finance projects:
¢ only +0.49 million additional residents in the Bay Area by 2050, and
e a 6.5% growth rate, compared to the Draft Plan’s 24%.

Thus, RHNA derived from the Draft Plan reflects a population increase nearly four times higher than
the State’s official projection. This divergence is not a minor technical difference—it is a structural
inflation of housing obligations across every jurisdiction.

2. The Draft Plan’s Growth Assumptions Conflict with Recent
Demographic Trends

The Draft Plan acknowledges updated Census baselines but does not reconcile its long-range growth
assumptions with recent population decline.

According to Census and DOF data:
e The Bay Area grew modestly in the 2000s,
e grew more rapidly in the 2010s during an exceptional tech boom, but

¢ lost population between 2020 and 2025, reflecting sustained domestic out-migration, lower
immigration, declining birth rates, and increased remote work.



Despite this, the Draft Plan assumes a sudden reversal to sustained high growth through 2050,
without explaining:

e why out-migration would reverse,
e why remote work would re-centralize the workforce, or
e why fertility and immigration trends would change dramatically.

RHNA allocations derived from such assumptions impose obligations disconnected from observed
demographic behavior.

3. The Draft Plan Uses a Non-Standard, Policy-Driven Modeling
Methodology

Draft Plan Bay Area 2050+ and the Draft EIR explain that the regional forecast is produced using REMI
and UrbanSim, and that the methodology differs from conventional demographic projections.

Under this approach:

1. The Plan establishes policy-driven land-use and transportation assumptions (e.g., growth in
Priority Development Areas, transit investment patterns).

2. REMI generates job totals consistent with those policy assumptions.
3. Population and household growth are then derived from the assumed job growth.

This is fundamentally different from DOF or Census methods, which project population based on
births, deaths, and migration. Here, population becomes an output of policy goals, not an
independent forecast.

RHNA, which is legally binding, is therefore grounded in a circular methodology: policy assumptions
generate jobs; jobs generate population; population generates RHNA; RHNA then compels cities to
implement the same policy assumptions through zoning and approvals.

4. Job Assumptions Are Carried Forward From the 2021 Plan
Using Pre-Pandemic Expectations
The Draft EIR explains that the updated forecast:
e “retains the methodology, approach, and key assumptions from Plan Bay Area 2050,
e while updating baseline population using new Census data.
In practice, this means:
e 2050 job targets from the 2021 plan were retained,

e even though the population baseline was reduced by roughly 200,000 residents, and



e no updated 2025 job count was incorporated.

These job assumptions reflect pre-pandemic economic conditions, prior to widespread remote work,
office downsizing, and accelerating automation. RHNA derived from these job totals therefore rests on
outdated labor-market expectations.

5. RHNA Creates “Paper Demand” but Triggers Real Legal
Penalties
When RHNA is inflated, cities must still:

e zone for large quantities of housing,

e upzone additional sites under SB 166 “No Net Loss,”

e remove development constraints under SB 330, and

e approve qualifying projects ministerially under SB 35 if production falls short.

These obligations apply regardless of whether the projected population actually materializes. The
result is “paper demand”: theoretical housing need with no corresponding demographic or market
demand.

Failure to meet this paper demand exposes cities to:

e SB 35 ministerial approvals that bypass discretionary review,

SB 330 prohibitions on downzoning or growth management,

SB 166 perpetual rezoning requirements,

AB 72 Housing Element decertification, and

the builder’s remedy, under which cities lose zoning control entirely.

The Draft Plan does not acknowledge or mitigate this legal risk, even though RHNA numbers flow
directly from its forecast.

6. The Draft EIR Identifies Environmental and Infrastructure
Constraints That RHNA Ignores

The Draft EIR finds that multiple impacts of the Draft Plan remain Significant and Unavoidable,
including:

e wildfire risk and evacuation constraints (HAZ-6, HAZ-7, CUM-8),
e water supply insufficiency (PUF-2),

e transportation/VMT impacts (TRA-2),



e flooding and sea-level-rise exposure,
e public services and emergency response limitations,
e wastewater, stormwater, and landfill capacity constraints.

Yet RHNA allocations do not account for these findings. Cities are expected to accommodate housing
growth even where the EIR acknowledges that impacts cannot be fully mitigated.

This creates a direct conflict between CEQA's disclosure of environmental limits and housing mandates
that assume those limits can be ignored.

7. CEQA Requires a Reduced-Growth Alternative That Evaluates
RHNA Outcomes

The Draft EIR evaluates alternatives that differ in growth distribution but all rely on the same inflated
regional forecast. No alternative examines:

e population growth aligned with DOF projections, or
¢ reduced RHNA obligations resulting from lower demographic growth.

CEQA requires a reasonable range of alternatives that reduce impacts and reflect plausible scenarios.
Given the disparity between the Draft Plan and DOF projections, a Reduced-Growth Alternative is
legally required.

Such an alternative would allow decision-makers to evaluate:
¢ |ower RHNA totals,
e reduced environmental impacts, and

e improved alignment between housing obligations and infrastructure capacity.

8. Recommendations and Requests

We respectfully request that MTC and ABAG:
1. Revise the regional growth forecast to align with DOF demographic projections.

2. Prepare a CEQA-compliant Reduced-Growth Alternative and analyze resulting RHNA
obligations.

3. Reevaluate RHNA methodology to avoid creating paper demand disconnected from real
population growth.

4. Acknowledge and account for environmental constraints identified in the Draft EIR when
assigning housing obligations.



5. Clarify that cities will not be penalized under State housing laws for failing to meet RHNA
targets driven by forecast inflation rather than actual demand.

6. Increase transparency by publishing modeling inputs, job-control assumptions, and the
distinction between aspirational policy goals and empirical forecasts.

9. Conclusion

RHNA obligations carry profound legal, fiscal, and land-use consequences for cities. When those
obligations are derived from overstated and non-standard growth assumptions, they expose local
governments to enforcement actions and loss of local control without a corresponding public benefit.

Plan Bay Area 2050+ must be grounded in realistic demographic projections, transparent
modeling, and honest acknowledgment of environmental and infrastructure limits. Without
these corrections, the RHNA framework risks becoming legally vulnerable, environmentally unsound,
and disconnected from the lived realities of Bay Area communities.

We respectfully urge MTC and ABAG to revise the Draft Plan and Draft EIR accordingly before
adoption.

Liang Chao

Campaign for- City Council
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San Rafael, CA 94903
415 473 6358 T

Dear MTC and ABAG Boards,

415 473 4104 F On behalf of the Marin County Board of Supervisors, we appreciate the
CRS Dial 711 opportunity to comment on Draft Plan Bay Area 2050+ and its accompanying
MarinCounty.gov/executive environmental analysis. We recognize that Plan Bay Area 2050+ is an update to

Plan Bay Area 2050, 6and that the region will begin work on the next
comprehensive update — Plan Bay Area 2060 — in the coming years. We welcome
early and continued collaboration with MTC and ABAG as that work moves
forward.

With responsibility for local land use planning, housing element implementation,
emergency preparedness, infrastructure delivery, environmental stewardship, and
fiscal accountability, our Board is vested in ensuring that regional plans are both
analytically sound and practically aligned with local conditions.

Our comments focus on four core themes:

1. Importance of sustained collaboration on Equity Priority Community
definitions;

2. Need for clearer prioritization and partnership around sea level rise and
climate resilience;

3. Value of realistic, transparent growth assumptions as the region looks
ahead to Plan Bay Area 2060 and its implications for RHNA; and

4. Opportunity for regional plans, funding, and policies to more directly
support local housing element implementation, priority development areas,
and transit investments.

Together, these issues reflect where closer coordination between MTC, ABAG,
and local governments can most meaningfully strengthen future regional planning
outcomes.

1. Continued Coordination on Equity Priority Communities

We appreciate MTC’s engagement last year regarding the Equity Priority
Communities (EPC) framework. During the Draft 2024 EPC Update, the County of
Marin raised significant concerns when Marin City was proposed for removal as
an Equity Priority Community. We appreciate MTC’s responsiveness to those
concerns and emphasize the importance of maintaining EPC designations in a



PG.20OF 5 manner that recognizes historic disinvestment, structural inequities, and lived
community experience — particularly in communities such as Marin City that have
faced decades of underinvestment and exclusion.

Going forward, we strongly encourage MTC to continue partnering with local
government and community stakeholders as EPC definitions evolve, including
through the forthcoming EPC re-envisioning work. Ensuring that equity
frameworks remain grounded in both quantitative data and qualitative, place-
based context will be essential to achieving meaningful outcomes and maintaining
trust with historically marginalized communities.

2. Sea Level Rise and Cross-Jurisdictional Climate Resilience

We support the inclusion of sea level rise mapping and climate risk considerations
in Plan Bay Area 2050+. However, while the Plan identifies areas vulnerable to
sea level rise, it provides limited prioritization or guidance for how jurisdictions
should address these risks through coordinated, cross-jurisdictional strategies.

Given Marin’s extensive shoreline, low-lying communities, and constrained
transportation network, sea level rise presents direct and immediate implications
for housing, evacuation routes, transit reliability, and regional connectivity. We
encourage MTC to:
o Develop clearer regional prioritization frameworks for sea level rise
adaptation investments;
e Support multi-jurisdictional planning and governance models for shoreline
and transportation resilience; and
o Better align regional transportation funding with climate adaptation needs,
particularly where infrastructure serves both local and regional functions.

Climate resilience considerations must also account for wildfire risk and
emergency evacuation capacity. While we recognize that MTC is not a regional
wildfire authority, climate change, wildfire risk, and development feasibility are
inextricably linked. Marin’s development opportunities are constrained by
topography and climate vulnerability. Large portions of Marin are located in very
high fire hazard severity zones with limited ingress and egress, placing
heightened importance on transportation networks’ evacuation capacity and
resilience.

MTC’s planning, funding, and investment decisions can play a meaningful role in
addressing these challenges — including through support for evacuation routes,
multimodal connectivity, system hardening, and complementary mitigation
investments that reduce risk and improve safety. Integrating wildfire and
evacuation considerations would support safer, more resilient development
patterns over the coming decades.

Strengthening these aspects of the Draft Plan and its implementation would
materially improve its usefulness to local governments facing near-term climate
risks.

3. Growth Forecasts and Policy-Based Assumptions

Our Board continues to have serious concerns regarding the population and
employment growth assumptions reflected in Draft Plan Bay Area 2050+. Based

COUNTY OF MARIN OFFICE OF THE COUNTY EXECUTIVE 3501 Civic Center Drive - Suvite 325 - San Rafael, CA 94903



PG.30F5 on actual residency and demographic trends and recent employment patterns —
we do not believe the projected levels of resident and job growth are realistic for
Marin County.

Draft Plan Bay Area 2050+ relies on a policy-driven forecasting approach that
differs materially from the demographic and economic models used by other state
agencies. The Draft Plan’s population projections diverge significantly from those
issued by the California Department of Finance (DOF), the State’s official source
for population projections, which rely on a cohort-component methodology
grounded in observed trends in births, deaths, aging, and net migration. For Marin
County, the Draft Plan assumes population growth of approximately 22,200
additional residents by 2050, while DOF instead projects a population decline of
6,437 over the same period.

Similarly, the Plan’s employment projections do not reflect recent and ongoing
structural shifts in Marin’s economy. Over the past decade, Marin has
experienced the departure or consolidation of several major employers, including
Autodesk, Glassdoor, and Fireman’s Fund, reflecting broader regional trends
toward consolidation, remote and hybrid work, and reduced demand for traditional
office-based employment.

We recognize that the Draft Plan’s growth assumptions were approved earlier in
2025 as part of the adopted Plan Blueprint, and that revisiting those assumptions
at this stage would require extensive re-modeling that is not feasible within the
current planning cycle.

However, it is important to clearly acknowledge the implications of relying on
growth assumptions that are not aligned with observed demographic and
employment trends. While Plan Bay Area 2050+ itself does not directly determine
Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) numbers, future forecasts developed
for Plan Bay Area 2060 will inform the next RHNA cycle and will carry significant
regulatory and legal consequences for local governments.

Accordingly, we strongly requests early and close collaboration with MTC as Plan
Bay Area 2060 assumptions are developed, including transparent evaluation of
alternative growth scenarios such as lower-growth, remote-work, and technology-
driven productivity scenarios; clearer articulation of how policy-based forecasts
should be interpreted by local jurisdictions; and greater alignment, where feasible,
with other state demographic frameworks so that local governments are not
required to plan against inconsistent datasets.

4. Priority Development Areas, Transit-Oriented Communities, and Housing
Element Implementation

As MTC revisits the Priority Development Area (PDA) framework in coming years,
our Board asks that frameworks reflect recent state housing legislation, evolving
Transit-Oriented Communities (TOC) policies, and the realities of local
implementation.

In Marin, we recognize that PDAs and TOCs will continue to play a central role in
accommodating housing growth. While Marin City has recently paused aspects of

COUNTY OF MARIN OFFICE OF THE COUNTY EXECUTIVE 3501 Civic Center Drive - Suvite 325 - San Rafael, CA 94903



PG.40OF 5 its PDA process, the County remains committed to long-term planning and
anticipates significant development activity countywide in the years ahead.

We urge MTC to ensure that regional plans, incentives, and transportation
investments are explicitly designed to support local Housing Element
implementation — including:
« Aligning regional transportation funding with identified Housing Element
opportunity sites;
e Supporting infrastructure investments necessary to unlock housing
development in constrained or under-resourced areas; and
o Ensuring PDA and TOC policies reflect wildfire risk, evacuation capacity,
and climate constraints alongside housing and transit objectives.

Additionally, many communities in Marin that are identified for housing growth in
certified Housing Elements do not qualify as Transit-Oriented Communities
(TOCs) or fall within other regional program categories that direct MTC
transportation and infrastructure funding. Despite this, these communities still
need meaningful investments in transportation, utilities, and public services to
support new housing. We encourage MTC to consider how regional funding
frameworks can more flexibly support housing-supportive infrastructure in
communities that may not neatly align with existing programmatic definitions, but
are nonetheless essential to meeting regional housing goals.

5. Regional Partnership Opportunities and Priority Investments
Finally, we encourage MTC to continue strengthening its role as a regional
partner in supporting local economic vitality, equitable access, and climate-
aligned transportation investments. In Marin, this includes opportunities to
advance priority projects and initiatives such as:
e Improved Highway 580 transit connections;
e Expanded green transit incentives and zero-emission mobility options; and
e Investments that better connect North Bay communities to the regional
core while recognizing distinct geographic and economic conditions.
¢ Alignment with regional economic development plans, such as
Comprehensive Economic Development Strategies (CEDS)

We believe there is significant opportunity for MTC’s regional planning and
funding programs to more directly support local implementation outcomes while
advancing shared regional goals.

Conclusion

We support the overarching climate, equity, housing, and mobility goals of these
regional planning frameworks, and we remain committed to doing our part to
address the region’s housing and transportation challenges. Over the past
decade, our Board has committed over $49 million in General Fund resources
toward affordable housing and has supported the creation or preservation of more
than 1,400 affordable housing units through new construction, acquisition,
conversion, and preservation. The County’s Housing Element -- certified by the
State in June 2023 following extensive research, outreach, and public
engagement -- plans for the addition of over 3,500 new affordable housing units in
unincorporated Marin.

COUNTY OF MARIN OFFICE OF THE COUNTY EXECUTIVE 3501 Civic Center Drive - Suvite 325 - San Rafael, CA 94903



PG.50F5 Recognizing the scale of the housing challenge, the Board has doubled its
ongoing investment in the Affordable Housing Trust Fund, committing an
additional $5 million annually beginning last year. Given that the cost of producing
a single affordable unit in Marin often approaches $1 million per unit, sustained
local investment and strategic partnerships are essential.

Our comments are intended to clarify local conditions, identify opportunities for
improved coordination, and underscore the importance of grounding future
regional plans in realistic assumptions that local governments can responsibly
implement.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment and look forward to continued
partnership with MTC and ABAG as the region moves toward Plan Bay Area
2060.

Sincerely,

2

Derek Johnson
County Executive

CC:  Marin County Board of Supervisors
Chief Jason Weber, Assistant County Executive (Interim)
Sarah Jones, Director of Community Development
Talia Smith, Director of Legislative Affairs
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Comment Letter on Infrastructure Funding Assumptions, Unfunded Mandates, and Fiscal Risk to
Local Jurisdictions in Draft Plan Bay Area 2050+

Dear Commissioners:

We submit this letter to address a critical and unresolved issue in Draft Plan Bay Area 2050+ (“Draft
Plan”) and its accompanying Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR): the Plan’s reliance on
speculative, unsecured, and externally controlled funding to implement growth-supporting
infrastructure and mitigate environmental impacts. While the Draft Plan sets ambitious goals for
housing, transportation, climate resilience, and equity, it does not provide a realistic or enforceable
financing framework. Instead, it repeatedly assumes that infrastructure expansion and adaptation will
occur through future State, Federal, utility, or local investments—without identifying funding
commitments, timelines, feasibility, or accountability mechanisms.

As a result, the Draft Plan effectively creates unfunded mandates for local jurisdictions while
simultaneously exposing them to statutory penalties for failing to accommodate growth that depends
on infrastructure investments beyond their fiscal control.

Executive Summary of Key Concerns

» The Draft Plan assumes large-scale infrastructure expansion across transportation, water,
wastewater, stormwater, energy, emergency services, and climate adaptation without secured
funding.

e The Draft EIR repeatedly relies on future coordination with external agencies as mitigation,
rather than enforceable commitments.

e Numerous infrastructure-related impacts remain Significant and Unavoidable, yet the Plan
presumes expansion will occur “as needed.”

e Many critical facilities—including water, wastewater, stormwater, transportation, and emergency
infrastructure—are already operating near capacity or are located in sea-level-rise or flood-



prone areas.

e Local governments are expected to absorb growth before infrastructure funding is secured,
creating fiscal risk and potential liability.

e CEQA does not allow mitigation to be deferred to uncertain future funding or discretionary
actions by third parties.

1. The Draft Plan Relies on Aspirational Funding Rather Than
Committed Financing

Throughout Draft Plan Bay Area 2050+, implementation of core strategies is framed as contingent on:

future State and Federal grants,

future bond measures,

competitive funding programs, and

discretionary appropriations outside MTC/ABAG's control.

For example, the Plan’s transportation, climate resilience, and sea-level-rise adaptation strategies
repeatedly reference "anticipated funding,” “future investment,” or “potential sources,” without
identifying:

e which agency is responsible for securing funds,
e whether funding is already programmed,
e what happens if funding is delayed or not awarded.

The Draft Plan acknowledges that not all strategies are fully funded, yet still treats them as if they will
be implemented within the plan horizon. This disconnect is not disclosed as a fiscal risk.

2. Transportation Infrastructure Expansion Assumes Funding
That Is Not Guaranteed
The Draft Plan includes major transportation strategies, including:

e systemwide transit expansion and modernization,

o freeway pricing and tolling infrastructure,

e corridor improvements to support Priority Development Areas,

e long-term operations and maintenance of expanded systems.

However, the Draft EIR finds that transportation impacts, including Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)
impacts (TRA-2), remain Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation.



Despite this finding, mitigation assumes:
e successful implementation of regionwide pricing strategies,
e continued Federal transit funding for capital and operations,
e long-term State funding for transit service expansion.

No binding commitments or fallback scenarios are identified. If funding does not materialize, cities are
still expected to accommodate growth that was premised on these investments.

3. Water Supply, Wastewater, and Stormwater Systems Are
Already Constrained

The Draft EIR identifies water supply impacts (PUF-2) as Significant and Unavoidable, acknowledging
uncertainty regarding sufficient water supplies during normal, dry, and multiple dry years.

At the same time, the Draft Plan assumes:

e increased water demand from new development,

e expanded recycled water systems,

e upgrades to wastewater treatment facilities,

e expanded stormwater infrastructure to meet regulatory requirements.
The Draft EIR repeatedly states that mitigation depends on:

e future coordination with water agencies,

e project-level SB 610 and SB 221 assessments,

o future infrastructure investments by utilities.
However:

e no funding sources are identified,

¢ no schedules are provided,

e no regional commitments are made.

Local ratepayers ultimately bear these costs, yet cities are not given discretion to limit growth until
infrastructure funding is secured.

4. Sea-Level Rise and Flood Protection Infrastructure Is
Assumed but Unfunded

The Draft Plan and Draft EIR acknowledge that:



e many Growth Geographies and infrastructure assets lie in areas vulnerable to tidal flooding,
storm surge, levee overtopping, and sea-level rise by 2050 and 2100;

e climate change will increase flood frequency and severity.
Nevertheless, the Draft EIR relies on:

o future adaptation projects by external agencies,

o future levee upgrades,

o future shoreline protection measures.

No regionwide funding plan, implementation schedule, or enforceable mitigation program is provided.
Cities are expected to approve growth in vulnerable areas while assuming that protective infrastructure
will be built later, by others, with unspecified funding.

This constitutes explicit mitigation deferral.

5. Emergency Services and Public Facilities Face Unfunded
Expansion Requirements
The Draft EIR documents impacts to:

e fire protection and wildfire response,

e police and emergency medical services,

e evacuation capacity and emergency access,

e hospitals and healthcare facilities.

Many of these impacts are found to be Significant and Unavoidable or significant absent mitigation.
Yet mitigation assumes:

e future station construction,

e increased staffing,

e expanded equipment and facilities,
e improved evacuation infrastructure.

These services are primarily funded by local general funds, special districts, or parcel taxes. The Draft
Plan does not identify funding mechanisms to support these expansions while directing substantial
population growth to affected areas.

6. Solid Waste, Utilities, and Energy Systems Are Near Capacity

The Draft EIR acknowledges constraints related to:



landfill capacity,

solid waste processing,

electric grid reliability,

energy infrastructure upgrades needed to support electrification.
Mitigation relies on:

e future facility expansion,

e future siting decisions,

e technological improvements not yet deployed at scale.

No funding sources, timelines, or responsible agencies are identified. These assumptions again defer
mitigation to uncertain future actions.

7. CEQA Prohibits Deferring Mitigation to Speculative Future
Funding
Under CEQA, mitigation must be:
o feasible,
e enforceable, and
e supported by evidence that it will occur.
The Draft EIR repeatedly defers mitigation to:
e future State or Federal programs,
e future utility investments,
e future local planning actions.

Without identified funding, schedules, or enforceable commitments, this approach does not satisfy
CEQA. The EIR's acknowledgment that many impacts remain Significant and Unavoidable
underscores the inadequacy of the mitigation framework.

8. Unfunded Mandates Create Fiscal and Legal Risk for Cities

By relying on speculative infrastructure expansion, the Draft Plan places cities in an untenable position:
e Cities must rezone and approve housing under RHNA.

e Cities lack authority to guarantee State or Federal funding.



 Cities face liability if infrastructure, emergency services, or flood protection fail.
« C(ities risk enforcement actions if they delay growth pending infrastructure funding.

This imbalance between obligation and authority is not disclosed or addressed in the Draft Plan.

9. Recommendations and Requests

We respectfully request that MTC and ABAG:

1. Prepare a detailed regional infrastructure financing plan identifying costs, funding sources,
and funding gaps.

2. Explicitly disclose unfunded mandates and fiscal risks in the Final Plan and Final EIR.

3. Tie growth assumptions to secured or reasonably certain funding, not aspirational
programs.

4. Strengthen mitigation measures with enforceable commitments, funding triggers, and
performance standards.

5. Clarify that cities will not be penalized for limiting or delaying growth where infrastructure
funding is unavailable.

6. Evaluate a reduced-growth alternative that reflects infrastructure and fiscal constraints.

10. Conclusion

Draft Plan Bay Area 2050+ depends on a level of infrastructure investment that is neither funded nor
guaranteed. By assuming future State, Federal, and utility investments without binding commitments,
the Plan shifts fiscal risk and liability to local jurisdictions while constraining their ability to manage
growth responsibly.

A credible regional plan must align growth expectations with realistic funding, infrastructure
capacity, and fiscal responsibility. Without these corrections, Plan Bay Area 2050+ risks becoming an
unfunded mandate that exposes cities to financial strain, legal challenges, and public safety risks.

We respectfully urge MTC and ABAG to revise the Draft Plan and Draft EIR accordingly before
adoption.
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Bay Area Transportation Working Group (BATWG)

Dedicated to Creating a Balanced Transportation System for the Bay Area
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December 18, 2025
VIA E-MAIL ONLY

MTC Public Information Office
Attn: Plan Bay Area

Attn: Draft EIR Comments

375 Beale Street, Suite 800

San Francisco, CA 94105
info@planbayarea.org
eircomments@bayareametro.gov

Re: Comments on Plan Bay Area 2050+ Regional Transportation Plan, Draft
Transportation Project List Report, and Related Environmental Impacts

To the Metropolitan Transportation Commission and ABAG:

The Bay Area Transportation Working Group (BATWG) is a group of transportation
professionals and activists that are dedicated to creating a balanced transportation
system for the Bay Area. BATWG offers these comments concerning the Plan Bay
Area 2050+ (PBA2050+) Regional Transportation Plan, especially the “Draft
Transportation Project List Report,” and related environmental impacts.

MTC-ABAG Have Failed to Inform the Public Adequately About Billions of Dollars
of New Taxes, Fees, and Tolls in PBA2050+: “Freeways” Converted Into

“Tollways”. These “New Revenues” Are Too Speculative to Serve as the Basis for
a “Fiscally-Constrained” Project List, Which Must Be Re-Evaluated and Reduced.

First, BATWG strongly criticizes MTC and ABAG for their failure to inform the public
adequately about the major proposal for billions of dollars of new taxes, tolls, and fees
that is buried deep in the bowels of PBA2050+. As discussed below, these “new
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revenues” are too speculative to serve as the basis for a “fiscally-constrained” project
list. Therefore, the transportation project list must be re-evaluated and reduced.

The PBA2050+ “Draft Technical Assumptions Report” includes new taxes, tolls, and
fees, including:
e Plan Bay Area 2050+ Next Generation Freeways Pricing Strategy: $20 billion
e Plan Bay Area 2050+ Parking Pricing Strategy: $12.3 billion

If PBA2050+ were truthful, it would refer to the proposal as “freeways converted into
tollways.”

The “Draft Technical Assumptions Report” explains both of those new taxes, tolls, and
fees:

Plan Bay Area 2050+ includes a strategy to institute peak-
period distance-based tolling on all Bay Area highways, or
an equivalent pricing strategy, beginning no later than 2035.
The distance-based fee is envisioned to range between 10
cents and 30 cents per mile during peak periods on
weekdays, varying by vehicle occupancy, congestion levels,
time-of-day, and direction of travel. ...

The Plan Bay Area 2050+ strategy to expand transportation
demand management initiatives includes an envisioned
increase in parking costs, no later than 2035, in Plan Bay
Area 2050+ Growth Geographies, which are areas prioritized
for housing and job growth in the plan. Parking fees would
increase by 25% from the baseline levels in Transit-rich
Areas (TRASs); and free parking would no longer be available
in all Growth Geographies. (p. 13.)

Both of these proposed “new revenues” streams have significant legal and political
hurdles that are not disclosed or discussed in the Plan. BATWG is unaware of any
existing legal authority that would permit any government agency “to institute peak-
period distance-based tolling on all Bay Area highways.” A fundamental flaw of the RTP
is that MTC-ABAG assumes the existence of $32.3 billion in revenues from these two
new taxes without any assessment of the likelihood that these new taxes ever will be
imposed.

The proposed RTP is heavily dependent upon these two “new revenues,” which may
not actually materialize. The Draft Transportation Project List Report states:

While near-term fiscal capacity is constrained, the second
period of the plan (FY 2036—-2050) reflects greater revenue
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potential. This is due in part to inflation, the lasting effects of
the 2020 economic downturn and the anticipated
introduction of new transportation revenues beginning in
2035. As shown in Table 1, only $149 billion of the $512
billion in total revenues are available in the first period, which
limits the scale of early investments. Some additional
support is provided by a portion of the flexible category,
while the later years of the plan allow for a broader set of
regionally significant projects. (p. 9.)

So if the new Freeway Tolling and/or Parking Fees “pricing strategies” do not
materialize, then the “fiscally-constrained project list” is unrealistic.

Many of the assumptions in the “Transportation Revenue Forecast Summary Table”
(Table 2-2, pp. 14-29), especially the “NEW REVENUES” section, are fundamentally
flawed and cannot serve as the basis for a “fiscally-constrained project list.”

e The “Regional Revenue Measure” on page 28 “[a]ssumes a 0.5% sales tax in all
nine counties, starting in FY 2027-28.” But MTC knows that will not happen
because SB 63, sponsored by MTC and enacted by the Legislature in 2025,
limits the 2026 sales tax increase to just five counties. MTC needs to re-
calculate the revenue assumptions, with revenues from four counties subtracted.

e The “Anticipated/Unspecified” “new revenues” amounting to $22.7 billion on page
27 are so vaguely defined that they cannot serve as a reasonable basis for a
“fiscally-constrained project list” in an RTP.

BATWG is unaware of public disclosure of MTC’s intention to impose tolls on SR 37
(“Other New User Fees,” p. 28).

The Regional Transportation Plan proposed in PBA2050+ is founded upon the
imposition of those new taxes, tolls, and fees. The capital projects, especially in the
year 2035 and thereafter, especially are dependent upon those new taxes, tolls, and
fees. Due to these “fiscal constraints,” many of the proposed projects are not realistic
and must be deleted from the “fiscally-constrained project list.” MTC needs to disclose
to the public which projects would be eliminated or reduced in scope (including how
they would be reduced in scope) if the new taxes, tolls, and fees were not to materialize.

BATWG also is concerned about the “equity” aspects of the new taxes, fees, and tolls
proposed in PBA2050+. In June 2018, many working class communities around the
Bay Area voted “no” on the Regional Measure 3 (RM3) bridge toll increase. These
communities included Richmond, San Pablo, Hayward, Concord, Pittsburg, Antioch,
Fairfield, and Vallejo. BATWG is unaware of any “public information” efforts anywhere,
especially in those impacted communities, about the new taxes, tolls, and fees that
PBA2050+ proposes. MTC, ABAG, and PBA2050+ claim to care about “equity,” but
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their failure to communicate the “new revenues” proposal, especially to impacted
communities, demonstrates that MTC and ABAG do not “practice what they preach”
about “equity.”

Fundamental Flaws in MTC-ABAG Projections for 2050.

Second, there are fundamental flaws in data at the foundation of PBA2050+. In DEIR
Table 2-14 on page 2-29, MTC-ABAG’s population forecast from 2020 to 2050 is a 24
percent increase. That is much larger than the California Department of Finance (DOF)
projections, 5.2 percent.! The DOF forecasts a nine-county Bay Area population of
7,747,408 in 2020, rising to 8,149,816 in 2050 (a 5.2% increase). MTC-ABAG projects
a much larger 9,586,000 population in 2050. There is a very significant and material
difference between the MTC-ABAG and DOF population projections, with Plan Bay
Area projecting an additional 1.4 million population in 2050 than the DOF forecast.

The FEIR should re-evaluate all of the environmental impacts throughout the plan using
both the MTC-ABAG (9,586,000 population in 2050) and the DOF (8,149,816 population
in 2050) projections. The smaller Bay Area population in 2050 in the DOF projections
should result in very significant differences in transportation- and housing-related
environmental impacts.

The “Valley Link” Project Must Be Re-Evaluated In Light of MTC’s Interregional
Project Policy and the Sponsoring Agency’s Admission of Project Cost
Escalation and Changes to the Project Definition. MTC Commissioners Cannot
Violate MTC Resolution No. 4399.

This comment concerns RTPID No. 25-T12-177, “Rail | Service Expansion |

Between San Joaquin County and Dublin/Pleasanton ("Valley Link").” The RTP project
description is, “This program includes funding to implement new rail service between
San Joaquin County (Mountain House) and Dublin/Pleasanton, including three new
stations in Alameda County and four-car trains (12 minute peak headways).”

The capital cost in the RTP, “$2,375” million ($2.375 billion) for a project from East
Dublin BART station to Mountain House is inconsistent with the capital cost range of
$3.794 billion to $4.465 billion presented to the Regional Rail Authority Board in the
agenda packet for the June 11, 2025 meeting. Assuming that the project definition
remains unchanged in the RTP, then the RTP must increase the capital cost for the
Valley Link project by at least $1.4 billion. As a result, the rest of the Transportation

1 The DOF figure is based upon Report P-2A: Total Population Projections for California
Counties, July 1 2020-2070, with the data series prepared by the Demographic
Research Unit in September 2025. (See:
https://dof.ca.gov/media/docs/forecasting/Demographics/projections/P2A County Total.
Xlsx)
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Project List must be adjusted (with other projects dropped or reduced in scope) in order
to meet the “fiscally-constrained” requirement for an RTP.

In December 2019, MTC adopted an “Interregional Project Funding and Coordination
Policy” (MTC Resolution No. 4399), in part because then-San Jose Mayor San Liccardo
voiced concern at MTC meetings that the Valley Link project was diverting scarce fiscal
resources from transportation projects that actually have regional benefits, especially
ACE.

MTC commissioners cannot include the Valley Link project, as defined in the Draft
Transportation Project List Report, in this RTP because that project definition does not
comport with MTC’s “Interregional Project Funding and Coordination Policy” in MTC
Resolution No. 4399. MTC'’s Interregional Project Policy states in part, “The
Interregional Project must be consistent with the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for
MTC and the applicable Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO)/Regional
Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA).”

The Valley Link project definition proposed in MTC’s RTP is inconsistent with the
current RTP for the San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG), approved in 2022.
The SJCOG “Plan Project List” is in Appendix F. (See:
https://www.sjcog.org/DocumentCenter/View/8738/Appendix-F---2022-RTP-Project-List-
--Final) The Valley Link project component in SJICOG’s RTP is “2022 RTP MPO ID
SJ18-6011" (Table 6-6: 2022 Regional Transportation Plan Project List - Rail Corridor
Improvements Category). The “project limits” are “[b]etween BART and ACE in Tri-
Valley.” The “project description” is

Improve the Union Pacific Railroad right -of-way from the
San Joaquin County Line for a passenger rail service.
Construction of a station and platform to accommodate the
new passenger rail service with parking and access onto
Patterson Pass Road. Construction of an operations and
maintenance facility at Hanson Road in Tracy along the
alignment.

That project description in the 2022 SJCOG RTP is entirely inconsistent with the project
description that MTC has proposed for PBA2050+. The City of Mountain House, where
MTC envisions a station, is more than a mile away from Patterson Pass Road, where
SJCOG’s RTP places the only Valley Link station in San Joaquin County.

The sponsoring agency, the Tri-Valley-San Joaquin Valley Regional Rail Authority, is in
the process of significantly curtailing the Valley Link project. A “Value Engineering”
study in January 2025 identified potential cost savings by significantly altering the Valley
Link project. The Regional Rail Authority Board voted on June 11, 2025 to support a


https://www.sjcog.org/DocumentCenter/View/8738/Appendix-F---2022-RTP-Project-List---Final
https://www.sjcog.org/DocumentCenter/View/8738/Appendix-F---2022-RTP-Project-List---Final

Plan Bay Area 2050+ Comments
December 18, 2025
Page 6

modified project with a portion of a different alignment, connecting to the Vasco ACE
station.

Now that the Regional Rail Authority is receptive to studying other connections between
BART and ACE, BATWG believes that MTC should require the Regional Rail Authority
to study solutions that are more cost-effective, especially an express bus system that
utilizes the HOV/Express Lanes on I-580. In 2004, the text Regional Measure 2 (RM2)
promised voters that “a carpool-lane direct connector to Dublin BART” would be
considered. The RM2 law, Streets and Highways Code section 30914, subd. (c)(32),
states in part, “Provide rail or High-Occupancy Vehicle lane direct connector to Dublin
BART and other improvements on I-580 in Alameda County for use by express buses.”
For the past 20 years, MTC has ignored its legislative mandate and the promise made
to RM2 voters that it would consider an express bus alternative in this corridor. Express
buses could connect BART and ACE on the 1-580 corridor through a project that would
be far cheaper and could implemented far sooner than a “Valley Link” rail project.

The “$679” million operating cost for Valley Link in the RTP is another reason why the
Valley Link project must be re-evaluated before it can be accepted into the RTP. The
Valley Link project will require a sizable operating subsidy, yet there is no identified
source to fund that operating subsidy. By including a new transit system in the RTP,
MTC commissioners are undermining their claims that voters must support the SB 63
sales tax increase to fund operating subsidy shortfalls in existing transit systems.
Therefore, the Valley Link project, as currently defined in the RTP, is not fiscally
constrained.

The BART “Silicon Valley Phase II” Project Must Be Re-Evaluated.

This comment concerns RTPID No. 25-T12-180, “Rail | Service Expansion | BART |
Santa Clara ("Silicon Valley Phase 11").” BATWG has criticized this project extensively
in recent years. Itis much costlier than it needs to be. See, e.g.,
https://batwgblog.com/2024/01/01/that-giant-sucking-sound-from-san-jose/.

The BART “Silicon Valley Phase II” project is the most expensive project in this RTP.
The capital cost is listed in the RTP as $12.2 billion. The operating cost is $1.257
billion. Furthermore, the capital cost inevitably will increase. The required operating
subsidy for the BART Silicon Valley Phase I, which opened for revenue service in 2020,
has exceeded projections due to much lower than anticipated farebox revenue.
Therefore, MTC especially must carefully scrutinize this project, especially its effects on
the “fiscal constraints” of the entire RTP. Like other poorly-planned mega-projects, such
as the Bay Bridge Eastern Span replacement, the BART “Silicon Valley Phase II”
project has the potential to consume considerably more resources than planned.

As part of this RTP “fiscally constrained project list” analysis, MTC needs to undertake a
thorough re-evaluation of the costs and cost-effectiveness of this project. MTC should
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require the project sponsors (including VTA and BART) to subject this project to
independent evaluation and analysis, akin to the “value engineering” report that
identified cost savings for the Valley Link project. MTC should not allow the flawed and
wasteful “single bore tunnel” design of this BART project to throw billions of dollars of
scarce transportation funding literally into a hole in the ground.

The independent evaluation and analysis should consider alternatives to the “single
bore tunnel” that are less costly, have lower environmental impacts (due to less soil
removed during excavation and transported away), provide better projected ridership,
and are safer for facility users. The “single bore tunnel” would result in stations that are
deep underground. Patrons would be dissuaded from using a deep underground BART
station that requires too many minutes for ingress and egress. The extra travel time
would not only inconvenience travelers under ordinary circumstances, but also could be
a life-or-death matter during emergencies. “Twin bore tunnel” and/or “cut-and-cover”
construction methods likely would be far less expensive and better for station users.

BATWG has heard that the project sponsors have not conducted adequate “soil
profiles” before proceeding with the “single tunnel bore” construction. BATWG is
concerned that another tunnel-boring machine disaster as occurred in Seattle also
might occur on this project. (See, e.qg., hitps://seattlebusinessmag.com/policy-
regulations/who-killed-bertha-why-seattle-tunnel-disaster-isnt-what-it-seems-and-why-
wsdot-making/)

BATWG cannot find any environmental report for the switch to the “single tunnel bore”
method. The amount of soil removed is significantly higher than for other construction
methods. BATWG cannot find any environmental report that discusses the increased
“muck” volume, the increased truck hauls, the ventilation tower removals, and/or the
platform depth associated with the change to the “single tunnel bore.”

VTA Rail Projects in the RTP Deserve Additional Scrutiny.

BATWG has long been critical of the poor planning in VTA'’s light rail system. Transit
project scholars, along with FTA, MTC, VTA, and other entities, should especially
scrutinize the disastrous Almaden VTA light rail extension. It is notorious as the only
passenger rail line constructed in the United States in the late 20" century that was
abandoned within 20 years after completion. (See, e.g.,
https://www.trainorders.com/discussion/read.php?4,4911840, which claims that VTA’s
Almaden line is the “first federally-funded light rail line built after 1980

to ever cease service.)

Before MTC, VTA, and FTA spend more money on new VTA rail projects, they ought to
carefully study what has gone wrong with past MTC- and FTA-funded rail projects
planned and built by VTA, especially the abandoned boondoggle that was the Almaden
light rail line.
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“Dumbarton Rail” Should Be Included in the RTP Transportation Project List.

BATWG supports closing the “Dumbarton Transit Gap.” See:
https://batwgblog.com/2021/05/15/eliminating-the-dumbarton-transit-gap/
The Dumbarton Rail project should be included in the RTP.

The first bridge across San Francisco Bay, circa 1910, was the Dumbarton Rail Bridge.
The Legislature and MTC promised Regional Measure 2 voters in 2004 that passenger
service on the Dumbarton Rail Bridge would be restored. (See, e.g.,
https://www.almanacnews.com/morgue/2004/2004 02 25.dumb.shtml See also:
https://www.sjsu.edu/metropolitanstudies/initiatives/dumbarton-rail-corridor-
archive/history.php)

The text of RM2 expressly promised voters, “New Mass Transit Options ... Dumbarton
bridge rail service connecting Union City and Millbrae BART stations. $135 million.” But
after voters passed RM2, MTC engaged in a colossal “bait and switch,” diverting bridge
toll revenues intended for the Dumbarton Rail project to the Warm Springs BART
extension.

Regarding RTPID No. 25-T11-145, BATWG does not believe that expansion of express
bus service in the Dumbarton Bridge corridor is adequate long-term alternative to
providing rail passenger service. There is not a dedicated HOV lane across the
Dumbarton highway bridge. As BATWG members personally have experienced, many
of those “express” buses are snarled in commute-hour traffic across the highway bridge.

“LINK 21” Is Rightfully Excluded from the RTP Transportation Project List.

BATWG is pleased that the RTP includes no “LINK 21” project. BATWG has been
critical of “LINK 21”: https://batwgblog.com/2023/04/15/time-to-shut-down-barts-link-21-

project/

BATWG thanks MTC and ABAG for consideration of these comments.

Respectfully submitted,

Is! Jerny Cauthen

GERALD CAUTHEN, P.E.
President, Bay Area Transportation Working Group
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DEPARTMENT OF RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

SOLANO
COUNTY

December 18, 2025

Attn: Plan Bay Area

MTC Public Information Office
375 Beale Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA, 94105

Re: Solano County Comments on Plan Bay Area 2050+ Plan and Draft EIR

To whom it may concern:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Plan Bay Area 2050+ Plan and Draft
EIR. Solano County has the following comments and concerns regarding the Plan and
Draft EIR:

Agricultural Resources

Given Solano County’s substantial agricultural economy, a more thorough cumulative
analysis is necessary. There is no evaluation of agricultural impacts outside the growth
footprint. Unincorporated agricultural lands are vulnerable to incremental and cumulative
development such as edge effects, fragmentation, and infrastructure conflicts are likely
outside designated Growth Geographies.

Insufficient Evaluation of Indirect Agricultural Impacts

Although the Draft EIR identifies potential conversion of agricultural land and its impacts
(Impacts AGF-1 and AGF-3), it does not adequately assess the indirect or cumulative
impacts that can significantly affect agricultural viability, including:
o Edge effects such as trespass, pesticide-use conflicts, urban/agricultural interface
issues, and noise.
e Loss of agricultural efficiency associated with changes in field access, vehicle
circulation, and proximity to new urban uses.
o Extent of potential spill-over effects, areas of likely occurrence, and assessment of
impacts specific to counties with substantial farmland, including Solano County.



Lacking in Analysis of Agricultural Viability or Economic Sustainability

The Draft EIR focuses primarily on direct farmland conversion acreage. It does not
evaluate the long-term viability of remaining agricultural operations, including:
e Acreage reductions caused by transportation or sea-level-rise adaptation
infrastructure.
« Impacts to agricultural service providers, processing facilities, or water-dependent
agricultural supply chains.

Incomplete Cumulative Impacts Evaluation

The Draft EIR concludes cumulative agricultural impacts are significant, but does not
present:
« ldentification of agricultural regions most at risk from combined Plan Bay Area
2050+ (Plan) growth, flood adaptation infrastructure, and transportation investments.
« On how the Plan interacts with county-level General Plan, agricultural preservation
programs, or agricultural zoning frameworks.
« An evaluation of agricultural impacts outside the growth footprint.

Stronger Emphasis on Agricultural Lands

While PBA2050 attempts to place a focus on strategies related to Transportation,
Housing, Economy and Environment, it should seek to include agricultural preservation
as a more important component of long-term growth. The continued efforts to increase
housing options and job creation for the state’s population continues to put pressure on
agricultural resources. PBA2050 should more proactively place an emphasis that
increasing housing and job creation should not be done at the risk of losing the Bay Area’s
valued agricultural lands.

Protection and Investment into Adricultural Lands

Per SB375, MTC shall consider financial incentives for cities and counties that have
resource areas or farmland, as defined in Section 65080.01, for the purposes of, for
example, transportation investments for the preservation and safety of the city street or
county road system and farm to market and interconnectivity transportation needs. MTC
shall also consider financial assistance for counties to address countywide service
responsibilities in counties that contribute towards the greenhouse gas emission
reduction targets by implementing policies for growth to occur within their cities.

The PBA2050 and the Draft EIR do not ensure that the requirements of SB375 are being
met for the rural agricultural areas. Specifically, PBA2050 continues to prioritize
investment into urban centers without adequate consideration for the necessity of
enhancing agricultural access and viability. Rural farm to urban fork should prioritize the
necessity of farm-to-market routes. Consumption of regional agricultural products, locally
and regionally, limits GHG impacts related to interstate/global shipping, trucking, logistics,
and processing.



Housing

Is PBA2050 anticipated to inform the 7" RHNA Cycle methodology? If so, the Plan needs
to ensure that new housing continues to be directed to the inner Bay Area counties and
cities even more than the previous PBA version. Outlying counties such as Solano
struggle to accommodate its RHNA obligations while maintaining community separators
and keeping important agricultural areas from premature conversion to residential and
commercial uses.

Jobs-Housing Balance:

The Solano County fact sheet anticipates a 5% growth rate in households and a 26%
growth rate in jobs. Traditionally, a 1.5:1 job to household ratio is considered strong. As
such, the fact sheet’s 5.2:1 projection seems overly aggressive. The County supports
efforts to increase job production in Solano County as long as the “job fit” matches the
affordability of the housing. MTC/ABAG should support financial resources and
incentives to businesses seeking to locate in Solano County.

PBA2050 continues to place an emphasis on housing development near major transit,
which the County supports. However, other methods to decrease transportation times
and miles traveled should be seriously considered. Placing livable wage jobs near
already existing housing area will also reduce the need to commute to the inner Bay Area
for job access.

Hydrology

Absence of Quantitative Runoff or Drainage Modeling

The Draft EIR acknowledges that increases in impervious surfaces can alter stormwater
runoff, groundwater recharge, and flood flows. However, the hydrologic analysis is based
on generalized regulatory compliance rather than regional quantifiable evaluation. We
understand that the Plan does not provide any specific project; thus, the runoff and
drainage modeling analysis may be estimated based on regional projected assumptions
in growth footprints.

Given the scale of forecasted growth and Solano County’s mix of urban and agricultural
drainage systems, quantitative hydrologic modeling on a regional level or watershed level
would be helpful for a CEQA level assessment.

Limited Evaluation of Groundwater Recharge Impacts

Although the Draft EIR includes future constraints on groundwater recharge, it does not
analyze any geographic overlap between Growth Geographies and mapped recharge
areas, nor the associated impacts. Similarly, the potential for regional sea level rise
adaptation structures, particularly levees and seawalls, to alter shallow groundwater
gradients or impede inland drainage is not addressed.

These issues are particularly important for Solano County, which relies on a combination
of surface water and groundwater resources for both urban and agricultural uses.



Limited Analysis of Flood-Risk

The Draft EIR relies heavily on future permitting to ensure no adverse effects and does
not analyze potential for floodwater impacts to adjacent downstream or upstream
communities and interactions between sea level rise barriers and projected groundwater
rise, which can exacerbate flooding and water quality concerns in interior low-lying areas.

Given Solano County’s vulnerability to tidal, fluvial, and overland flood pathways,
additional analysis is warranted. Furthermore, to ensure alignment with regional
resilience objectives, the Plan should be closely coordinated with the Solano Bayshore
Resiliency Project, which Solano County is currently undertaking to fulfill its mandated
Regional Shoreline Adaptation Plan.

Climate Change

Outdated Climate Science

It appears that the Draft EIR references the State of California Sea Level Rise Guidance
(OPC, 2018 Update) as the basis for its sea level rise (SLR) assumptions. The best
available climate science presented in the OPC, 2024 Update should be used for the
Final EIR analysis. The magnitudes of SLR estimates are significant between the 2018
Update and the 2024 Update. The Final EIR should also clearly specify which SLR
projections from the OPC 2024 Update Guidance were used for the evaluation, since this
was not clearly defined in the Draft EIR.

Inadequate Climate Change Impact Analysis

While it acknowledges climate change drivers and the need for adaptation, the Draft EIR
does not quantify,

. SLR induced flooding for the Plan’s growth areas.

. Climate-driven hydrologic changes (runoff, baseflow, storm intensity).

. Climate-change impacts on water quality such as pollutant mobilization during
larger storms.

. Climate-driven groundwater rise, despite citing it.

Generally speaking, the Draft EIR does not estimate or provide a range of values for key
climate-related impacts, such as future hazard conditions and how they may affect
specific growth areas, transportation projects, or natural resources. The Draft EIR
approach places primary reliance on future project-level CEQA review and regulatory
compliance, rather than integrating region-based climate modeling that would provide a
broader context or climate risks for evaluating individual projects in the future.

Transportation

Per SB375, MTC shall consider financial incentives for cities and counties that have
resource areas or farmland, as defined in Section 65080.01, for the purposes of, for
example, transportation investments for the preservation and safety of the city street or
county road system and farm to market and interconnectivity transportation needs. MTC
shall also consider financial assistance for counties to address countywide service



responsibilities in counties that contribute towards the greenhouse gas emission
reduction targets by implementing policies for growth to occur within their cities.

The PBA2050 and the Draft EIR do not ensure that the requirements of SB375 are being
met for the rural agricultural areas. Specifically, PBA2050 continues to prioritize
investment into urban centers without adequate consideration for the necessity of
enhancing agricultural access and viability. Rural farm to urban fork should prioritize the
necessity of farm-to-market routes. Consumption of regional agricultural products, locally
and regionally, limits GHG impacts related to interstate/global shipping, trucking, logistics,
and processing.

Gaps in Growth Geographies

The Draft EIR does not meaningfully consider or evaluate land use changes in
unincorporated areas of Solano County. The Plan focuses almost entirely on regional
“Growth Geographies,” which, as shown in Figure 2.5, are located exclusively within the
county’s incorporated urban areas. However, portions of unincorporated Solano County
have the potential to be designated or developed as future “Growth Geographies.” By
omitting these areas from the Plan’s land use assumptions, the Draft EIR provides no
analysis of the potential environmental impacts associated with their future development.

Solano County is in the process of completing the Solano County Strategic Initiative for
Agriculture, which includes an agricultural economic development plan and assessments
of agricultural infrastructure needs and land use planning policies. As a result, additional
areas of growth may be proposed within the unincorporated lands. Final EIR should
clarify how unincorporated areas are treated and considered on impacts, disclose any
indirect or cumulative land use pressures that may arise from the Plan, and evaluate
potential effects on rural communities and agricultural operations as part of the cumulative
impact evaluation.

Inadequate Water Supply and Bay-Delta Regulatory Analysis

The Draft EIR overlooks the critical connection between groundwater availability in
Solano County and Bay-Delta hydrology. Many unincorporated and urban communities
in Solano County rely on groundwater that is directly influenced by Delta surface water
levels, tidal conditions, and regional water supply reliability, such as the Solano Project.
Climate change and potential Bay-Delta Plan flow requirements based on the unimpaired
flow scenario proposed by the State Water Resources Control Board could reduce
surface water deliveries and increase groundwater pumping, heightening risks of
depletion, subsidence, and salinity intrusion. Because the Draft EIR does not evaluate
these foreseeable interactions in light of future development, it fails to provide adequate
CEQA analysis and projections of long-term water supply vulnerabilities and impacts.

We appreciate that the Plan Bay Area process and understand the need for a broad
community approach for the vision. As a county that enacted and maintained an orderly
growth initiative for over 40 years, we ask that you take greater consideration for the rural
and small agencies that have often been left out of the urban-focused planning and
funding of the last decade.



We look forward to your response to our concerns. Please call me at 707-784-6072 if you
have any questions regarding our comments.

Sincerely,

S 7

Matt Tuggle, PE
Department of Resource Management
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The San Mateo County Planning and Building Department appreciates the opportunity to review and provide
comment on the Draft Plan Bay Area 2050+. Please find attached our comment letter.

Sincerely,
Bharat Singh

Please take a short survey to let us know how we're doing!

Bharat Singh (he/him)
Planning Services Manager
Planning & Building Department
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