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2 Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

This section includes comments received during public circulation of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (DEIR) prepared for the 2026 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(2026 RTP/SCS).  

The Draft EIR was circulated for a 45-day public review period that began on June 22, 2026, and ended on 
August 6, 2026. The San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) received eight comment letters on the 
Draft EIR. The commenters and the page number on which each commenter’s letter appear are listed 
below. 

2.1 Responses to Comments 
Letter No. and Commenter Page No. 

1 Jamie Silva, Environmental Program Manager, Central Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFPB) 2-2

2 Betty Wilson, Executive Director, Business Council of San Joaquin County 2-8

3 Betty Wilson, Executive Director, Business Council of San Joaquin County 2-14

4 Jeff Henderson, Deputy Executive Officer, Delta Stewardship Council 2-20

5 Mary Elizabeth, Resident, Delta Conservation Team (Public Hearing Testimony) 2-30

6 Caleb Brock, Deputy District Director, California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 2-33

7 David J. Rehnstrom, Manager of Water Distribution Planning, East Bay Municipal Utility District 
(EBMUD) 

2-40

8 Mark Montelongo Director of Policy and Government Affairs, San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution 
Control District (SJVAPCD) 

2-57

The comment letters and responses follow. The comment letters are numbered sequentially and each 
separate issue raised by the commenter, if more than one, has been assigned a number. The responses 
to each comment identify first the number of the comment letter, and then the number assigned to each 
issue (Response 1.1, for example, indicates that the response is for the first issue raised in Comment 
Letter 1).  

Where a comment resulted in a change to the Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (Draft 
PEIR) text, a notation is made in the response indicating that the text is revised. Changes in text are 
signified by strikeout font (strikeout font) where text was removed and by underlined font (underlined 
font) where text was added. These changes in text are also included in Section 3, Revisions to the Draft 
EIR. 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA – CALIFORNIA NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY GAVIN NEWSOM, GOVERNOR 

CENTRAL VALLEY FLOOD PROTECTION BOARD 
3310 El Camino Ave., Ste. 170 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95821 
(916) 574-0609 

July 6, 2026 

Edith Verdin 
Senior Regional Planner 
San Joaquin Council of Governments 
555 E. Weber Ave. 
Stockton, CA 95202 
rtp@sjcog.org 

Subject: Comments for the Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Report, 2026 
Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy, SCH# 2025041249, San 
Joaquin County 

Dear Edith Verdin, 

The Central Valley Flood Protection Board (Board) appreciates the opportunity to comment on 
the Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (Draft PEIR) for the proposed 2026 
Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (2026 RTP/SCS). 

The 2026 RTP/SCS will guide the development of transportation improvement programs, other 
transportation programming documents, and plans throughout San Joaquin County. Regulated 
streams and designated floodways within the Board’s permitting authority are listed in Table 1 
below. Therefore, a Board permit may be required. Board permit information, including 
information on how to schedule a pre-application meeting with Board staff, is available on the 
Permitting at the Central Valley Flood Protection Board website. 

Table 1: Regulated Streams and Floodways 

Waterbody Name Board Regulated 
Stream 

USACE 408 Federally 
Regulated Stream 

Designated 
Floodway 

Atherton Cove Yes No No 
Banta Carbona Intake Canal Yes No Yes 
Bear Creek Yes Yes Yes 
Calaveras River Yes Yes Yes 
Duck Creek (upstream of 
confluence with Calaveras River) NoNoYes

Duck Creek (upstream of Walker 
Slough) NoYesYes

Duck Creek South Branch Yes Yes No 
Five Mile Slough Yes No No 
Fourteen Mile Slough Yes No No 
French Camp Slough Yes Yes Yes 
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Waterbody Name Board Regulated 
Stream 

USACE 408 Federally 
Regulated Stream 

Designated 
Floodway 

Littlejohns Creek Yes Yes No 
Lone Tree Creek, Middle Fork Yes No No 
Lone Tree Creek (upstream of 
French Camp Slough) NoYesYes

Mokelumne River Yes No Yes 
Mormon Slough Yes Yes Yes 
Mosher Creek Yes No No 
Mosher Slough Yes No No 
Old River Yes Yes Yes 
Paddy Creek (includes Middle 
and South) YesYesYes

Paradise Cut Yes Yes Yes 
Pixley Slough Yes Yes No 
Rock Creek Yes Yes No 
San Joaquin River Yes Yes Yes 
Smith Canal Yes No No 
Stanislaus River Yes Yes Yes 
Stockton Diversion Canal Yes Yes Yes 
Tom Paine Slough Yes No No 
Walker Slough Yes Yes No 
Walthall Slough Yes No No 

Please include the Central Valley Flood Protection Board permit regulatory setting under 
heading 1.6 Lead, Responsible, and Trustee Agencies; 4.11.2.b Regulatory Setting - State 
Laws, Regulations, and Polices; and 4.11.2.e Impact HYD-4. 

California Code of Regulations, Title 23, Waters, Division 1 (Title 23) provides standards that 
govern the design and construction of projects that affect the flood control works and floodways. 
Board staff recommends that you review Title 23 Standards, including Sections 112 (Streams 
Regulated and Nonpermissible Work Periods), 116 (Borrow and Excavation Activities – Land 
and Channel), 123 (Pipelines, Conduits, and Utility Lines), 124 (Abandoned Pipelines and 
Conduits), 126 (Fences and Gates), 128 (Bridges), 131 (Vegetation), and 132 (Bicycle Trails). 
Any modification to the flood control works or floodways, and any deviation or variation from the 
standards will require approval from the Board. 

Responsibility of the Board 
The Board is the State’s regulatory agency responsible for enforcing appropriate standards for 
the construction, maintenance, and operation of the flood control system that protects life, 
property, and habitat in California’s Central Valley. The Board serves as the State coordinator 
between local flood management agencies and the federal government, with the goal of 
providing the highest level of flood protection possible to California’s Central Valley. 

The Board operates under authorities as described in California Water Code (Water Code), 
which requires the Board to oversee future modifications or additions to facilities of the State 
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Plan of Flood Control (SPFC). In addition, pursuant to assurances provided to the United States 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) by the Board on behalf of the State, the USACE Operation 
and Maintenance Manuals, Code of Federal Regulations, Title 33, Section 208.10, and United 
States Code, Title 33, Section 408, the Board is responsible for the operation and maintenance 
of the SPFC facilities. The USACE requires the Board to serve as the lead non-Federal sponsor 
for projects to improve or alter facilities of the SPFC pursuant to Code of Federal Regulations, 
Title 33, Section 408. The State's objectives include fulfilling the USACE's expectations 
pursuant to the assurances provided to the USACE. 

Board Permit 
Per Title 23, Section 6, approval by the Board is required for all proposed work or uses, 
including the alteration of levees within any area for which there is an Adopted Plan of Flood 
Control within the Board’s jurisdiction. In addition, Board approval is required for all proposed 
encroachments within a floodway, on adjacent levees, and within any Regulated Stream 
identified in Title 23, Table 8.1. Specifically, Board jurisdiction includes the levee section, the 
waterward area between project levees, a minimum 10-foot-wide strip adjacent to the landward 
levee toe, the area within 30 feet from the top of bank(s) of Regulated Streams, and inside the 
Board’s Designated Floodways. Activities outside of these limits which could adversely affect 
Federal-State flood control facilities, as determined by the Board, are also under the Board’s 
jurisdiction. Permits may also be required for existing unpermitted encroachments or where it is 
necessary to establish the conditions normally imposed by permitting, including where 
responsibility for the encroachment has not been clearly established or ownership or uses have 
been changed. 

Flood Impacts Analysis 
Pursuant to Title 23, Section 15, the Board may deny a Board permit if the proposed work could: 

• Jeopardize directly or indirectly the physical integrity of levees or other works, 
• Obstruct, divert, redirect, or raise the surface level of design floods or flows, or the lesser 

flows for which protection is provided, 
• Cause significant adverse changes in water velocity or flow regimen, 
• Impair the inspection of floodways or project works, 
• Interfere with the maintenance of floodways or project works, 
• Interfere with the ability to engage in flood fighting, patrolling, or other flood emergency 

activities, 
• Increase the damaging effects of flood flows, 
• Be injurious to, or interfere with, the successful execution, functioning, or operation of any 

adopted plan of flood control, or 
• Adversely affect the State Plan of Flood Control, as defined in the California Water Code 

The Board, as a Responsible Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), 
will review and consider the environmental effects of the proposed work identified in the Draft 
PEIR, and will reach its own conclusions on whether and how to approve the project involved 
(14 CCR 15096, subd. (a)). This includes direct impacts to facilities under construction, as well 
as indirect impacts from the proposed work to surrounding facilities. Accordingly, the comments 
herein are intended to assist in the development of a robust CEQA document capable of 
supporting the Board’s permitting process. 
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Closing 
The potential risks to public safety, including increased flood risks, need to be considered when 
developing proposed projects that seek to modify flood control works or the hydrology of the 
water ways. Board staff is available to discuss any questions you have regarding the above 
comments. Please contact Jordan Robbins at (916) 524-3454, or via email at 
Jordan.Robbins@cvfood.ca.gov if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Jamie Silva 
Environmental Program Manager 

Office of Land Use and Climate Innovationcc:
State.Clearinghouse@lci.ca.gov 

Steve Lamb 
Steve.Lamb@cvflood.ca.gov 
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Letter 1 
Commenter: Jamie Silva, Environmental Program Manager, Central Valley Flood Protection Board 

(CVFPB) 

Date: July 6, 2026 

Response 1.1 
The commenter summarizes the purpose of the 2026 RTP/SCS and provides a list of all the regulated 
streams and designated floodways within the CVFPB’s permitting authority. The commenter provides 
guidance on permitting if any of the listed streams or designated floodways are within the project area. 
This comment does not raise any specific significant environmental issues or raise issues on the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis included in the EIR. No response is warranted. 

Response 1.2 
The commenter requests that the CVFPB be included as a responsible agency under Section 1.6 Lead, 
Responsible, and Trustee Agencies of the Draft PEIR. In order to more accurately reflect the regulatory 
setting of the 2026 RTP/SCS, the following revision will be implemented on Page 10 of Section 1.6, 
Introduction: 

“While no responsible or trustee agencies are responsible for approvals associated with the adoption of 
the 2026 RTP/SCS, implementation of projects identified in the 2026 RTP/SCS will require permits and 
approvals from lead, responsible, and trustee agencies, which may include the following: 

• Central Valley Flood Protection Board” 

The commenter also requests similar revisions recognizing the CVFPB as a responsible agency in Section 
4.11, Hydrology and Water Quality under subsections 4.11.2.b Regulatory Setting – State Laws, 
Regulations, and Policies. However, discussion of specific agencies is not included in this section and is 
more intended to provide information on applicable laws, regulations and policies rather than specific 
discussion on all responsible agencies with permitting authority. Therefore, no changes have been 
included in subsection 4.11.2.b. No further response is necessary. 

The commenter similarly requests that the CVFPB be included as a responsible agency in subsection 
4.11.2.e under Impact HYD-4. HYD-4 describes the potential impacts associated with flood hazards, 
tsunamis, and seiche zones within the project vicinity, and identified a less than significant impact. The 
inclusion of information on permits and the authority associated with the CVFPB would not alter the 
impact analysis, significance determinations, or mitigation measures, nor would it provide information 
necessary for informed public decision-making regarding the project’s environmental effects. 
Accordingly, the requested addition would not be necessary to support the environmental conclusions. 
Therefore, no revisions to the EIR are required or have been made. 

Response 1.3 
The commenter describes the provisions of the California Code of Regulations, Title 23, Waters, Division 
1 and recommends the review of Title 23 standards, including Sections 112, 116, 123, 124, 126, 128, 131 
and 132. The commenter provides additional guidance on the applicability of Board approval for work 
taking place within the flood control works or floodways deviating or varying from standards. This 
comment does not raise any specific significant environmental issues or raise issues on the adequacy of 
the environmental analysis included in the EIR as no deviation or variation from standards are being 
requested. A variation proposed on individual project level would be addressed in the project level CEQA 
documentation prepared for that project. No response is warranted. 
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Response 1.4 
The commenter describes the roles and responsibilities within the statewide regulatory framework, 
including the California Water Code and the CVFPB’s relation to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. This 
comment does not raise any specific significant environmental issues or raise issues on the adequacy of 
the environmental analysis included in the EIR. No response is warranted. 

Response 1.5 
The commenter notes that certain activities associated with the project may be subject to the jurisdiction 
of the CVFPB pursuant to Title 23 and may require Board approval and/or permits. This comment does 
not raise any specific significant environmental issues or raise issues on the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis included in the EIR. No response is warranted. 

Response 1.6 
The commenter states that the CVFPB may deny permits for projects that adversely affect flood control 
facilities, flood flows, public safety, or flood management operations. The commenter notes that the 
CVFPB will independently evaluate the project’s flood-related impacts. This comment does not raise any 
specific significant environmental issues or raise issues on the adequacy of the environmental analysis 
included in the EIR. No response is warranted. 
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From: Betty Wilson <bwilson@bci-sjc.org>  
Sent: Monday, July 6, 2026 1:30 PM 
To: RTP <RTP@sjcog.org> 
Subject: Public Comment 2026 Regional Transportation Plan EIR 
Importance: High 

Enclosed are our public comments: 
 
1. SJCOG to publish a capped, predictable VMT-mitigation fee or credit bank, instead of leaving costs to per-project 

negotiation. 

2.  Quantify the freight and goods-movement benefits, and to avoid open-ended health-risk thresholds that make 
warehouse siting unpredictable. 

3. Flag internal inconsistencies that invite legal challenge: the population figure differs between chapters (about 
878,093 in §3 versus about 950,019 used in the §4.14 VMT math), and the VMT-impact heading mis-states the result 
as “increasing” when the data show a roughly 5% decrease that is merely insufficient. 

4.  SJCOG to remove template carryover from another county — the Executive Summary’s Impact AQ-3(a) names 
“TCAG” (the Tulare County Association of Governments) — not SJCOG — as a responsible agency, and several 
chapters (the Project Description, Transportation, Hydrology, and Cultural Resources) refer to an “MTP/SCS” and a 
2050 horizon rather than SJCOG’s 2026 RTP/SCS. These errors undercut the document’s defensibility. 

5.  SJCOG to reconcile the cumulative-wildfire finding (listed significant and unavoidable in §5.3 but mitigated to less-
than-significant in §4.16). 

6. Please fund realism: since the superior alternative was rejected for lack of committed funding, ask how the preferred 
plan’s grant assumptions are more secure, and what happens to promised relief if grants fall short. 

7. Provide clarity on how farmland-mitigation credits will be administered, so the requirement is not a permitting 
bottleneck. 
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Most of these are constructive, good-government asks — they make the EIR more accurate and 
more legally durable, which serves business by protecting the streamlining and certainty that 
depend on a defensible document. The funding and VMT-fee items are where the Council’s 
economic interest is most direct. 

 
 
Respectfully, 
Betty Wilson 
Executive Director 
Business Council of San Joaquin County 
6731 Herndon Place 
Stockton, CA  95219 
209.956.3389 Office 
209.487.3700 Direct Line 
bci@bci-sjc.org 
bwilson@bci-sjc.org 
 
PLEASE NOTE: This communication and any accompanying documents are confidential and privileged.  They 
are intended for the sole use of the addressee.  If you receive this transmission in error, you are advised that any 
disclosure, copying, distribution, or the taking of any action in reliance upon this communication is strictly 
prohibited.  If you have received this communication in error, please contact me at the above email 
address.  Thank you. 
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Letter 2 

Commenter: Betty Wilson, Executive Director, Business Council of San Joaquin County 

Date: July 8, 2026 

Response 2.1 

The commenter requests for the lead agency to establish a capped vehicle miles travelled (VMT)-
mitigation fee or credit bank rather than assigning costs to “per-project negotiation”. The subject of this 
comment is outside the scope of this EIR as developing a VMT program as suggested would be a SJCOG 
policy decision to create a program and funds to create. This comment does not raise any issues 
regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. No revisions are necessary. 

Response 2.2 

The commenter requests for the “freight and goods-movement benefits” to be quantified. CEQA does not 
require a lead agency to identify, quantify or list specific benefits of a project. CEQA Guidelines §15124(b) 
provides that a project's objectives should include the underlying purpose of the project and may discuss 
project benefits, making such discussion discretionary rather than mandatory. 

Second, the commenter states that the health-risk thresholds identified in the EIR are open-ended and 
cause warehouse siting to be unpredictable. The health-risk thresholds utilized in the EIR are drawn from 
the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) that are then adopted by the lead agency. 
CEQA Guidelines §15064.7 expressly authorizes lead agencies to develop and apply thresholds of 
significance for determining the significance of environmental impacts. The thresholds used in this 
analysis are therefore an accepted and recognized CEQA methodology, provided they are supported by 
substantial evidence, which was established in Section 4.2, Air Quality  of the EIR. The comment is noted 
and does not raise any specific significant environmental issues or raise issues on the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis included in the EIR.  

Response 2.3 

The commenter states that population figures differ between Section 3, Environmental Setting  and 
Section 4.14, Transportation  in the EIR. Section 3 provides a population figure of 878,093 by 2049 and 
Section 4.14 provides a population figure of 950,019 by 2049. In order to reflect the most recent 
calculations presented in Appendix F, SJCOG 2026 RTP Induced VMT Assessment, which was prepared 
in May 2026, the following revisions will be incorporated into Section 3, Environmental Setting  on Page 3-
1: 

“San Joaquin County is considered one of the fastest growing regions in the Central Valley, with the 
population expected to reach about 878,093  950,019  people by 2049 ( Damkowitch & Molakatalla 2026 ).” 

This revision to the population number does not affect the analysis or conclusions in the EIR. The 
commenter also notes that the VMT-impact heading misstates the result as “increasing” when the 
underlying data indicate an approximately 5 percent decrease in VMT. The heading in the DEIR on 
Section 4.14, Transportation , Page 4.14-22, “Overall Increase in Regional VMT” is an accurate heading. 
Total VMT for the SJCOG region is anticipated to increase from 18,773,254 in 2023 to 22,069,148 with 
the plan in 2049. This demonstrates an increase of 3,295,894 VMT by 2049. It is also noted that 
included VMT amounts were adjusted after release of the DEIR. This change resulted in changes to 
per capita GHG amount as shown in Table 4.14-3 and 4.9-4 below. 

 

 



San Joaquin Council of Governments  
2026 RTP & SCS Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

 
Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Report 

Table 4.14-3 VMT Results Summary 

Scenario 2023 2049 Plan 2049 No Build 

Base VMT (SJCOG Model) 18,773,254 21,195,438 
21,418,525 

21,195,438 
21,304,545 

Short-Term Induced VMT (SJCOG Model) N/A 241,612 
223,087 

103,124 
109,107 

Long-Term Induced VMT (NCST) N/A 632,098 
288,867 

105,743 
45,267 

Total Induced VMT (Hybrid) N/A 873,710 
511,954 

208,867 
154,374 

Total VMT 18,773,254 22,069,148 
21,930,479 

21,404,305 
21,458,919 

Source: SJCOG Modelling Information 

1 Reflects all capacity increasing projects both planned and programmed 

2 Reflects programmed capacity increasing projects only. 

Table 4.9-4 Per Capita Passenger Vehicle CO2 Emissions Comparison 

 

Percent Change in Per Capita CO2 Emissions 
(lbs/day) 

2005 Baseline  
(per SB 375) 2035 2049 

Per Capita Passenger Vehicle Emissions1 20.418.5 16.7 15.0 14.814.2 

Percent Change from in Per Capita GHG Emissions 
from 2005 

 -18.119.2% -27.523.2% 

SB 375 Target  -16% n/a2 

SB 375 Target Met?  Yes n/a2 

CO2 = carbon dioxide; lbs = pounds; SB = Senate Bill 

Source: Appendix E 

1Per capita passenger vehicle emissions for 2035 and 2049 derived from reduction percentages provided by SJCOG.  

 2SB 375 targets have not been adopted for post-2035 years. 

No further revisions to the EIR are necessary. 

Response 2.4 

The commenter notes inconsistencies within Table ES-1 in Executive Summary  of the EIR. These include 
referring to the Tulare County Association of Governments (TCAG), MTP/SCS, and a 2050 planning 
horizon. The following revisions will be implemented into the EIR: 

Page ES-8 of Executive Summary : 

“AQ-3(a) PM10 Emissions Reduction. To help reduce regional PM10 emissions, TCAG  SJCOG , in 
partnership with SJVAPCD and implementing agencies, shall…”  

Page ES-24 of Executive Summary : 

“Impact WF-2: Proposed transportation improvements and land use projects envisioned by the 2026 
MTP  RTP /SCS would be located in or near SRAs. ” 

Page 4.11-18 of Section 4.11, Hydrology and Water Quality : 
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“The SWRCB and RWQCBs implement and enforce the Industrial General Permit, which may impact 
any industrial development under the 2050 MTP  2026 RTP /SCS land use scenario .” 

Page 4.4-17 of Section 4.4, Cultural Resources : 

“The following section describes cultural resource impacts associated with the transportation 
improvements and future land use scenario in the 2050 MTP 2026 RTP /SCS.”  

These typographical errors do not affect the analysis or conclusions in the EIR and no further revisions 
to the EIR are necessary. 

The commenter states that there were similar errors in both Section 2, Project Description  and Section 
4.14, Transportation , but there were no errors present as described in those sections, therefore no 
revisions to those sections are required. 

Response 2.5 

The commenter notes that there are inconsistent impact determinations between Section 4.16, Wildfire  
and Section 5.3, Other CEQA . The commenter states that the cumulative impact finding is described as 
less than cumulatively considerable level in Section 4.16 but included in the Section 5.3 List of Significant 
and Unavoidable Impacts . This impact was added to this list erroneously and has been corrected by 
deleting from Section 5, Other CEQA  on Page 5-6: 

5.3 List of Significant and Unavoidable Impacts 

As discussed in Sections 4.1 through 4.16 of the DEIR, implementation of the proposed 2026 RTP/SCS 
would result in the following significant and unavoidable impacts.  

… 

• Cumulative – Transportation (increase in VMT) 

• Cumulative – Wildfire (construction and operation of proposed 2026 RTP/SCS projects) 

These typographical errors do not affect the analysis or conclusions in the EIR and no further revisions to 
the EIR are necessary. 

Response 2.6 

The commenter requests that the EIR explain how the proposed project’s grant funding is more secure 
than the funding assumed for the superior alternative, which was found infeasible in part due to funding 
constraints. Impacts related to cultural resources and noise, were identified as similar to the proposed 
project, and land use impacts identified as greater due to increased potential inconsistencies with local 
plans. The commenter also requests disclosure regarding the extent to which anticipated project benefits 
would be affected if grant funding is not obtained. Funding for the RTP is based on projected available 
transportation funds through 2049 as described in the 2026 RTP/SCS. As discussed in Section 6 
Alternatives , Page 6-25 through 6-26, the proposed 2026 RTP/SCS is based on a financial program of 
projected revenues through 2049, whereas Alternative 2 (Accelerate Infill) would require a substantially 
more transit-intensive investment program and enhanced transit-supportive infrastructure beyond the 
funding currently identified in the RTP. Implementation of Alternative 2 would require either the diversion 
of funds from other programmed transportation investments or the identification of new revenue sources 
not currently programmed; therefore, Alternative 2 was determined to be economically infeasible. In 
addition, the environmental and transportation benefits anticipated under Alternative 2 are dependent on 
implementation of these additional transit investments and associated land use changes; if those 
investments are not funded, the projected benefits may not be fully realized. CEQA requires an EIR to 
evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives and identify the environmentally superior alternative, as well 
as disclose the factors considered in determining whether an alternative is feasible. CEQA does not 
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require an agency to demonstrate that all project funding sources are committed at the time of 
environmental review, nor does it require proof that future grant funding is guaranteed. Rather, CEQA 
requires disclosure of the basis for feasibility conclusions and the environmental consequences of the 
proposed project and alternatives. Therefore, Section 6, Alternatives  contains adequate information 
regarding project feasibility and environmental effects, consistent with CEQA's informational 
requirements. No further revision to the EIR is required to address this comment. 

Response 2.7 

The commenter requests additional information regarding how farmland mitigation credits will be 
administered and expresses concern that implementation of the farmland mitigation program could 
become a permitting bottleneck that delays project approvals or implementation. This mitigation would 
be administered on a project by project basis as further analyzed in the project level CEQA for each 
individual RTP/SCS project. CEQA requires an EIR to describe mitigation measures with sufficient detail 
to demonstrate that significant environmental impacts can be reduced or minimized. CEQA does not 
require an EIR to include all permitting processes that may be developed following project approval. As 
described in the EIR, the project would be required to implement farmland mitigation consistent with 
Mitigation Measure AG-1 (Page 4.6-10). The EIR adequately discloses the purpose of the mitigation and 
describes how the farmland impacts would be addressed. The commenter has not identified substantial 
evidence demonstrating that the mitigation measure is infeasible or that administration of farmland 
mitigation credits would impede implementation of the project. Therefore, Mitigation Measure AG-1 is 
adequate for purposes of CEQA, and no further revision to the EIR is required. 

Response 2.8 

The commenter states that the recommended revisions would improve the accuracy and legal 
defensibility of the EIR and asserts that certain issues are of particular interest to the business 
community. This comment is acknowledged. As this is a programmatic EIR, the assessments and 
proposed mitigation of impacts are identified to address potential impacts from the individual projects 
listed in the RTP and land use developments that could occur under the SCS. These projects are required 
to go through their own CEQA project level review prior to being approved. It is at this time that specific 
project impacts and mitigation for those impacts would be identified. This would include specific 
farmland and VMT mitigation to address project specific impacts. No further revision to the EIR is 
required. 
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From: Betty Wilson <bwilson@bci-sjc.org>  
Sent: Monday, July 6, 2026 1:32 PM 
To: RTP <RTP@sjcog.org> 
Subject: Public Comment EIR  

Below are additional comments regarding the EIR.    Thank you!   

 

These are the impacts the EIR concludes cannot be fully mitigated. Each requires the decision-
makers to adopt a “Statement of Overriding Considerations” to approve the plan. (Source: 
Executive Summary Table ES-1; §5.3.) 

Air quality 
Construction criteria pollutants (AQ-2); operational criteria pollutants (AQ-3); particulate matter at 
sensitive receptors (AQ-4); toxic air contaminants / diesel (AQ-5); plus cumulative air quality. 

Climate 
Construction greenhouse gas (GHG-1); operational greenhouse gas to 2049 (GHG-2); conflict with state 
long-term climate law SB 32 / AB 1279 (GHG-4); plus cumulative. Note: the binding SB 375 2035 target 
(GHG-3) is met — the one clear pass. 

Transportation 
Regional and per-capita Vehicle Miles Traveled (TRA-2); plus cumulative VMT. 

Agriculture 
Conversion of Important Farmland (AG-1); plus cumulative farmland conversion. 

Water 
Groundwater supply and recharge (HYD-2). 

Noise 
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Construction noise (NOI-1); operational noise (NOI-2); groundborne vibration (NOI-3); sensitive 
receptors in high-noise areas (NOI-4). 

Scenic / cultural 
Scenic vistas and corridors (AES-1/2/3); historical resources (CUL-1); archaeological resources (CUL-2); 
paleontological resources (GEO-5). 

Biology 
Wildlife and fish movement (BIO-3). 

Cumulative-only 
Transport of hazards; wildfire (note: §4.16 reaches a less-than-significant conclusion — an inconsistency 
worth a comment). 
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APPENDIX B 

What future projects will inherit (mitigation menu) 

Because later projects “tier” oƯ this EIR, these measures become the conditions local agencies attach 
to them. This is the practical cost-and-compliance checklist for any future discretionary project. 

Transportation / VMT 
TDM programs, impact or in-lieu fees, VMT banks or exchanges, and AB 130 VMT credits (available from 
July 1, 2026). (§4.14) 

Air — construction 
Tier 4 oƯ-road diesel equipment, electric equipment where feasible, dust controls triggered at 150 
vehicle trips per day. (§4.2, AQ-2) 

Air — operations 
Above-code building energy, solar, cool roofs, EV charging, careful receptor siting. (§4.2, AQ-3) 

Air — freight / toxics 
Health-risk analysis; 500-foot freeway and 1,000-foot railyard buƯers; filtration; “do not locate sensitive 
receptors near a distribution center’s entry and exit.” (§4.2, AQ-5) 

Climate 
75% construction-waste recycling and alt-fuel fleets; solar-ready and above-Title-24 buildings; EV 
charging beyond code; electrification and TDM. (§4.9) 

Farmland 
1-to-1 agricultural conservation easements “equal in quality and size,” or purchased credits. (§4.6, AG-1)

Water 
Recycled water for dust control and landscaping (may require building the connection); stormwater 
permits and low-impact design for any disturbance over one acre. (§4.11) 

Biology 
County habitat-plan (SJMSCP) fee or land dedication — or a full survey, agency-permit, mitigation-bank, 
and monitoring cascade. (§4.3) 

Cultural / tribal 
Architectural-historian review of buildings over 45 years; archaeological records search; AB 52 tribal 
consultation; monitoring and stop-work protocols. (§4.4; §4.15) 

 
 
Respectfully, 
Betty Wilson 
Executive Director 
Business Council of San Joaquin County 
6731 Herndon Place 
Stockton, CA  95219 
209.956.3389 Office 
209.487.3700 Direct Line 
bci@bci-sjc.org 
bwilson@bci-sjc.org 
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PLEASE NOTE: This communication and any accompanying documents are confidential and privileged.  They 
are intended for the sole use of the addressee.  If you receive this transmission in error, you are advised that any 
disclosure, copying, distribution, or the taking of any action in reliance upon this communication is strictly 
prohibited.  If you have received this communication in error, please contact me at the above email 
address.  Thank you. 
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Letter 3 

Commenter: Betty Wilson, Executive Director, Business Council of San Joaquin County 

Date: July 8, 2026 

Response 3.1 

The commenter identifies that there are impacts in the EIR that cannot be fully mitigated, which will 
require the preparation of a “Statement of Overriding Considerations”. A Statement of Overriding 
Considerations has been prepared that identifies all impacts identified as significant and unavoidable. 
The comment does not identify a specific inadequacy in the environmental analysis requiring revision and 
is noted. No further revision to the EIR is required. 

Response 3.2 

The commenter summarizes the issue areas with significant and unavoidable impacts disclosed in the 
EIR and does not identify a specific deficiency in the environmental analysis or request revisions to the 
document. The EIR fully discloses the identified impacts, mitigation measures, and significance 
determinations consistent with CEQA. No further revision to the EIR is required. 

Response 3.3 

The commenter notes an inconsistency between the cumulative impact of transporting hazardous 
materials and wildfire impact WF-1 identified in Section 4.16, Wildfire. These are two different impacts. 
WF-1 only applies to projects in or near a State Responsibility Area whereas the transporting of hazardous 
materials is a separate impact. Therefore, there is no discrepancy between the two impacts having 
different impact conclusions and no further revision to the EIR is required. 

Response 3.4 

The comment states that the 2026 RTP/SCS acts as a tiering document for later projects. This comment 
is acknowledged. The comment does not identify a specific issue regarding the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis requiring revision. No further response is required. 

Response 3.5 

The commenter notes the various measures that would address VMT impacts and are highly dependent 
upon an individual project’s environmental review, as each mitigation measure in the 2026 RTP/SCS does 
not automatically apply to every project in the same way. The commenter notes the applicability of AB 
130 to eligible urban infill housing development projects that may utilize the 2026 RTP/SCS as a tiering 
document. AB 130 also establishes a VMT mitigation program to be administered through the California 
Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD), which allows lead agencies to satisfy CEQA 
VMT mitigation requirements by contributing funds based on a project’s VMT impacts, with those funds 
used to support affordable housing and other investments that promote VMT reductions. Mitigation 
Measure TRA-2(a) Regional VMT Reduction Programs aims to reduce VMT through various strategies, 
including purchasing AB 130 VMT mitigation credits. The commenter does not identify any specific issue 
regarding the adequacy of Mitigation Measure TRA-2(a) or the transportation analysis requiring revision. 
No further revision to the EIR is required. 

Response 3.6 

The commenter states that Tier 4 off-road diesel equipment, electric equipment where feasible, dust 
controls are triggered at 150 vehicle trips per day. This is not a set standard identified by SJVAPCD 
regulations to automatically trigger dust controls throughout the Valley. Mitigation measures AQ-2(a) and 
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AQ-2(b) address the application of feasible SJVAPCD mitigation measures and diesel equipment 
mitigation. No further revision to the EIR is required. 

Response 3.7 

The commenter lists various operational air quality mitigation measures including building energy 
measures such as solar energy, cool roofs, EV charging and careful receptor siting. This comment is 
noted. The comment does not identify a specific issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental 
analysis requiring revision. No further revision to the EIR is required. 

Response 3.8 

The commenter lists various air quality mitigation measures to mitigate toxic air contaminants including 
building code adherence, solar energy, cool roofs, EV charging and careful receptor siting. This comment 
is noted. The comment does not identify a specific issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental 
analysis requiring revision. No further revision to the EIR is required. 

Response 3.9 

The commenter lists various climate change related mitigation measures including 75% construction-
waste recycling, alternative fuels, solar-ready buildings, and infrastructure electrification. This comment is 
noted. The comment does not identify a specific issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental 
analysis requiring revision. No further revision to the EIR is required. 

Response 3.10 

The commenter lists agricultural mitigation measures which are agricultural easements at a 1:1 ratio for 
farmland. Mitigation Measure AG-1 Impact Avoidance and Minimization, bullet four requires 
compensation at least equal in quality and size to the area agricultural lands being impacted (page 4.6-
11). The comment does not identify a specific issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental 
analysis requiring revision. No further revision to the EIR is required. 

Response 3.11 

The commenter lists various hydrology and water quality mitigation measures including utilizing recycled 
water for dust control and landscaping, stormwater permits, and “low-impact design”. This comment is 
noted. The comment does not identify a specific issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental 
analysis requiring revision. No further revision to the EIR is required. 

Response 3.12 

The commenter lists various biological resource mitigation measures including participation in the 
SJMSCP habitat conservation plan, project-specific studies and permitting. This comment is noted. The 
comment does not identify a specific issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis 
requiring revision. No further revision to the EIR is required. 

Response 3.13 

The commenter lists the mitigation measures to mitigate cultural resource impacts which include records 
searches, AB 52 tribal consultation and construction monitoring. This comment is noted. The comment 
does not identify a specific issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis requiring revision. 
No further revision to the EIR is required. 



 

July 23, 2026 

Edith Verdin 
San Joaquin Council of Governments 
555 E. Weber Ave.  
Stockton, CA 95202 

Delivered via email: rtp@sjcog.org 

Re: Comments on the San Joaquin Council of Governments Draft 2026 
Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy 
and Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Report, SCH# 
2025041249  

Dear Edith Verdin: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Report (Draft PEIR) for the San Joaquin Council of 
Governments (SJCOG) Draft 2026 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS; collectively 2026 RTP/SCS). The Delta 
Stewardship Council (Council) recognizes the objectives described in the 2026 
RTP/SCS and Draft PEIR to achieve various federal, state, regional, and local policy 
objectives related to sustainable development, transportation, and greenhouse gas 
emissions reduction while considering financial, growth, and regulatory constraints. 

This letter summarizes the requirements of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta 
Reform Act of 2009 (Wat. Code, § 85000 et seq., Delta Reform Act) pertaining to the 
2026 RTP/SCS and provides the Council’s comments on the 2026 RTP/SCS and Draft 
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PEIR. The Council is an independent state agency established by the Delta Reform 
Act, charged with furthering California’s coequal goals of providing a more reliable 
water supply and protecting, restoring, and enhancing the Sacramento-San Joaquin 
River Delta (Delta) ecosystem. (Wat. Code, § 85054.) The Delta Reform Act further 
states that the coequal goals are to be achieved in a manner that protects and 
enhances the unique cultural, recreational, natural resource, and agricultural values 
of the Delta as an evolving place. (Wat. Code, § 85054.) The Council is charged with 
furthering California’s coequal goals for the Delta through the adoption and 
implementation of the Delta Plan. (Wat. Code, § 85300.) 

SJCOG’s 2026 RTP/SCS is a regional transportation plan for the San Joaquin County 
region, which includes the incorporated cities of Escalon, Lodi, Manteca, Mountain 
House, Ripon, Stockton, and Tracy and all unincorporated areas under the 
jurisdiction of San Joaquin County.  

Delta Reform Act Requirements for Sustainable Communities Strategies 

The Delta Reform Act requires metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) to 
consult with the Council when preparing an SCS that includes land within the 
primary or secondary zones of the Delta. (Wat. Code § 85212.) Council staff and 
SJCOG staff met for this purpose on May 13, 2025. 

The Delta Reform Act also requires SJCOG to provide a draft SCS to the Council no 
later than 60 days prior to the adoption of the final RTP. (Wat. Code § 85212.) SJCOG 
submitted a draft 2026 RTP/SCS to the Council on June 12, 2026. 

Council’s Review and Input on the Draft Programmatic EIR and the 2026 
RTP/SCS   
This section summarizes Council staff’s review of and input on the 2026 RTP/SCS. It 
also summarizes Council staff’s comments on the Draft PEIR.  

1. Consistency with Ecosystem Restoration Needs and Sufficiency of 
Lands Set Aside 
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Water Code section 85212 requires that the Council’s input on local and regional 
planning documents, including a SCS, include, but not be limited to, both of the 
following:  

• the consistency of those local and regional planning documents with the
ecosystem restoration needs of the Delta

• whether the land set aside for natural resource protection is sufficient
to meet the Delta ecosystem needs

a. Consistency with Restoration Needs
The Delta Plan designates six priority habitat restoration areas (PHRAs) that have 
the greatest potential for large-scale habitat restoration (Delta Plan, Chapter 4, p. 4-
47 to 4-50). Delta Plan Policy ER P3 (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, § 5007.) states that 
significant adverse impacts to the opportunity to restore habitat must be avoided 
or mitigated in these areas (depicted in Cal. Code, Regs., tit. 23, app. 5.) 
(http://deltacouncil.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2015/09/Appendix%205.pdf). 

Two PHRAs are located partially or wholly within the SJCOG region 2026 RTP/SCS 
planning area: the Cosumnes-Mokelumne Confluence, located in the northwest 
area of San Joaquin County, and the Lower San Joaquin River Floodplain, located 
southwest of Stockton. In the Council’s May 19, 2025, comment letter on the Notice 
of Preparation (NOP) for the Draft PEIR, staff requested that the Draft PEIR describe 
the planned land uses identified in these areas and discuss how significant adverse 
impacts to the opportunity to restore habitat in these locations would be avoided 
or mitigated.  

The 2026 RTP/SCS seeks to improve jobs and services, reduce vehicle travel, and 
improve air quality by reducing transportation–related emissions. The Draft PEIR 
identifies that new development anticipated within the Delta in the 2026 RTP/SCS 
would occur as infill, mixed use, and transit-oriented development within existing 
urbanized areas and areas already designated for such development in adopted 
city and county general plans. (2026 RTP/SCS p. 3-14) The 2026 RTP/SCS neither 
identifies, nor specifically states, that future development would occur in these 
PHRAs. Draft PEIR Figure 4.3-2, Wetlands and Drainages in the SJCOG Region, does 
not identify Transportation Projects within these PHRAs.  (Draft PEIR, p. 4.3-7, Draft 
2026 RTP/SCS, Appendix F).  
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Finding: Based on the review of the 2026 RTP/SCS and Draft PEIR, and in 
compliance with Water Code section 85212, Council staff has not identified any 
inconsistency of the 2026 RTP/SCS with Delta Plan regulatory policy ER P3. 

b. Sufficiency of Lands Set Aside 
The 2026 RTP/SCS does not specifically address setting aside lands for natural 
resource protection. The 2026 RTP/SCS incentivizes natural resource protection by 
encouraging growth in existing designated population centers and by maximizing 
the efficiency of the existing transportation network. Council staff recognizes SJCOG 
is continuing the principles established in previous RTP/SCS cycles that encourage 
compact, mixed-use, and infill development; a variety of housing types and 
transportation modes; quality design; and natural resource conservation. The 2026 
RTP/SCS is designed to maintain and foster the balance between jobs and housing 
and to optimize transportation investments that support those land uses.   

Senate Bill 375 (Stats. 2008, ch. 728.) provides California Environmental Quality Act 
(Pub. Resources Code, § 21000, et seq.; CEQA) streamlining benefits for certain 
projects that are consistent with the RTP/SCS land use and transportation pattern. 
The 2026 RTP/SCS and Draft PEIR aim to facilitate these CEQA streamlining benefits 
for qualifying residential, mixed-use, and transit priority projects that are consistent 
with the general use designation, density, building intensity, and applicable policies 
specified in the 2026 RTP/SCS (Draft PEIR, p. 1-3). The 2026 RTP/SCS Appendix U 
maps and figures illustrate the location of the High Quality Transit Areas and the 
locations of new housing and employment growth (Appendix U Statutory Mapping, 
pp. U-3, U-4, U-7). Based on the mapped locations, the 2026 RTP/SCS would not 
provide CEQA streamlining benefits to projects outside of existing city boundaries 
or within any PHRA. Based on the locations of the High Quality Transit Areas, the 
2026 RTP/SCS is not likely to incentivize development in areas within the Delta that 
are necessary to meet the Delta’s ecosystem needs. 

Finding: Based on the review of the 2026 RTP/SCS and the Draft PEIR, and in 
compliance with the Water Code section 85212, Council staff has not identified any 
inconsistency of the 2026 RTP/SCS with Delta Plan regulatory policy ER P3. 
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2. Consistency with the Delta Plan 
The Delta Reform Act requires the Council to review and provide timely advice to 
planning agencies regarding the consistency of local and regional planning 
documents, including an SCS, with the Delta Plan. (Wat. Code, § 85212.) 

a. Land Use Pattern 
Delta Plan Policy DP P1 (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, § 5010.) places certain limits on new 
urban development within the Delta. New residential, commercial, and industrial 
development must be limited to areas that city or county general plans designate 
for that development as of the date of the Delta Plan’s adoption of May 16, 2013. 
This policy is intended to strengthen existing Delta communities while protecting 
designated agricultural land and open space, providing land for ecosystem 
restoration needs, and reducing flood risk. 

A state or local agency that proposes to carry out, approve, or fund an action that 
occurs in whole or in part in the Delta is required to determine if that action is a 
covered action, and if so, to prepare a written Certification of Consistency with 
detailed findings as to whether the covered action is consistent with the Delta Plan 
and submit that certification to the Council prior to implementation of the project. 
(Wat. Code, § 85225.) The Delta Reform Act exempts from this requirement actions 
within the Secondary Zone of the Delta that an MPO determines are consistent with 
its SCS, provided that the State Air Resources Board has determined the SCS would 
achieve regional greenhouse gas emissions reduction targets. (Wat. Code § 85057.5, 
subd. (b)(4).) SJCOG is the MPO for the San Joaquin County region, which contains 
portions of the Secondary Zone of the Delta. Thus, Water Code section 85057.5, 
subdivision (b)(4), provides SJCOG with a role in shaping the State’s Delta policy.   

Council staff’s NOP comment letter dated May 19, 2025, requested the Draft PEIR 
analyze whether the 2026 RTP/SCS would include new urban development within 
the Delta. The Draft PEIR does not directly acknowledge consistency with policy DP 
P1. However, SJCOG acknowledges the 2026 RTP/SCS is required to ensure 
consistency with the Delta Plan. Local project exemptions from the Delta Plan 
requirements are possible if SJCOG determines that they are consistent with the 
applicable RTP/SCS (2026 RTP/SCS, p.1-17). (Wat. Code, § 85057.5, subd. (b)(4).)   
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Regional growth anticipated within or adjacent to the Delta would limit residential, 
commercial, or industrial development to areas that city or county general plans 
designate for that type of development. The housing strategies would continue the 
SJCOG region’s commitment to growth in infill areas. Because the 2026 RTP/SCS 
uses established growth forecasts, relies on local general plans and Housing 
Elements, and does not propose new development areas or infrastructure 
extensions that could induce unplanned growth in the Secondary Zone of the Delta, 
the proposed 2026 RTP/SCS would be consistent with projected and planned 
growth anticipated under DP P1 (2026 RTP/SCS, p. 4.17-3). 

Finding: Based on the review of the 2026 RTP/SCS and Draft PEIR, and in 
compliance with Water Code section 85212, Council staff has not identified any 
inconsistency of the 2026 RTP/SCS with Delta Plan regulatory policy DP P1. 

a. Transportation Investments 
The recommended transportation projects in the 2026 RTP/SCS include 
investments in both rural and urban areas located within the Delta. These 
transportation projects would advance Delta Plan recommendation DP R11 to 
protect and improve existing recreation opportunities while seeking ways of 
providing new and better coordination opportunities across San Joaquin County. 
The 2026 RTP/SCS investments include projects within the Delta that support 
recreation, such as proposed new and improved bicycle and pedestrian routes that 
would provide new and improved connectivity to transit and local destinations 
throughout San Joaquin County (2026 RTP/SCS, Ch. 5).  

The Delta Plan also recommends providing adequate infrastructure within the 
Delta. Recommendation DP R5 states: “The California Department of 
Transportation, local agencies, and utilities should plan infrastructure, such as 
roads and highways, to meet needs of development consistent with sustainable 
community strategies, local plans, the Delta Protection Commission’s Land Use and 
Resource Management Plan for the Primary Zone of the Delta, and the Delta Plan.” 
Several planned transportation investments in the 2026 RTP/SCS address the 
effects of extreme weather impacts by supporting infrastructure that can withstand 
extreme heat, flooding, and other environmental stressors. The 2026 RTP/SCS 
promotes energy-efficient infrastructure and clean transportation technologies 
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while coordinating across jurisdictions to improve long-term system reliability that 
would improve the capacity and safety of roads and highways in the Delta. The 
2026 RTP/SCS also includes multiple projects to restore pavement and redesign 
streetscapes to be more pedestrian and bike friendly. Roadway improvement 
projects in the Delta described in the 2026 RTP/SCS and Draft PEIR would improve 
agricultural and goods movement travel and improve accessibility for slow-moving 
farm equipment (2026 RTP/SCS, Ch. 3; Appendix F). 

Finding: Based on the review of the 2026 RTP/SCS and Draft PEIR, and in 
compliance with Water Code section 85212, Council staff has not identified any 
inconsistency of the recommended transportation projects identified in the 2026 
RTP/SCS with Delta Plan recommendations concerning transportation in the Delta. 

Closing Comments 
Pursuant to Water Code section 85212, Council staff has reviewed and provided 
advice and input on the 2026 RTP/SCS and Draft PEIR as outlined in this letter. 
Council staff has not identified any inconsistency with the Delta Plan. The two plans 
are complementary in nature, serving to protect the Delta while promoting 
sustainable growth and economic vitality in the broader region.  

Council staff invites the San Joaquin Council of Governments to continue to engage 
Council staff following the adoption of the 2026 RTP/SCS to coordinate 
implementation and subsequent plan updates. Please contact Eva Bush at 
Eva.Bush@deltacouncil.ca.gov with any questions.  

Sincerely, 

Jeff Henderson 

Deputy Executive Officer 

Attachment 1: Council’s NOP Comment Letter, May 19, 2025  
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Letter 4 

Commenter: Jeff Henderson, Deputy Executive Officer, Delta Stewardship Council, California State 
Agency 

Date: July 23, 2026 

Response 4.1 

The commenter acknowledges the objectives identified in the 2026 RTP/SCS and the purpose of the 
objectives regarding local policy objectives and the Delta Reform Act. The comment does not raise an 
issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis. No further response is required. 

Response 4.2 

The commenter details the requirements of the Delta Reform Act in the context of the 2026 RTP/SCS. 
The commenter describes the project’s consistency with the Ecosystem Restoration Needs and the 
sufficiency of land set asides with Water Code section 85212. This comment serves as an introduction to 
the review and does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis. No further 
response is required. 

Response 4.3 

The commenter introduces the Delta Plan’s designation of six priority habitat restoration areas (PHRAs) 
and identifies that there are two PHRAs within the SJCOG planning area. The commenter notes that the 
comment letter prepared for the NOP requested that the Draft PEIR discuss how significant adverse 
impacts to the restoration of habitat in these PHRAs be avoided or mitigated. The RTP/SCS’s planned 
land uses in the Cosumnes-Mokelumne Confluence, located in the northwest area of San Joaquin County, 
and the Lower San Joaquin River Floodplain, located southwest of Stockton are consistent with the land 
uses identified in the local General Plans for this region. The Draft PEIR incorporates a comprehensive 
avoidance, minimization, and compensatory mitigation framework applicable to sensitive habitats and 
habitat restoration opportunity areas throughout the planning region. As described in Section 4.3, 
Biological Resources , this includes project-level biological resource screening and assessment (BIO-1(a)); 
avoidance and minimization of impacts to special-status species and habitats (BIO-1(c), BIO-1(e), and 
BIO-1(f)); restoration plans, conservation easements, and compensatory mitigation for affected habitats 
(BIO-1(c) and BIO-1(e)); wetland, drainage, and riparian habitat restoration requirements (BIO-2(b)); 
sensitive vegetation community avoidance and restoration (BIO-2(d)); and measures to maintain wildlife 
movement and habitat connectivity (BIO-3(a) and BIO-3(b)). These measures require future implementing 
agencies to avoid impacts where feasible, minimize impacts through project design, and provide habitat 
restoration or other compensatory mitigation where impacts cannot be avoided. Accordingly, the Draft 
PEIR addresses avoidance and mitigation of impacts to habitat resources and restoration opportunities 
through the biological resources mitigation framework. Additionally, please see Response 4.6 below. The 
comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis. No further 
response is required.  

Response 4.4 

The commenter notes that the Council has not identified any inconsistencies between the 2026 RTP/SCS 
and Delta Plan regulatory policy ER P3 which governs the protection of PHRAs. The comment does not 
raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis requiring revision. No further 
response is required. 
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Response 4.5 

The commenter states that no inconsistency of the 2026 RTP/SCS with the Delta Plan has been 
identified; no further response is required. 

Response 4.6 

The commenter notes that the DEIR does not directly acknowledge consistency with the Delta Plan 
regulatory policy DP P1. To more accurately describe the applicable regulatory framework, the following 
has been added to Section 4.12.2, Page 4.12-3 of Section 4.12, Land Use : 

“Numerous federal, State, and local laws, regulations, policies, programs, plans, codes, and 
ordinances regulate land use in the SJCOG region. Local land use issues are regulated by the general 
plans, specific plans, and zoning ordinances adopted by San Joaquin County and the incorporated 
cities within the County. In addition, portions of San Joaquin County are located within the 
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, where implementation of certain projects may be subject to 
applicable Delta Plan policies administered by the Delta Stewardship Council, including Delta Plan 
Regulatory Policy DP P1, which is intended to ensure that regional and local planning efforts are 
based on adopted land use plans and growth forecasts and do not facilitate unplanned growth 
patterns that could adversely affect Delta resources. The SJCOG region itself is landlocked, 
surrounded by Sacramento County to the north, Stanislaus County to the south, Calaveras County and 
Amador County to the east, and Contra Costa County and Alameda County to the west. Thus, it is not 
within the immediate proximity of any local, state, or national coastal zones.” 

As noted in the commenter's letter and as independently assessed by SJCOG, the 2026 RTP/SCS uses 
established population, housing, and employment growth forecasts and relies on land use assumptions 
reflected in locally adopted General Plans and Housing Elements. The 2026 RTP/SCS does not propose 
new development areas, amend local land use plans, or include infrastructure extensions intended to 
induce unplanned growth in the Secondary Zone of the Delta. Rather, the RTP/SCS is a regional 
transportation planning document that identifies transportation needs and investments based on growth 
already anticipated by local jurisdictions. In addition, adoption of the 2026 RTP/SCS does not authorize 
construction of any individual transportation or development project. Future projects identified in the 
RTP/SCS would be subject to separate project-level review, approvals, and environmental analysis, as 
appropriate. Therefore, because the 2026 RTP/SCS relies on established growth forecasts, locally 
adopted planning documents, and planned growth patterns, it would be consistent with the projected and 
planned growth anticipated under Delta Plan Regulatory Policy DP P1. As assessed and identified on 
page 4.12 of the DEIR, land use impacts would be less than significant after implementation of the 
mitigation measures identified in Chapter 4 of this EIR, The proposed 2026 RTP/SCS would not result in a 
physical change to the environment that has not already been addressed in the other resource chapters 
of this EIR. No further response is required. 

Response 4.7 

The commenter concurs with the information and findings provided in the DEIR and has not identified any 
inconsistency of the 2026 RTP/SCS with the Delta Plan recommendations. The comment does not raise 
an issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis. No further response is required. 

Response 4.8 

The commenter summarizes the findings of the comment letter and notes that the Delta Plan and 2026 
RTP/SCS are complementary in nature. The comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of 
the environmental analysis. No further response is required. 



Mary Elizabeth Public Letter 5 

SJCOG Public Hearing on July 9, 2026; Public Comments from Mary Elizabeth 

The following comments were made by Mary Elizabeth at the July 9, 2026 public hearing 
held by SJCOG. Transcribed from an audio recording of the hearing. 

5.1 Extreme heat impact on roads with no mention of using trees to shade roads and 
expansion of metal on train tracks causing impacts. 

5.2 Environmental Justice section failed to recognize the co-existence of disadvantaged 
communities near major roads. Airports create significant sources of air pollution. 

5.3 Vegetative barriers are effective to mitigate air quality impacts. 

5.4 There are wildfires in San Joaquin County, especially in Tracy Hills area. Urban fires 
create a toxic atmosphere. 

5.5 A great emphasis on projects that are sprawl inducing and increase warehouses in 
south Stockton. 
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Public Hearing Comments (Communication 5) 
Commenter: Mary Elizabeth, Stockton Resident, Delta Sierra Conservation Team 

Date: July 9, 2026 

Response 5.1 
The commenter identified extreme heat impacts on roads with no mention of using trees to shade roads 
and expansion of metal on train tracks causing impacts. The commenter does not identify an 
environmental issue related to EIR adequacy or provide evidence demonstrating that additional analysis 
of roadway shading measures or heat effects on rail infrastructure is required under CEQA. These 
impacts would be addressed at the project level for applicable projects where these issues are identified 
as a potential CEQA impact. Mitigation, such as planting shade trees for road projects can be considered 
and assessed during project specific CEQA analyses. The EIR satisfies CEQA's informational 
requirements. No further response is required. 

Response 5.2 
The commenter states that the EIR's Environmental Justice section failed to recognize the co-existence 
of disadvantaged communities near major roads. The commenter noted that airports create significant 
sources of air pollution that could impact Environmental Justice communities. The EIR evaluates the 
project's impacts on affected communities in Section 4.7, Environmental Justice, including air quality 
impacts, and identifies mitigation where required. This analysis did not identify a disproportionate effect 
on EJ populations compared to the non-EJ population (page 4.7-9). This applies to major roads and 
airports. The EIR satisfies CEQA's informational requirements. No further response is required. 

Response 5.3 
The commenter stated that vegetative barriers are effective to mitigate air quality impacts. Air Quality 
impacts are discussed in Section 4.2 of the DEIR, pages 4.2-1 through 4.2-40. Mitigation Measure AQ-3(b) 
on page 4.2-32 lists planting trees and vegetation as mitigation: 

• Plant trees and/or vegetation suited to trapping roadway air pollution and/or install sound walls 
between sensitive receptors and the pollution source. The vegetation buffer should be thick, with full 
coverage from the ground to the top of the canopy.  

It is also listed in Mitigation Measure AQ-5 on page 4.2-37: 

• If impacts result in increased risks to sensitive receptors above significance thresholds, plant trees 
and/or vegetation suited to trapping TACs and/or install sound walls between sensitive receptors and 
the pollution source. 

• Locate structures and outdoor living areas for sensitive uses as far as possible from the source of 
emissions. As feasible, locate doors, outdoor living areas and air intake vents primarily on the side of 
the building away from nearby high-volume roadways or other pollution source. As feasible, incorporate 
dense, tiered vegetation that regains foliage year-round and has a long life span between the pollution 
source and the project. 

No further response is required. 

Response 5.4 
The commenter states that wildfire risk exists in San Joaquin County with an increase in the Tracy Hills 
area. The commentor also states that urban fires can create a toxic atmosphere. Section 4-16 in the EIR 
acknowledges and discussed the potential risk of wildfires in San Joaquin County. Specifically, page 
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4.16-1 characterizes wildfire risks in the SJCOG region. As well, Figure 4.16-1 on page 4.16-2 identifies 
the areas adjacent to the City of Tracy that are identified as Fire Hazard Severity Zone. These areas are 
mainly within the foothills east of the Tracy Hills area that the commentor is referring to. The EIR 
identifies the nearest State Responsibility Area (SRA) to Tracy Hills which is less than 0.25-mile from the 
central portion of the community of Tracy. The information requested is included in the EIR as noted. The 
EIR satisfies CEQA's informational requirements for disclosing wildfire impacts. No further revision to the 
EIR is required. CEQA’s threshold for assessing the significance of wildfires is the project’s location in or 
near a SRA. Urban areas are generally not identified as an SRA. The EIR does address potential hazards 
that could occur in an urban area. Impact HAZ-1 on page 4.10-13-20 discusses potential hazards from the 
project including fires in an urban setting that could result from the project. These sections demonstrate 
consistency with CEQA requirements for addressing wildfires and hazards from fires that could occur in 
an urban setting and no further response is required.  

Response 5.5 
The commentor states that the project has a great emphasis on projects that are sprawl inducing and 
increase warehouse construction in South Stockton. The commentor did not identify specific projects 
listed in the Regional Transportation Plan that induce sprawl or specifics in the Sustainable Community 
Strategy that would induce sprawl or increase warehouses in South Stockton. The comment does not 
raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis. Chapter 2 of the EIR, Section 2.4 
starting on page 2-7, describes the project. The RTP funds numerous transportation projects including 
transit, road repair, and projects that increase capacity. The project description states: “The Hybrid 
Preferred strategy commits to transit service expansion as new revenue sources become available, (1) 
identifying when transit enhancements are actually needed through quantitative triggers, and (2) 
protecting existing funding for competing local demands, such as street and road maintenance.”  
(page 2-7). 

It also explains the following about the project: 

The broad policies that were carried over from the 2022 RTP/SCS into 2026 are listed below.  

• Maximize mobility, accessibility, and efficiency in the transportation system.  
• Promote interagency coordination and public participation for transportation decision-making and 

planning efforts. 
• Support a safe, efficient, and secure transportation network for the movement of people and 

goods.  
• Invest in a sustainable workforce development system. 
• Maximize economic prosperity.  
• Promote advanced tools and resources to improve quality of life. 
• Support the development of diverse and affordable housing types and growth strategies. 
• Enhance the quality of life for existing and future generations.  
• Promote energy conservation and efficiency in transportation, infrastructure, and land use to 

reduce consumption and emissions.  
• Integrate public health considerations into planning and development. 

As described in the Project Description, the RTP/SCS includes policies that support sustainable growth, 
diverse housing opportunities, energy conservation, transit investments, and coordinated land use and 
transportation planning, counter to sprawl induced projects. Accordingly, the comment does not identify 
any concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. No further response is 
required. 
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DISTRICT 10 
OFFICE OF METROPOLITAN PLANNING 
P.O. BOX 2048 | STOCKTON, CA 95201 
(209) 483-2582 | TTY 711 
www.dot.ca.gov  
 
 
August 3, 2026 
 
 
Diane Nguyen 
Executive Director 
San Joaquin Council of Governments 
555 E Weber Ave 
Stockton, CA 95202 
 
Dear Ms. Nguyen:   
 
The California Department of Transportation (Department) commends SJCOG for 
drafting a comprehensive RTP. It is evident that a great level of thought and effort was 
put into drafting this RTP, outlining a thoughtful plan and vision for the San Joaquin 
County region over the next 25 years. The Department has the following comments: 
 

• There are several checklist items where a Chapter, EIR, and or Appendix are 
referenced, but did not provide specific page numbers. When feasible, please 
include the specific page numbers where the checklist items are found. 

 
• Format the “Revenue Assumptions, Transportation Investments, and future of  
   transportation funding” image so the titles are not cut off in Chapter 4, Page 3.  
 
• Please consider identifying and listing the name of the high-density areas on 

the U-5 and U-6 maps in Appendix U. 
 
The following comments reference various sections of the RTP Checklist and the 
responses provided by SJCOG :  
 
General  
 

1. Checklist Item #5 - Please provide information regarding project intent i.e. plan 
level purpose and need statements in Chapter 1. 

 
Consultation/Coordination 
 

1. SJCOG’s commitment to regional collaboration with the Department, and the 
San Joaquin Regional Climate Collaborative has been a strong foundation. The 

Letter 6
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“Improving lives and communities through transportation”

Department encourages continued stakeholder engagement and cross-
jurisdictional coordination for climate resilience projects. 

 
2. Checklist Item #2 - The summary, analysis and report of the disposition of 

significant written and oral comments received on the draft regional plan could 
not be found in Appendix c or the FTIP. Also, Appendix D is mentioned but is 
missing on the SJCOG draft RTP link/website. Please revise the RTP and checklist 
accordingly. 

 
3. Checklist Item #3 - Recommendation - Consider including language regarding 

consultation and coordination with freight representatives to be included in 
preparation of the RTP Chapter 2, Page 6. 

 
4. Checklist Item #6 – The checklist indicates that the EIR include a comparison 

with the California State Wildlife Action Plan. However, this information could not 
be found. Please revise the RTP/EIR and checklist accordingly. 

 
Financial 
 

1. Checklist Item #7 - The checklist indicates that Chapter 4, Page 8 includes a 
consistency between projects in the RTP and ITP. However, this information could 
not be found. Please revise the RTP and checklist accordingly. 

 
2. Checklist Item #8 - The checklist indicates that Chapter 4 Page 8 includes a 

consistency statement between projects in the RTP and the RTIP. However, this 
information could not be found. Please revise the RTP and checklist accordingly. 

 
Aeronautics 
 

1. Aeronautics provides an Airport Land Use Compatibility training program which 
is available, upon request, to San Joaquin County staff as well as officials 
regarding airport land use planning.  This program is designed to familiarize 
participants with the airport land use compatibility process, criteria, and to 
address any specific questions or concerns that officials or planning staff may 
have. 

 
2. Aeronautics recommends that regional planning agencies prepare, when 

appropriate, to address the following areas of future focus: 
 

• Advanced Air Mobility (AAM) Services 
 

• Electric Aviation and wayside equipment for electrified aircraft. 

6.6 
cont.

6.7
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“Improving lives and communities through transportation”

• Sustainable Aviation Fuel (SAF), currently in the testing stages for 
commercial aircraft, but will eventually trickle down to general aviation. 

 
Freight 
 

1. Based on the RTP, several developing projects have been identified that reflect 
local priorities and focus on sustainable transportation options.  However, at this 
time, no details have been specified as to the timeline of the short-range and 
long-range projects.  When these projects are ready for implementation, San 
Joaquin County may consider submitting a request identifying the need for the 
proposed improvement to the Caltrans District 10 (D10) System Planning and 
Goods Movement (SPGM) branch.  At that time, D10 SPGM will review and 
evaluate the proposed improvement, to determine if it is consistent with District’s 
policies, practices, and any unique highway operations or safety considerations. 

 
2. If applicable, it is recommended that consistency be maintained when 

providing the details of the list of the short and long-range projects.  Some of the 
projects have incomplete information. Linking each project to measurable 
transportation outcomes, state performance goals, project readiness, and state 
highway system priorities can help strengthen the RTP. Adding data sources, 
standardized performance metrics and implementation information can 
improve its usefulness for future funding and planning decision and make the 
RTP more of a valuable planning tool. 

 
It was evident that SJCOG developed a strong engagement strategy for the Regional 
Transportation Plan and demonstrated a clear commitment to engaging the 
community throughout the planning process. 
 
We look forward to continuing to work closely with SJCOG on these very important 
plans and projects and helping to improve and provide a safe reliable transportation 
network.   If you would like to discuss these comments in more detail, please contact 
Tom Dumas, Branch Chief Metropolitan Planning at tom.dumas@dot.ca.gov or by 
phone at (209) 483-2582.  
  
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Caleb Brock 
Deputy District Director 
Planning, Local Assistance & Environmental Support 
 

6.13 
cont.
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“Improving lives and communities through transportation”

 
cc:     Silvia Dayak, Office Chief, Transportation Planning 
 Tom Dumas, Branch Chief, Metropolitan Planning 
 Joshua Swearingen, Associate Transportation Planner, Metropolitan Planning 
 
 
 
 
 

6.17 
cont.
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Letter 6 
Commenter: Caleb Brock, Deputy District Director, Planning, Local Assistance & Environmental Support, 

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 

Date: August 3, 2026 

Comments 6.1 through 6.8 and 6.10 through 6.17 are comments that do not specifically raise 
environmental issues related to the Draft EIR nor relate directly to the adequacy of the information or 
analysis within the Draft EIR, and therefore no response is required, pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines 
Sections 15088 and 15132. We have nonetheless provided a summary of each comment and 
acknowledgement that it has not brought up a concern regarding adequacy of the EIR. 

Response 6.1 
The commenter commends SJCOG for preparing a comprehensive RTP and acknowledges the effort 
invested in developing a long-range vision for the San Joaquin County region. The comment is supportive 
of the RTP/SCS and does not identify any concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis 
in the EIR. No further response is required.  

Response 6.2 
The commenter recommends including specific page numbers for referenced chapters, EIR sections, and 
appendices in the environmental checklist where feasible to improve document usability and clarity. The 
comment pertains to document organization and does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the EIR. No further response is required. 

Response 6.3 
The commenter recommends revising the formatting of the “Revenue Assumptions, Transportation 
Investments, and Future of Transportation Funding” figure in Chapter 4, Page 3 to ensure that all titles are 
fully visible. The comment relates to document formatting and presentation and does not raise an issue 
regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. No further response is required. 

Response 6.4 
The commenter recommends identifying and labeling the names of high-density areas on the U-5 and U-6 
maps in Appendix U to improve map clarity and usability. The comment pertains to document 
presentation and does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 
No further response is required. 

Response 6.5 
The commenter requests that Chapter 1 include information regarding project intent, such as plan-level 
purpose and need statements, in response to RTP Checklist Item #5. The comment seeks clarification 
and additional information regarding project description and documentation and does not raise an issue 
regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. No further response is required. 

Response 6.6 
The commenter acknowledges SJCOG’s commitment to regional collaboration with Caltrans and the San 
Joaquin Regional Climate Collaborative and encourages continued stakeholder engagement and 
interjurisdictional coordination for climate resilience projects. The comment is supportive and does not 
identify any concerns regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. No further 
response is required. 
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Response 6.7 
The commenter notes that the summary, analysis, and disposition of significant written and oral 
comments on the draft regional plan could not be located in Appendix C or the FTIP and that Appendix D 
appears to be missing from the draft RTP website. The commenter requests revisions to the RTP and 
checklist to clarify and provide the referenced materials. Comments and responses were added after the 
public review period as part of preparation of the final RTP/SCS, and the referenced appendices were 
subsequently included in the final draft document package. The comment discusses completeness and 
accessibility of the draft RTP website and does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the EIR. No further response is required. 

Response 6.8 
The commenter recommends including language in Chapter 2, Page 6 documenting consultation and 
coordination with freight representatives during preparation of the RTP, consistent with RTP Checklist 
Item #3. The comment seeks additional information regarding the planning process and stakeholder 
involvement and is not a comment on the EIR and does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the EIR. No further response is required. 

Response 6.9 
The commenter notes that RTP Checklist Item #6 indicates the EIR includes a comparison with the 
California State Wildlife Action Plan, but this information could not be located. The commenter 
requests revisions to the RTP/EIR and checklist to identify and provide the referenced comparison. A 
new subsection titled" California State Wildlife Action Plan" has been added to the regulatory 
framework, Section 4.3.2, b, Page 4.3-17 of Section 4.3, Biological Resources: 

The California State Wildlife Action Plan 

The California State Wildlife Action Plan is a statewide, non-regulatory conservation strategy 
developed by the CDFW to identify and conserve Species of Greatest Conservation Need and their 
habitats before they become threatened or endangered. The California State Wildlife Action Plan 
evaluates the condition of California’s fish, wildlife, and plant resources, identifies key threats to 
biodiversity, and recommends conservation actions to protect and restore habitats throughout the 
state. The plan serves as a guide for collaborative conservation efforts and is updated every ten years 
to maintain eligibility for federal State Wildlife Grant funding. 

No further response is required. 

Response 6.10 
The commenter notes that RTP Checklist Item #7 indicates Chapter 4, Page 8 includes a demonstration 
of consistency between projects in the RTP and the Interregional Transportation Plan, but this 
information could not be located. The commenter requests revisions to the RTP and checklist to identify 
and provide the referenced information. The comment concerns RTP document consistency and 
completeness and does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the 
EIR. No further response is required. 

Response 6.11 
The commenter notes that RTP Checklist Item #8 indicates Chapter 4, Page 8 includes a consistency 
statement between projects in the RTP and the Regional Transportation Improvement Program, but this 
information could not be located. The commenter requests revisions to the RTP and checklist to identify 
and provide the referenced information. The comment concerns RTP document consistency and 
completeness and does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the 
EIR. No further response is required. 
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Response 6.12 
The commenter notes that Caltrans Aeronautics offers an Airport Land Use Compatibility training 
program for San Joaquin County staff and officials. The program is intended to provide information 
regarding airport land use compatibility processes and criteria and to address questions related to airport 
land use planning. The comment is informational and does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of 
the environmental analysis in the EIR. No further response is required. 

Response 6.13 
The commenter recommends that regional planning agencies consider addressing emerging aviation 
technologies and trends in future planning efforts, including Advanced Air Mobility services, electric 
aviation and associated infrastructure, and Sustainable Aviation Fuel. The comment provides 
recommendations for future planning considerations and does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy 
of the environmental analysis in the EIR. No further response is required. 

Response 6.14 
The commenter notes that the RTP identifies several developing transportation projects that reflect local 
priorities and support sustainable transportation options. The commenter advises that San Joaquin 
County may coordinate with Caltrans District 10 System Planning and Goods Movement staff to evaluate 
proposed freight improvements for consistency with district policies, operational requirements, and 
safety considerations. The comment is advisory and does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of 
the environmental analysis in the EIR. No further response is required. 

Response 6.15 
The commenter recommends maintaining consistency and completeness in the presentation of short-
range and long-range projects within the RTP. The commenter suggests including information related to 
transportation outcomes, state performance goals, project readiness, state highway system priorities, 
data sources, performance metrics, and implementation details to enhance the RTP’s value as a planning 
and funding tool. The comment provides recommendations for improving project documentation and 
does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. No further 
response is required. 

Response 6.16 
The commenter acknowledges SJCOG’s comprehensive public outreach efforts and commends the 
agency’s commitment to engaging the community throughout development of the Regional 
Transportation Plan. The comment is supportive and does not identify any concerns regarding the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. No further response is required. 

Response 6.17 
The commenter expresses support for SJCOG’s planning efforts and indicates a desire to continue 
collaborating on future transportation plans and projects. The comment concludes with contact 
information for follow-up discussion and identifies the author and copied recipients. No further response 
is required. 
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EAST BAY
MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT

August 4, 2026

Edith Verdin, Senior Regional Planner
San Joaquin Council of Governments
555 East Weber Avenue
Stockton, CA 95202

Re: Notice of Availability of a Draft Program Environmental Impact of the Draft 2026
Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy, San Joaquin
County

Dear Ms. Verdin:

East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Draft 2026 Regional Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (Plan) which encompasses the entire San Joaquin
County (County). EBMUD has the following comments.

EBMUD AQUEDUCTS

EBMUD’s Mokelumne Aqueducts (Aqueduct) right-of-way (owned in fee) traverse
through the County (see enclosed map of EBMUD Aqueducts in San Joaquin County).
Any individual project within the Plan being planned within or immediately adjacent to
EBMUD property will need to follow EBMUD’s Procedure 718-Authorized Uses of
Pipeline Rights-of-Way. A copy of the procedure is enclosed for your reference.

For all individual projects within the Plan, design drawings for any project encroachment
(roadway, utility, facility, etc.) crossing or within the Aqueduct right-of-way will need to
be submitted to EBMUD for review of possible drainage, site grading, fencing,
construction access, and other conditions that may impact EBMUD property. EBMUD
requires a full set of drawings (full size or 11” x 17”) as well as an electronic copy in PDF
format. All submittals shall be sent to the attention of Doug A. Hooper, Superintendent of
Aqueduct Section, 1804 West Main Street, Stockton, CA 95203. Additional information
and an encroachment package are included in EBMUD’s Procedure 718. Applications for
non-EBMUD uses will not be processed unless accompanied by the appropriate
application fees outlined in the current applicable Water and Wastewater System Schedule
of Rates and Charges and Fees. Contractors must secure an encroachment permit from
EBMUD Aqueduct Section prior to mobilizing and starting construction work. A pre¬
construction meeting with EBMUD is mandatory.

When a project involves the construction of a retaining wall and fence along the property
line, they must be constructed completely outside of EBMUD property, including all
footings. The individual project sponsor for projects within the Plan area shall contact

375 ELEVENTH STREET. OAKLAND . CA 94607-4240 . TOLL FREE 1-866-40-EBMUD

Letter 7
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Page2 

EBMUD's Survey Section to coordinate identifying, locating and marking correct property 
lines. 

FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE 

On page 4.3-36, under Impact B1O-3, the Draft Program EIR identifies impacts to 
wildlife movement, including fish migration, as significant and unavoidable, but the 
post-mitigation discussion focuses largely on terrestrial wildlife. The potential impact 
on fish migration, and whether additional fish-specific measures are warranted, 
should be clarified. 

On page ES-14, under Executive Summary, the Draft Program EIR identifies a 
typical dry-season work window of June 1 through November 1, while on page 4.3-
26, under Biological Resources, the Draft Program EIR identifies April 1 through 
October 31 as the dry-season work window. These references should be reconciled 
for consistency throughout the Draft Program EIR. In addition, the Draft Program 
EIR should clarify that actual in-water work windows will be determined at the 
project level in consultation with applicable regulatory agencies, based on affected 
species and life stages, site conditions, and agency requirements. 

If you have any questions concerning this response, please contact Sandra Mulhauser, 
Senior Civil Engineer, Major Facilities Planning Section at (510) 287-7032. 

Sincerely, 

Vc~q'!kLv~ 
David J. Rehnstrom 
Manager of Water Distribution Planning 

DJR:WTJ:kn 
wdpd26 _ San Joaquin Regional Transportation Plan.doc 

Attachment: Map of EBMUD Aqueducts 
Procedure 718 - Authorized Uses of Pipeline Rights-of-Way 
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<B Procedure 718 
EBMUD 

AUTHORIZED USES OF PIPELINE 
RIGHTS-OF-WAY 

EFFECTIVE 

SUPERSEDES 

LEAD DEPARTMENT 

13 DEC 22 

08 JUL 20 

O&M 

PURPOSE - To establish procedures and criteria for review and authorization of overhead, surface, and sub­
surface use of District-owned and easement established property containing raw and distribution water 
aqueducts and pipelines ("pipelines") for purposes other than installation, maintenance, and operation of 
District pipelines. 

Forms Used 

Authority and 
Responsibility 

L-14 
K-47 
N-15 
N-17 

Limited Land Use Permit 
Work Request Agreement 
Certificate of Public Liability Insurance 
Certificate of Workers' Compensation ·Insurance 
Application for Use of EBMUD Property or Request for Information 
General Fund Receipts for Miscellaneous Payments 

Use, development, and control of fee-owned and easement established rights-of-way for 
District and non-District uses must be consistent with the District's operations, 
maintenance, security, and the rights and obligations of the District. District and non­
District uses of District-owned pipeline rights-of-way may be permitted, at the District's 
sole discretion, only if the uses conform to Policy 7 .01 - Aqueduct and Distribution 
Pipeline Rights-of-Way Maintenance and the requirements of this Procedure. 

• No use of District pipeline rights of way or property by others will be permitted as a 
condition to meet city/county zoning requirements or to obtain any land use permit, 
approval, or entitlement affecting properties not owned by the District. 

• No use of District properties by others will be permitted except under terms of a 
written agreement. 

• Use of pipeline rights-of-way for District purposes shall have the concurrence of the 
Director of Operations and Maintenance and shall include all applicable protections 
required for similar third-party use. 

• The Board of Directors has exclusive authority to approve any proposed right-of-way 
use requiring the adoption and implementation of one or more mitigation measures 
to minimize potentially significant environmental impacts. 

• The decision whether to authorize any party other than the District to use District­
owned property containing pipelines for any non-District purpose is a legislative act 
undertaken at the sole discretion of District staff. No notice or hearing is required to 
consider an application for use of such property, and staff's decision is not subject to 
appeal. 

Acceptable long-term uses of the pipeline rights-of-way include but are not necessarily 
limited to: utility crossings, road crossings, limited agriculture, equestrian and pedestrian 
trails , parks, oil and gas leases, and District-owned ground water wells. Acceptable 
long-term uses of rights-of-way and easements for future pipelines will be evaluated 
upon facility completion. Such uses will be authorized in writing. All approved uses will 
conform to the requirements and limitations described in the attached EBMUD 
Requirements for Entry or Use of Pipeline Rights-of-Way (Requirements for Entry or 
Use) and all other conditions as specified in the written approval. 

The Water Supply Division and the Water Treatment and Distribution Division are each 
primarily responsible to implement this Procedure with respect to proposed uses of 
rights-of-way containing a facility "owned" by that Division. Facility "ownership" for this 
purpose is determined based on which Division has "Overall Responsibility" for the 
facility according to Table 1 of Procedure 706 - Facilities: Inspection , Maintenance and 
Repair. Wherever this Procedure allocates responsibility to both Divisions in the 
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alternative , the responsibility shall rest with the Division which owns the facility within the 
right-of-way which is proposed to be used. 

The Water Supply or the Water Treatment and Distribution Divisions are responsible for 
monitoring permitted uses and detecting and preventing unauthorized uses of pipeline 
rights-of-way, respectively. 

The Office of General Counsel and the Manager of Real Estate SeNices will be 
consulted when an unauthorized user will not voluntarily desist. 

The Water Supply or the Water Treatment and Distribution Divisions are responsible for 
coordinating the development of recommendations with respect to the terms and 
conditions to be stipulated when a District or non-District use of a pipeline right-of-way is 
to be permitted . 

The Director of Engineering and Construction shall be consulted as necessary to 
provide location analysis or to determine what structural, grading, drainage, corrosion 
protection or other engineering measures are required and to obtain estimates of 
eng ineering, design and inspection costs . 

Applications and inquiries for use of pipeline rights-of-way shall be processed by the 
Water Operations Department. Applications for non-District uses will not be processed 
unless accompanied by the appropriate application fees specified in the District's "Water 
and Wastewater System Schedules of Rates and Charges, Capacity Charges, and 
Other Fees". 

The Water Operations Department is responsible for: 

• Providing requirements for use of the District's pipeline rights-of-way to applicants 
requesting use of the right-of-way. See the attached Requirements for Entry or Use. 

• Providing requirements to applicants for proposed work located adjacent to the 
District's pipeline rights-of-way which has the potential to impact the District's 
pipelines (e.g. , proposed excavations that may include use of tiebacks that could 
result in a vertical encroachment and/or excavations that have the potential for 
ground movements that could damage District pipelines) . 

• Checking for completeness of any permit (e.g ., Encroachment Permit Application) to 
ensure compliance with the requirements for entry or use of pipeline rights-of-way 
contained in Requirements for Entry or Use plus any other conditions applicable to 
the proposed use. 

• Collecting engineering, plan review and construction inspection costs and 
documentation of insurance coverage , if necessary. 

• Monitoring existing encroachments and inspection of the construction of new 
approved encroachments. 

• Providing information to the Engineering and Construction Department for technical 
input regarding additional permit requirements or special restrictions that may be 
applicable (in addition to those outlined in the Requirements for Entry or Use). 

• Assuring proper environmental documentation for proposed uses through 
consultation with the Water Distribution Planning Division, when appropriate . Policy 
7.01 - Aqueduct and Distribution Pipeline Rights-of-Way Maintenance, requ ires the 
District to ensure that any construction impacts from third-party use of District rights 
of way are mitigated to the level of "no significant impact." 
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Real Estate Services is responsible for: 

• Advising the Manager of Water Supply or the Manager of Water Treatment and 
Distribution of any real estate matters which relate to a specific proposed use. 

• Collecting application fees and charges, preparing and executing limited land use 
permits, leases, easements, and all other property-related agreements (except for 
revocable licenses and temporary entry permits) and recommending fees and 
charges appropriate to the property use allowed, and for securing payment. See the 
current applicable Water and Wastewater System Schedule of Rates and Charges 
and Fees. 

• Maintaining records relating to rights-of-way crossings and use, and providing 
information to the Engineering and Construction Department for the update of 
District pipeline drawings and GIS applications. 

The Manager of Water Supply or Manager of Water Treatment and Distribution shall 
keep available the forms listing the general requirements set forth in Requirements for 
Entry or Use for each of the following : 

Temporary Entry/Temporary Construction Permit 

For temporary access to pipeline rights-of-way such as for surveying , potholing, 
construction , for temporary access via the District's right-of-way to property adjacent to 
the right-of-way, and other similar short-term situations. 

Revocable License and Revocable Landscape License 

For pipelines, sewers, storm drains, overhead and underground cables, public trails, 
landscaping and other crossings or lateral encroachments. 

Limited Land Use Permit 

Provides for agricultural or other surface use of the right-of-way for a period not to 
exceed one year (vehicular parking is prohibited). These permits are renewable annually 
if inspection reveals satisfactory conformance to conditions of permit. 

Easement 

For streets, highways, large diameter pipelines, canals and railroads, and other 
permanent publicly-owned encroachments . Easements are officially recorded with the 
county having jurisdiction. The consideration for the easement (e.g., fee) will be based 
on the value of the property being encumbered. 

The Manager of Water Supply or Manager of Water Treatment and Distribution shall 
request review of any proposed revisions to application forms and lists of requirements 
from the Engineering and Construction Department, Real Estate Services Division, 
Office of General Counsel, and the District's Pipe Committee. 

Temporary Entry Permits and Temporary Construction Permits 

The Manager of Water Supply or Manager of Water Treatment and Distribution (or 
designee) may issue temporary entry and construction permits including imposing 
standard and temporary conditions relating to the use. The Manager of Real Estate 
Services and the Office of General Counsel will be consulted regarding unusual 
circumstances. 
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Revocable Licenses 

The Manager of Water Supply or Manager of Water Treatment and Distribution (or 
designee), if warranted, shall conduct a field investigation to determine pipeline 
protection requirements and in consultation with the Design Division or the Pipeline 
Infrastructure Division, will set forth the engineering and operating requirements. 

The Manager of Water Supply or Manager of Water Treatment and Distribution (or 
designee), shall then specify any and all requirements, including special conditions to 
the applicant, and discuss the terms and conditions of the license agreement as well as 
any processing, design and inspection costs and license fee. The Manager of Water 
Supply or Manager of Water Treatment and Distribution may then enter into a standard 
license agreement with relevant special conditions on behalf of the District. The 
Manager of Real Estate Services and the Office of General Counsel shall be consulted 
regarding any unusual circumstances. 

Copies of all revocable licenses issued by the Water Supply Division or the Water 
Treatment and Distribution Division shall be provided to the Manager of Real Estate 
Services. 

Copies of all licenses or leases issued by the Manager of Real Estate Services on 
Pipeline Rights-of-Ways shall be provided to the Water Supply Division or the Water 
Treatment and Distribution Division. 

Limited Land Use Permits 

The Manager of Water Supply or Manager of Water Treatment and Distribution (or 
designee), shall convey the District's requirements to the applicant and investigate to 
determine any special conditions. 

Real Estate Services shall prepare the Limited Land Use Permit (Form L-14) in 
duplicate, including special conditions or stipulations, accompanied by a District­
prepared location sketch that will refer to pipeline stationing and other appropriate 
location identifiers, including adjacent pipeline structures. 

Engineering and Construction Department shall prepare the location sketch . 

After payment of the stipulated consideration determined by Real Estate Services, the 
Manager of Water Supply or Manager of Water Treatment and Distribution (or designee) 
shall review and execute the permit. These copies are then returned to the Manager of 
Real Estate Services, together with any stipulated consideration. 

Forty-five days before expiration of a Limited Land Use Permit, the Manager of Real 
Estate Services shall notify the Manager of Water Supply or Manager of Water 
Treatment and Distribution, who shall investigate the permittee's operations. If renewal 
of the permit is recommended, the permit will be renewed by letter from the Manager of 
Real Estate Services. 
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Leases and Easements 

The Water Supply or Water Treatment and Distribution Divisions shall conduct a field 
investigation to determine requirements for pipeline protection and, in consultation with 
the Design Division or Pipeline Infrastructure Division, if necessary, will set forth the 
engineering and operating requirements. 

If structural or corrosion protective facilities are required, the Manager of Water Supply 
or Manager of Water Treatment and Distribution (or designee) shall request the 
Manager of Design Division or Pipeline Infrastructure Division to proceed with the 
required design or plan reviews. (During design, the designer will communicate with the 
applicant's engineer.) Upon completion of design, the plans will be delivered to the 
applicant via the Manager of Water Supply or Manager of Water Treatment and 
Distribution (or designee), who will arrange for inspection as required . 
The Manager of Real Estate Services shall discuss with the applicant the terms of the 
agreement and the amount of the consideration, including any processing, design , and 
inspection costs. Real Estate Services shall obtain an appraisal and engineering 
estimates, if necessary. 

Upon agreement with the applicant, the Manager of Real Estate Services, shall draft, for 
review and approval by the Manager of Water Supply Division or the Manager of Water 
Treatment and Distribution Division and Office of General Counsel, an agreement 
granting the applicant the property interest under the terms and for the consideration as 
approved . Real Estate Services shall assure that evidence of insurance is provided, if 
required. The lease or easement shall be submitted to the District's Board of Directors 
for approval, if required by Procedure 108 - Real Estate Transactions . Two copies of the 
lease or easement shall be sent to the applicant with instructions to sign and return the 
copies, together with the consideration, to the Manager of Real Estate Services. 
Easements shall be recorded and the applicant shall provide the Manager of Real 
Estate Services with the recording data. 

District and non-District uses of pipeline rights-of-way shall be confirmed in writing , 
listing any special conditions which may apply to the proposed use to the requesting 
District departments or third parties by the Manager of Water Supply or Manager of 
Water Treatment and Distribution (or designee). 

Any third-party use of the District's pipeline property may be terminated at the District's 
sole discretion, so long as the termination is authorized by and done in a manner 
compliant with the terms and conditions of the permit, license, or lease that governs the 
use. If the Water Supply Division or the Water Treatment and Distribution Division 
terminates any permit or license, the Manager of Real Estate Services and the Design 
Division shall be so notified by memo. The Office of General Counsel may be consulted 
before undertaking a termination which may affect the District's legal interests. 

The final determination of generally applicable terms and conditions appropriate for 
District uses of pipeline properties rests with the Director of Operations and 
Maintenance. 

A specific third-party applicant for use of pipeline property may be required, as a 
condition of approval of the application, to comply with the generally applicable terms 
and conditions, or with different or additional terms and conditions that are determined 
to be in the District's best interest. The decision to approve or deny an application, and 
the selection of terms and conditions of any approval , shall rest with the Director of 
Operations and Maintenance. There is no right to an administrative appeal or hearing, 
and the decision of the Director or designee is final. 
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The Manager of Real Estate Services shall maintain a file containing copies of all 
documents relating to right-of-way crossings or uses, except for temporary 
encroachment permits, and is responsible for the assignment of right-of-way crossing 
numbers to approved documents. 

The Engineering and Construction Department shall maintain as-built and right-of-way 
drawings and other information of pipelines. Updates to these drawings shall be made 
following: 

1. Grant of Revocable License or Easement. Notice to be supplied by the Manager of 
Real Estate Services. 

2. Completion of crossing construction covered by license or easement. Notice, 
including "as built" location data, to be supplied by the applicant to the Water Supply 
Division or Water Treatment and Distribution Division for transmittal to the 
Engineering and Construction Department. This notice will be routed through the 
Engineering and Construction Department, as necessary, then to the Manager of 
Real Estate Services. 

3. Termination of any pipeline right-of-way use. Notice to be supplied by the Manager 
of Real Estate Services. 

Drawings of right-of-way crossings and uses within the service area will be updated in 
GIS applications by Mapping Services based on information provided from Real Estate 
Services. 

Pipeline right-of-way fees for the processing of applications and documents related to 
proposed uses are included in the "Water and Wastewater System Schedules of Rates 
and Charges, Capacity Charges, and Other Fees". The Manager of Water Supply and 
Manager of Water Treatment and Distribution are responsible for periodic review and 
updating of Requirements for Entry or Use. The Manager of Real Estate Services is 
responsible for review and updating of Fees and Documentation Charges, Use of 
Aqueduct and Distribution Pipeline Rights-of-Way by Others. 

Policy 7.01 -Aqueduct and Distribution Pipeline Rights-of-Way Maintenance 
Procedure 108 - Real Estate Transactions 
Procedure 436 - Miscellaneous Accounts Receivable and Cash Receipts 
Procedure 706 - Facilities: Inspection, Maintenance and Repair 
Requirements for Entry or Use of Pipeline Rights-of-Way (attached) 
Water and Wastewater System Schedules of Rates and Charges, Capacity Charges, 

and Other Fees (as updated periodically) 
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1. Requests for encroachment rights or for other uses of the District's raw and distribution water 
aqueduct and pipeline ("pipeline") properties shall be directed to the Manager of Water Supply, 
1804 West Main Street, Stockton, California 95203. Property uses shall only be permitted subject 
to appropriate written permit, license, easement, or lease agreement. 

2. Requests for property uses shall be in writing and accompanied by a completed application, 
application fees, plan and profile drawings of the area and work involved. District pipeline 
stationing and adjacent above-ground structures must be shown. Applicant's horizontal and 
vertical control must be correlated to the District's. Drawings and maps shall be ANSI D size 
(22x34 inch} or ANSI B size (11x17 inch) and must also be provided in electronic .pdf format. 
Application must include complete insurance documentation. 

3. The applicant must indemnify, defend , and hold harmless the District and associated personnel 
from and against any claims, losses, and liability arising by reason of the applicant's use of 
District's property or the applicant's acts or omissions pursuant to any permit or approval issued 
by the District, on such terms as the District may require . The applicant may be required to provide 
evidence of insurance coverage. 

4. All requests for uses of District property must be consistent with requirements and limitations set 
forth by Procedure 718 and will be reviewed and approved on a case-by-case basis. 

5. District land and facilities shall be restored to a condition as good as that which existed before 
applicant's entry on the right-of-way. 

6. Applicant's use of property shall not increase District costs or interfere with District access, 
operations , maintenance, or repair of its facilities. 

7. The applicant must pay the District the appraised value of the easement or lease, if appropriate, 
for the rights granted to the applicant. Appropriate environmental documentation must be 
completed in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act before the rights can be 
granted. The District may require the applicant to prepare the documentation at its expense before 
the application will be considered for approval. The District will review the environmental 
documentation to determine whether it (i) adequately describes the applicant's project, (ii) contains 
a detailed disclosure and analysis of the project's impacts, (iii) describes feasible measures to 
mitigate any construction impacts to the District's right-of-way to a level of no significant impact, 
and (iv) is otherwise legally sufficient. The District may rely on any existing environmental 
documentation for the applicant's project if the District determines that the existing documentation 
meets the above-described standards. 

8. For any District-approved encroachment, the applicant must pay the District for any of the 
following measures, as determined necessary by the District: 

a. Design of structural protective measures 
b. Design of fences or other structures 
c . Corrosion control protective measures 
d . District engineering, plan review, and inspection of activities 
e . Environmental documentation 
f. Application , permit or license fees . 

9. The plan for the execution of the work must be approved by the District. 

10. The type and weight of equipment working over the pipelines must be approved by the District. 

11. The use of vibratory compaction equipment is prohibited on the pipeline right-of-way unless 
otherwise approved by EBMUD. Allowable compaction effort, allowable equipment, and maximum 
depth of each lift of fill shall be subject to District review and approval before start of construction . 

12. A minimum of 48 business hours' notice must be given to the District before work commences on 
District pipeline right-of-way. Contact information will be provided in permit. 
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13. A preconstruction meeting is required prior to start of work. 

14. No building or portions of buildings shall be constructed on the property. No other types of 
structures shall be constructed unless specific approval is given by the District. 

15. No longitudinal encroachments such as drainage ditches; gas, phone, or electrical lines; pipelines, 
or roads will be permitted. All property line fences (including footings) must be located completely 
outside District property lines. 

16. District staff shall monitor pile driving or other work which can result in vibration and occurs within 
100 feet of the aqueducts. District staff shall also monitor other work located within 100 feet of the 
pipeline right-of-way, if such work has the potential to result in ground movements that could 
damage the District's facilities (i.e., large excavations with potential for horizontal or vertical 
ground deformations within the District's rights-of-way). 

17. Railroad, freeway and highway crossings of the pipeline right-of-way shall be on permanent 
bridges with a minimum vertical clearance of 14 feet 6 inches between the finished ground surface 
and the underside of the bridge. Crossings of pipeline rights of way, on grade will be over 
structurally-encased aqueducts with a sleeve for a fourth aqueduct. 

18. Street and road crossings constructed on grade shall incorporate protection of the pipelines. 
Protective measures will be designed by applicant's licensed engineer to District standards with 
specific District approval of each design. 

19. Existing pipeline protective measures such as concrete slabs shall not be cut, penetrated, or 
otherwise disturbed. If a protective measure is cut, penetrated , or disturbed, it shall be replaced 
with a new protective measure, designed by applicant's licensed engineer to District standards 
with specific District approval of design. 

20. Traffic control fences or approved barriers shall be installed along each side of the street, road or 
trail before opening to the public. 

21. Temporary construction fences and barricades shall be installed by contractor as directed by the 
District. 

22. No geotechnical exploration such as drilling or boring shall be allowed on an pipeline right-of-way 
without prior written approval from the District. 

23. Any changes in finished grade in the pipeline right-of-way must be approved by the Aqueduct 
Section. Earth fills or cuts on adjacent property shall not encroach onto District property except 
where authorized for vehicular crossings on grade and where the District determines that there will 
be no detrimental effect on or maintenance of the pipelines. 

24. Crossings shall be perpendicular to the pipelines and on a constant grade across District property. 

25. Sanitary sewers, water lines, petroleum product lines, or other lines crossing above the pipelines 
must be encased in a steel, polyvinyl chloride (PVC), or reinforced concrete pipe conduit or be 
imbedded in reinforced concrete with a minimum vertical clearance of two (2) feet between the 
casing/embedment and the top of District pipelines. The casing shall extend the entire width of the 
pipelines right-of-way. 

26. All pipelines crossing below the pipelines must be encased in a steel or reinforced concrete 
conduit and provide a minimum of three (3) feet of clearance between the casing and the bottom 
of the District pipelines. 
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27. Trenchless construction methods such as horizontal directional drilling or jack-and-bore between 
the top of the pipelines and the bottom of the protective structure (slab) are prohibited. 

28. On pressurized pipe crossings, shutoff valves shall be provided outside and adjacent to both sides 
of District property. 

29. At the point of crossing, steel pipeline crossings and steel casings shall incorporate electrolysis 
test leads, bond leads, and leads necessary for interference testing . Corrosion control devices, 
when required , must be approved by the District. 

30. Cathodic protection for steel encasements must be installed as follows: 

• Provide a dielectric coating to the exterior surface of the steel casing within the District's right­
of-way, 16 mil epoxy or equivalent. 

• Provide galvanic protection to the portion of the steel casing within the District's right-of-way 
in accordance with the National Association of Corrosion Engineers RP-01-69. 

• If the carrier pipe is constructed of ductile iron or steel , provide electrical isolation between 
the carrier and casing using casing insulators; redwood skids are not permitted . 

• Provide test results to the District demonstrating the adequacy of the cathodic protection 
system, and the adequacy of the electrical isolation of the carrier (if metallic) from the casing . 
The District reserves the right to witness any such tests. 

31 . Gravity drainage of District property shall be maintained. Open channels constructed across the 
right-of-way shall be paved with reinforced concrete. Headwalls, inlets, and other appurtenances 
shall be located outside District property. Drainage facilities shall be provided outside the District's 
property at the top and/or toe of fill slopes or cuts constructed adjacent to District property to 
assure adequate drainage. 

32. Overhead electrical power conductors across the property shall be a minimum of 30 feet above 
ground. Communication and cable TV crossings shall be a minimum of 20 feet above the ground . 
Supporting poles or towers shall be located outside the pipelines right-of-way. 

33. Buried electrical cables passing over the pipelines shall be installed in PVC conduit and encased 
in red concrete across the entire width of the right-of-way. In some cases, PVC-coated steel 
conduit with a red concrete cap may be substituted. All other buried cables shall be installed in 
conduits and marked in the appropriate Underground Service Alert (USA) colored marking 
materials and with surface signs installed at 4-foot intervals that include the utility name, type, and 
emergency contact information across the entire width of the right-of-way. The minimum vertical 
clearance between the conduit and the top of the District's pipelines is two (2) feet. 

34. Electrical or telecommunications cables shall not be allowed to pass under the pipelines. 

35. Vehicular parking and storage of equipment or material on aqueduct or distribution pipelines 
property are prohibited . 

36. All District survey monuments and markers shall be undisturbed. If any District survey markers or 
monuments must be disturbed, they will be replaced or relocated by the District at applicant's 
expense prior to the start of any ground disturbing work. 

37. All pipeline crossings involving mechanical excavation on the right-of-way require potholing of all 
pipelines at the site of the proposed crossing . Visible reference markings showing the pipeline 
alignments and depths to top of pipe shall be maintained for the duration of any mechanical 
excavation on District property. Excavations within two (2) feet of pipelines shall be made by hand. 
Entry permits are required for pothole work. 

38. All grading or excavating of the right-of-way requires USA notification and the maintenance of a 
current inquiry identification number. 
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39. Certified six-sack mix is the minimum acceptable concrete batch to be used on the pipelines right­
of-way. Concrete compression strength shall be 3,000 per square inch (PSI) or better at 28 days. 
If samples do not reach 3,000 PSI at 28 days, the entire section of slab or encasement related to 
that sample must be removed and replaced at applicant's expense. 

40. Each truckload of concrete to be placed on the right-of-way may be sampled by the District. No 
water may be added to the mix after sampling. 

41. Maximum allowable slump is three inches. All concrete exceeding three inches will be rejected 
and cannot be used on the right-of-way. 

42. No traffic will be allowed over protective slabs until 3,000 PSI is reached . 

43. All work areas shall be inspected by the District for final approval. As-built drawing submittals are 
required for District approval. 

44. No work is allowed on weekends or District-recognized holidays unless otherwise authorized in 
the required permit. 
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Letter 7 
Commenter: David J. Rehnstrom, Manager of Water Distribution Planning, East Bay Municipal Utility 

District (EBMUD) 

Date: August 4, 2026 

Response 7.1 
The commenter appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Program EIR for the 
2026 RTP/SCS and acknowledges the regional scope of the Plan. The comment serves as an introduction 
to the commenter’s remarks and does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental 
analysis in the EIR. No further response is required. 

Response 7.2 
The commenter notes that EBMUD’s Mokelumne Aqueduct right-of-way traverses San Joaquin County 
and advises that any project proposed within or immediately adjacent to EBMUD property must comply 
with EBMUD’s Procedure 718 governing authorized uses of pipeline rights-of-way. The comment provides 
information regarding project coordination and compliance requirements for future project-level activities 
and does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. No further 
response is required. 

Response 7.3 
The commenter advises that any roadway, utility, facility, or other project crossing located within the 
EBMUD Mokelumne Aqueduct right-of-way should be submitted to EBMUD for review to address potential 
impacts related to drainage, grading, fencing, construction access, and other property considerations. 
The commenter also provides submittal requirements and references EBMUD Procedure 718 for 
additional guidance and encroachment review procedures. The comment pertains to future project-level 
coordination and permitting requirements and does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the EIR. No further response is required. 

Response 7.4 
The commenter notes that applications for non-EBMUD uses within EBMUD rights-of-way must be 
accompanied by the applicable fees identified in EBMUD’s current Water and Wastewater System 
Schedule of Rates and Charges and Fees. The comment provides information regarding future permitting 
and application requirements and does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental 
analysis in the EIR. No further response is required. 

Response 7.5 
The commenter advises that contractors must obtain an encroachment permit from EBMUD’s Aqueduct 
Section before commencing construction activities within EBMUD rights-of-way and notes that a pre-
construction meeting with EBMUD is required. The comment provides information regarding future 
project-level permitting and coordination requirements and does not raise an issue regarding the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. No further response is required. 

Response 7.6 
The commenter advises that retaining walls, fences, and associated footings constructed along EBMUD 
property boundaries must be located entirely outside EBMUD property. The commenter further 
recommends that individual project sponsors coordinate with EBMUD’s Survey Section to identify, locate, 
and mark property lines prior to project implementation. The comment pertains to future project-level 
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design and coordination requirements and does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the EIR. No further response is required. 

Response 7.7 
The commenter notes that, on Page 4.3-36 under Impact BIO-3, the EIR identifies impacts to wildlife 
movement, including fish migration, as significant and unavoidable; however, the post-mitigation 
discussion primarily addresses terrestrial wildlife. The commenter requests clarification regarding 
potential impacts to fish migration and whether additional fish-specific mitigation measures should be 
considered. Future project-specific environmental review would evaluate potential impacts to fish 
passage and migration and identify additional avoidance, minimization, or mitigation measures, as 
appropriate, based on project-specific conditions. However, to more accurately reflect the mitigation 
measures consideration of both terrestrial wildlife movement and fish migration, the "Significance After 
Mitigation’ discussion has been revised in Section 4.3.3, b, Page 4.3-40 of Section 4.3, Biological 
Resources: 

Significance After Mitigation 

Compliance with the above mitigation measures would reduce impacts to wildlife movement by 
requiring projects to be designed in a way that maintains connectivity. However, it cannot be 
guaranteed that movement of terrestrial and aquatic species will not be impeded at the regional scale 
due to the large scale of the proposed 2026 RTP/SCS. No additional feasible mitigation measures are 
available to reduce impacts on wildlife movement. Thus, this impact would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

No further response is required. 

Response 7.8 
The commenter notes an inconsistency in the identified dry season work windows within the EIR between 
the Executive Summary and the Biological Resources section. The commenter requests that these 
references be reconciled to ensure consistency throughout the document. The dry season dates 
identified in both the Executive Summary (Page ES-14) and Section 4.3, Biological Resources (Page 4.3-
36), have been revised to ensure consistency throughout the EIR. To note, the timing and duration of the 
dry season may vary due to annual climatic conditions, global climate change, and cyclical climate 
patterns such as El Niño and La Niña events, among other factors. 

Executive Summary [page ES-14] 

BIO-2(f) Wetlands, Drainages, and Riparian Habitat Best Management Practices During 
Construction. The following best management practices shall be required by the implementing 
agency for development within or adjacent to wetlands, drainages, or riparian habitat: 

• [..] 
• [..] 
• Project activities within the jurisdictional areas should occur during the dry season (typically 

between June 1 April 1 and November 1) in any given year, or as otherwise directed by the 
regulatory agencies. 

Biological Resources [page 4.3-36] 

BIO-2(f) Wetlands, Drainages, and Riparian Habitat Best Management Practices During 
Construction. The following best management practices shall be required by the implementing 
agency for development within or adjacent to wetlands, drainages, or riparian habitat: 

• [..] 
• [..] 
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• Project activities within the jurisdictional areas should occur during the dry season (typically 
between June 1 April 1 and November 1) in any given year, or as otherwise directed by the 
regulatory agencies. 

• Actual in-water work windows will be determined at the project level in consultation with applicable 
regulatory agencies, based on affected species and life stages, site conditions, and agency 
requirements. 

No further response is required. 

Response 7.9 
The commenter recommends clarifying that actual in-water work windows will be determined during 
project-level review in coordination with the applicable regulatory agencies and based on species 
presence, life stages, site-specific conditions, and regulatory requirements. The comment seeks 
clarification regarding future implementation of biological resource protection measures. This 
clarification has been added to Mitigation Measure BIO-2(f) as shown above in Response 7.8 to address 
this comment. This clarification does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the environmental 
analysis in the EIR. No further response is required. 

Response 7.10 
The commenter provides contact information for a representative available to answer questions 
regarding the submitted comments. The comment is administrative and does not raise an issue 
regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. No further response is required. 

Response 7.11 
The commenter provides a Map of EBMUD Aqueducts that are referenced in their letter. This reference 
was reviewed within the letter and considered when providing individual responses to comments. 
Because the comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the EIR or CEQA process, no further response 
is required.  

Response 7.12 
The commenter provides Procedure 718-Authorized Uses of Pipeline Rights-of-Way that is referenced in 
their letter. This reference was reviewed within the letter and considered when providing individual 
responses to comments. Because the comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the EIR or CEQA 
process, no further response is required.  
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August 5, 2026

Edith Verdin
San Joaquin Council of Governments
555 E. Weber Ave
Stockton, CA 95202

Project: Draft Program Environmental Impact Report for 2026 Regional 
Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy 

District CEQA Reference No:  20260739

Dear Ms. Verdin:

The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (District) has reviewed the Draft
Program Environmental Impact Report (DPEIR) from the San Joaquin Council of
Governments (SJCOG) for the 2026 Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) Project.  Per the DPEIR, the project consists of
updating SJCOG’s transportation plan for the region’s transportation system to ensure
the plan adequately addresses future transportation needs (Project).  The Project is
located within San Joaquin County including incorporated cities (Escalon, Lathrop, Lodi,
Manteca, Mountain House, Stockton, Tracy, Ripon), all in California.

The District offers the following comments at this time regarding the Project:

Land Use Planning/Project Sitting 

The RTP/SCS is used to guide development in order to plan the construction of
regional transportation projects that require partnership with its member agencies.
Nearly all development projects within the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin, from
RTP/SCS to individual projects have the potential to generate air pollutants, making
it more difficult to attain state and federal ambient air quality standards.  Land use
decisions are critical to improving air quality within the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin
because land use patterns greatly influence transportation needs, and motor vehicle
emissions are the largest source of air pollution in the Valley.  Land use decisions
and project design elements such as preventing urban sprawl, encouraging mix-use
development, and project design elements that reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT)
have proven to be beneficial for air quality.  The District recommends that future
development incorporate strategies that reduce VMTs and require the cleanest
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available heavy-duty trucks, vehicles, and off-road equipment, including zero and 
near-zero technologies.  VMTs can be reduced through encouragement of mix-use 
development, walkable communities, etc.  Additional design element options can be 
found at: https://ww2.valleyair.org/media/ob0pweru/clean-air-measures.pdf 
 
In addition, the District recommends that future development incorporate strategies 
that will advance implementation of the best practices listed in Tables 5 and 6 of 
California Air Resource Board’s (CARB’s) Freight Handbook Concept Paper, to the 
extent feasible.  This document compiles best practices designed to address air 
pollution impacts as “practices” which may apply to the siting, design, construction, 
and operation of freight facilities to minimize health impacts on nearby communities.  
The concept paper is available at: 
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2020-03/2019.12.12%20-
%20Concept%20Paper%20for%20the%20Freight%20Handbook_1.pdf 

 
 Project Related Emissions 

 
The District recommends that the DPEIR stipulate that future development projects 
within the RTP/SCS identify and characterize project construction and operational air 
emissions.  The District recommends the air emissions be compared to the District 
significance thresholds as identified in the District’s Guidance for Assessing and 
Mitigating Air Quality Impacts: https://ww2.valleyair.org/media/g4nl3p0g/gamaqi.pdf.  
The District recommends that future projects be mitigated to the extent feasible, and 
that future projects with air emissions above the aforementioned thresholds be 
mitigated to below these thresholds. 

 
The District understands that the RTP/SCS is a program-level project where future 
individual project-specific data may not be available at this time.  As such, future 
development projects within the RTP/SCS should include a discussion of policies, 
which when implemented, will require assessment and characterization of project-
level emissions, and subsequently require mitigation of air quality impacts to the 
extent feasible at the individual project-specific level.  Environmental reviews of 
potential impacts on air quality should incorporate the following items: 

 
 Operational Emissions 

 
Future Development projects operational (ongoing) air emissions from mobile 
sources and stationary sources should be analyzed separately.  For reference, 
the District’s significance thresholds are identified in the District’s Guidance for 
Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts: 
https://ww2.valleyair.org/media/g4nl3p0g/gamaqi.pdf.   

 
Recommended Mitigation Measure: At a minimum, project related impacts on 
air quality should be reduced to levels below the District’s significance 
thresholds through incorporation of design elements such as the use of cleaner 
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Heavy Heavy-Duty (HHD) trucks and vehicles, measures that reduce Vehicle 
Miles Traveled (VMTs), and measures that increase energy efficiency.  More 
information on transportation mitigation measures can be found at:   
https://ww2.valleyair.org/media/ob0pweru/clean-air-measures.pdf 

 
 Recommended Model for Quantifying Air Emissions  
 
Future development project-related criteria pollutant emissions from 
construction and operational sources should be identified and quantified.  
Emissions analysis should be performed using the California Emission 
Estimator Model (CalEEMod), which uses the most recent CARB-approved 
version of relevant emissions models and emission factors.  CalEEMod is 
available to the public and can be downloaded from the CalEEMod website at: 
www.caleemod.com. 

 
 Health Risk Screening/Assessment 

 
Mitigation Measure AQ-5 in the DPEIR, states that for projects that do not meet 
health risk assessment (HRA) screening, a qualified air quality consultant is to be 
retained to prepare a HRA in accordance with CARB and OEHHA requirements to 
determine the exposure for sensitive receptors (residences, businesses, hospitals, 
day-care facilities, health care facilities, etc.) in the area and mitigate any potentially 
significant risk to help limit exposure of sensitive receptors to emissions. 
 
To determine potential health impacts on surrounding receptors (residences, 
businesses, hospitals, day-care facilities, health care facilities, etc.) a Prioritization 
and/or a Health Risk Assessment (HRA) should be performed for future 
development projects that may be approved under implementation of the Project.  
These health risk determinations should quantify and characterize potential Toxic Air 
Contaminants (TACs) identified by the Office of Environmental Health Hazard 
Assessment/California Air Resources Board (OEHHA/CARB) that pose a present or 
potential hazard to human health.   
 
Health risk analyses should include all potential air emissions from the project, which 
include emissions from construction of the project, including multi-year construction, 
as well as ongoing operational activities of the project.  Note, two common sources 
of TACs can be attributed to diesel exhaust emitted from heavy-duty off-road earth 
moving equipment during construction, and from ongoing operation of heavy-duty 
on-road trucks.  
 
Prioritization (Screening Health Risk Assessment): 
A “Prioritization” is the recommended method for a conservative screening-level 
health risk assessment.  The Prioritization should be performed using the California 
Air Pollution Control Officers Association’s (CAPCOA) methodology.  Please contact 
the District for assistance with performing a Prioritization analysis.   

8.3 cont.
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The District recommends that a more refined analysis, in the form of an HRA, be 
performed for any project resulting in a Prioritization score of 10 or greater.  This is 
because the prioritization results are a conservative health risk representation, while 
the detailed HRA provides a more accurate health risk evaluation.   
 

 Health Risk Assessment: 
Prior to performing an HRA, it is strongly recommended that land use agencies/ 
project proponents develop and submit for District review a health risk modeling 
protocol that outlines the sources and methodologies that will be used to perform the 
HRA. 
 
A development project would be considered to have a potentially significant health 
risk if the HRA demonstrates that the health impacts would exceed the District’s 
established risk thresholds, which can be found here: 
https://ww2.valleyair.org/permitting/ceqa/.  
 
A project with a significant health risk would trigger all feasible mitigation measures.  
The District strongly recommends that development projects that result in a 
significant health risk not be approved by the land use agency. 
 
The District is available to review HRA protocols and analyses.  For HRA submittals 
please provide the following information electronically to the District for review: 
 

• HRA (AERMOD) modeling files 
• HARP2 files 
• Summary of emissions source locations, emissions rates, and emission factor 

calculations and methodologies. 
 
For assistance, please contact the District’s Technical Services Department by: 
 

• E-Mailing inquiries to: hramodeler@valleyair.org 
• Calling (559) 230-5900 

 
 Recommended Measure: Development projects resulting in TAC emissions should 

be located an adequate distance from residential areas and other sensitive receptors 
to prevent the creation of a significant health risk in accordance to CARB's Air 
Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective located at 
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/resource-center/strategy-
development/land-use-resources. 

 
 
 
 

8.4 cont.
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 Ambient Air Quality Analysis 
 

An Ambient Air Quality Analysis (AAQA) uses air dispersion modeling to determine if 
emissions increases from a project will cause or contribute to a violation of State or 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards.  The District recommends an AAQA be 
performed for any future development projects that may be approved under 
implementation of the Project with emissions that exceed 100 pounds per day of any 
pollutant. 
 
An AAQA uses air dispersion modeling to determine if emission increase from a 
project will cause or contribute to a violation of State or National Ambien Air Quality 
Standards.  An acceptable analysis would include emissions from both project-
specific permitted and non-permitted equipment and activities.  The District 
recommends consultation with District staff to determine the appropriate model and 
input data to use in the analysis.   
 
Specific information for assessing significance, including screening tools and 
modeling guidance, is available online at the District’s website:  
https://ww2.valleyair.org/permitting/ceqa/. 
 

 Recommended Emission Reduction Strategies to Reduce Emissions from 
Future Projects within the RTP/SCS 

 
 Voluntary Emission Reduction Agreement  

 
In the DPEIR, it states “Under CEQA, Participation in a District Voluntary 
Emission Reduction Agreement (VERA) is not required but may be used, at the 
discretion of the lead agency, to reduce a project’s contribution to significant or 
cumulatively considerable air quality impacts.” For future development projects 
that may be approved under implementation of the Project, when determined to 
exceed the District’s CEQA significance thresholds, the District recommends a 
feasibility discussion on implementing a VERA be included as a mitigation 
measure.   

 
A VERA is a mitigation measure by which the project proponent provides 
pound-for-pound mitigation of emissions increases through a process that 
develops, funds, and implements emission reduction projects, with the District 
serving a role of administrator of the emissions reduction projects and verifier of 
the successful mitigation effort.  To implement a VERA, the project proponent 
and the District enter into a contractual agreement in which the project 
proponent agrees to mitigate project specific emissions by providing funds for 
the District’s incentives programs.  The funds are disbursed by the District in 
the form of grants for projects that achieve emission reductions.  Thus, project-
related impacts on air quality can be mitigated.  Types of emission reduction 
projects that have been funded in the past include electrification of stationary 
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internal combustion engines (such as agricultural irrigation pumps), replacing 
old heavy-duty trucks with new, cleaner, more efficient heavy-duty trucks, and 
replacement of agricultural equipment with the latest generation technologies. 

 
In implementing a VERA, the District verifies the actual emission reductions 
that have been achieved as a result of completed grant contracts, monitors the 
emission reduction projects, and ensures the enforceability of achieved 
reductions.  After the project is mitigated, the District certifies to the Lead 
Agency that the mitigation is completed, providing the Lead Agency with an 
enforceable mitigation measure demonstrating that project-related emissions 
have been mitigated.  To assist the Lead Agency and project proponent in 
ensuring that the environmental document is compliant with CEQA, the District 
recommends the environmental document includes an assessment of the 
feasibility of implementing a VERA. 

  
 Vegetative Barriers and Urban Greening 

 
For future development projects within the Project area, and at strategic 
locations throughout the Project area in general, the District suggests 
incorporating vegetative barriers and urban greening as a measure to further 
reduce air pollution exposure on sensitive receptors (e.g., residences, schools, 
healthcare facilities).   

 
While various emission control techniques and programs exist to reduce air 
quality emissions from mobile and stationary sources, vegetative barriers have 
been shown to be an additional measure to potentially reduce a population’s 
exposure to air pollution through the interception of airborne particles and the 
update of gaseous pollutants.  Examples of vegetative barriers include, but are 
not limited to the following:  trees, bushes, shrubs, or a mix of these.  
Generally, a higher and thicker vegetative barrier with full coverage will result in 
greater reductions in downwind pollutant concentrations.  In the same manner, 
urban greening is also a way to help improve air quality and public health in 
addition to enhancing the overall beautification of a community with drought 
tolerant, low-maintenance greenery. 

 
 Locomotives, and Railcar Movers/Switchers 

 
Per Mitigation Measure MM AQ-3(a), to help reduce regional PM10 emissions, 
SJCOG, in partnership with implementing agencies shall “Support the use of 
existing air quality and transportation funds indented to retrofit and replace 
trucks and locomotives to reduce particulate matter”. Replacing older 
locomotives is important to reduce the public’s exposure to diesel emissions, 
including PM2.5 in the form of diesel particulate and NOx.  These pollutants 
negatively impact human health, especially for sensitive populations such as 
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children and the elderly.  New, clean-technology locomotives generate 
significantly lower emissions than older, uncontrolled diesel locomotives. 

 
The District offers the following incentive program for locomotive fleets 
interested in transitioning to newer, clean technology: 

 
• Heavy-Duty Program – https://ww2.valleyair.org/grants/locomotive-

program/ 
• Locomotive replacements, including switcher locomotives and railcar 

movers can be funded as an eligible project category under the 
District’s utilizing funding provided to support AB 617.  These projects 
are administered according to the Carl Moyer Program guidelines. 

 
 District’s Bikeway Incentive Program 

 
Incorporating design elements (e.g., installing bikeways) that enhance 
walkability and connectivity can result in an overall reduction of vehicles miles 
traveled (VMT) and improve air quality within the area. Since future 
development projects approved under implementation of the Project may install 
bikeways, they may be eligible for funding through the District’s Bikeway 
Incentive Program.  The Bikeway Incentive Program provides funding for 
eligible Class 1 (Bicycle Path Construction), Class II (Bicycle Lane Striping), or 
Class III (Bicycle Route) projects.  These incentives are designed to support 
the construction of new bikeway projects to promote clean air through the 
development of a widespread, interconnected network of bike paths, lanes, or 
routes and improving the general safety conditions for commuter bicyclists.  
Only municipalities, government agencies, or public educational institutions are 
eligible to apply.  More information on the grant program can be found at: 
https://ww2.valleyair.org/grants/bike-paths/ 

 
Guidelines and Project Eligibility for the grant program can be found at: 

     https://ww2.valleyair.org/media/drpijuw1/bikeway-program-guidelines-
62515.pdf 

  
 District Rules and Regulations 

 
The District issues permits for many types of air pollution sources, and regulates 
some activities that do not require permits.  A project subject to District rules and 
regulations would reduce its impacts on air quality through compliance with the 
District’s regulatory framework.  In general, a regulation is a collection of individual 
rules, each of which deals with a specific topic.  As an example, Regulation II 
(Permits) includes District Rule 2010 (Permits Required), Rule 2201 (New and 
Modified Stationary Source Review), Rule 2520 (Federally Mandated Operating 
Permits), and several other rules pertaining to District permitting requirements and 
processes. 
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The list of rules below is neither exhaustive nor exclusive.  Current District rules can 
be found online at: https://ww2.valleyair.org/rules-and-planning/current-district-rules-
and-regulations.  To identify other District rules or regulations that apply to future 
projects, or to obtain information about District permit requirements, the project 
proponents are strongly encouraged to contact the District’s Small Business 
Assistance (SBA) Office at (209) 557-6446. 
 

 District Rules 2010 and 2201 - Air Quality Permitting for Stationary 
Sources  

 
Stationary Source emissions include any building, structure, facility, or 
installation which emits or may emit any affected pollutant directly or as a 
fugitive emission.  District Rule 2010 (Permits Required) requires operators of 
emission sources to obtain an Authority to Construct (ATC) and Permit to 
Operate (PTO) from the District.  District Rule 2201 (New and Modified 
Stationary Source Review) requires that new and modified stationary sources 
of emissions mitigate their emissions using Best Available Control Technology 
(BACT).  

 
Future development projects may be subject to District Rule 2010 (Permits 
Required) and Rule 2201 (New and Modified Stationary Source Review) and 
may require District permits.  Prior to construction, project proponents shall 
obtain an ATC permit from the District for equipment/activities subject to District 
permitting requirements.  For further information or assistance, project 
proponents may contact the District’s SBA Office at (209) 557-6446. 

 
 District Rule 9510 - Indirect Source Review (ISR) 

 
The purpose of District Rule 9510 is to reduce the growth in both NOx and PM 
emissions associated with development and transportation projects from mobile 
and area sources; specifically, the emissions associated with the construction 
and subsequent operation of development projects.  The ISR Rule requires 
developers to mitigate their NOx and PM emissions by incorporating clean air 
design elements into their projects.  Should the proposed development project 
clean air design elements be insufficient to meet the required emission 
reductions, developers must pay a fee that ultimately funds incentive projects to 
achieve off-site emissions reductions. 
 
Accordingly, future development projects may be subject to District Rule 9510 if 
upon full buildout, the project would equal or exceed any of the following 
applicability thresholds, depending on the type of development and public 
agency approval mechanism: 
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Table 1: ISR Applicability Thresholds 

Development 
Type 

Discretionary 
Approval Threshold 

Ministerial Approval / 
Allowed Use / By Right 
Thresholds 

Residential 50 dwelling units 250 dwelling units 
Commercial 2,000 square feet 10,000 square feet 
Light Industrial 25,000 square feet 125,000 square feet 
Heavy Industrial 100,000 square feet 500,000 square feet 
Medical Office 20,000 square feet 100,000 square feet 
General Office 39,000 square feet 195,000 square feet 
Educational Office 9,000 square feet 45,000 square feet 
Government 10,00 square feet 50,000 square feet 
Recreational 20,000 square feet 100,000 square feet 
Other 9,000 square feet 45,000 square feet 
 

District Rule 9510 also applies to any transportation or transit development 
projects where construction exhaust emissions equal or exceed two tons of 
NOx or two tons of PM. 
 
In the case the future development project is subject to District Rule 9510, per 
Section 5.0 of the rule, an Air Impact Assessment (AIA) application is required 
to be submitted no later than applying for project-level approval from a public 
agency so that proper mitigation and clean air design under ISR can be 
incorporated into the public agency’s analysis.  
 
Information about how to comply with District Rule 9510 can be found online at: 
https://ww2.valleyair.org/permitting/indirect-source-review-rule-overview 
 
The AIA application form can be found online at:  
https://ww2.valleyair.org/permitting/indirect-source-review-rule-overview/forms-
and-applications/ 
 
District staff is available to provide assistance with determining if the Project 
OR future development projects will be subject to Rule 9510, and can be 
reached by phone at (559) 230-5900 or by email at ISR@valleyair.org. 
 

 District Rule 9410 (Employer Based Trip Reduction)  
 

Future development projects may be subject to District Rule 9410 (Employer 
Based Trip Reduction) if the project would result in employment of 100 or more 
“eligible” employees.  District Rule 9410 requires employers with 100 or more 
“eligible” employees at a worksite to establish an Employer Trip Reduction 
Implementation Plan (eTRIP) that encourages employees to reduce single-
occupancy vehicle trips, thus reducing pollutant emissions associated with work 
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commutes.  Under an eTRIP plan, employers have the flexibility to select the 
options that work best for their worksites and their employees.   
 
Information about District Rule 9410 can be found online at:  
https://ww2.valleyair.org/compliance/rule-9410-employer-based-trip-reduction/. 
 
For additional information, you can contact the District by phone at 559-230-
6000 or by e-mail at etrip@valleyair.org 

 
 Other District Rules and Regulations 
 

Future development projects may also be subject to the following District rules:  
Rule 4102 (Nuisance) and Rule 4641 (Cutback, Slow Cure, and Emulsified 
Asphalt, Paving and Maintenance Operations).   
 

 District Comment Letter 
 

The District recommends that a copy of the District’s comments be provided to the 
Project proponent.   
 

If you have any questions or require further information, please contact Ryan Grossman 
by e-mail at ryan.grossman@valleyair.org or by phone at (559) 230-6569. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Mark Montelongo  
Director of Policy and Government Affairs 

 
Daniel Martinez 
Program Manager 
 

8.10 
cont.

8.11
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Letter 8 
Commenter: Mark Montelongo, Director of Policy and Government Affairs, San Joaquin Valley Air 

Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) 

Date: August 5, 2026 

Response 8.1 
The commenter provides an overview of the proposed 2026 RTP/SCS and acknowledges that the Project 
involves updating SJCOG’s regional transportation plan to address future transportation needs 
throughout the San Joaquin County and its incorporated and unincorporated communities. This comment 
is introductory and summarizes the Project description. The comment does not identify any specific 
significant environmental impacts or deficiencies in the environmental analysis presented in the EIR. No 
further response is necessary. 

Response 8.2 
The commenter recommends land use decisions to reduce VMT and the use of the cleanest available 
heavy-duty vehicles and equipment, including zero- and near-zero-emission technologies, and encourages 
consideration of applicable air quality best practices identified by the SJVAPCD and the California Air 
Resources Board (CARB) for future development and freight-related projects. The RTP\SCS includes 
policies and has selected a land use scenario to reduce sprawl, encourage mixed use, and reduce VMT in 
the region. These comments provide general recommendations regarding land use planning, project 
design, and air quality considerations for future project implementation. The comments do not identify 
any specific significant environmental impacts or deficiencies in the environmental analysis presented in 
the EIR. The recommendations have been noted for consideration during future project-level planning and 
environmental review. No further response is necessary. 

Response 8.3 
The commenter recommends implementing the best practices listed in tables 5 and 6 of the California Air 
Resource Board’s (CARB’s) Freight Handbook Concept Paper. These represent potential practices to 
minimize community health impacts and not specific mitigation to reduce impacts. The commentator 
also recommends that future development projects implementing the RTP/SCS identify, quantify, and 
evaluate construction and operational air emissions and compare those emissions to applicable 
SJVAPCD significance thresholds. The commenter further recommends that future projects incorporate 
feasible mitigation measures to reduce air quality impacts, including the use of cleaner vehicle and 
equipment technologies, strategies to reduce VMT, and energy-efficient design features. The commenter 
also recommends the use of CalEEMod or other applicable models to quantify project-level emissions 
during future environmental review. These comments pertain to the analysis and mitigation of air quality 
impacts at the project level and provide recommendations for future environmental review of individual 
projects implementing the 2026 RTP/SCS. It is noted that the EIR acknowledges its programmatic nature 
and states that “a precise, project-level analysis of the specific impacts associated with individual 
transportation and land use projects is not possible at this time”, in Section 4.2, Air Quality, Page 4.2-24 
through Page 4.2-25. The EIR further explains that the quantity of emissions associated with individual 
transportation improvement and development projects would be determined during future project review 
and that project-specific CEQA documents would evaluate emissions in relation to applicable SJVAPCD 
significance thresholds in Page 4.2-26. Furthermore, the EIR provides that project-specific environmental 
documents may adjust mitigation measures as necessary to address site-specific conditions on Pages 
4.2-26 and 4.2-31. The comments do not identify any specific deficiencies in the air quality analysis 
presented in the EIR. No further response is necessary.  
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Response 8.4 
The commenter recommends that future projects assess potential impacts to sensitive receptors, 
implement feasible mitigation measures where significant health risks are identified, and consider 
appropriate separation distances between emission sources and sensitive land uses. These comments 
pertain to the analysis and mitigation of potential health risks at the project level and provide 
recommendations for future environmental review of individual projects implementing the 2026 
RTP/SCS. As detailed in Response 8.3, it is noted that future discretionary projects implementing the 
2026 RTP/SCS would undergo project-specific environmental review, including evaluation of air quality 
impacts and applicable mitigation measures, as appropriate. No further response is necessary. 

Response 8.5 
The commenter recommends that future development projects implementing the RTP/SCS evaluate 
potential impacts on ambient air quality through an Ambient Air Quality Analysis (AAQA) where project 
emissions exceed applicable screening criteria. The commenter further recommends that future project-
level analyses consider emissions from both permitted and non-permitted sources and coordinate with 
the SJVAPCD regarding appropriate analytical methods and modeling assumptions. These comments 
pertain to the assessment of air quality impacts during future project-level environmental review and 
provide recommendations for evaluating consistency with State and federal ambient air quality 
standards. As detailed in Response 8.3, it is noted that future discretionary projects implementing the 
2026 RTP/SCS would undergo project-specific environmental review, including evaluation of air quality 
impacts and applicable mitigation measures, as appropriate. The comments do not identify any 
deficiencies in the air quality analysis presented in the EIR. No further response is necessary.  

Response 8.6 
The commenter recommends that future development projects implementing the RTP/SCS consider the 
feasibility of participating in the SJVAPCD’s Voluntary Emission Reduction Agreement (VERA) program 
when project emissions exceed applicable District significance thresholds. The commenter notes that a 
VERA may be used as a mitigation mechanism to offset project-related air emissions through 
implementation of emission reduction projects administered by the District. These comments provide 
recommendations regarding potential mitigation options for future project-level air quality impacts and 
do not identify any deficiencies in the air quality analysis presented in the EIR. As detailed in Response 
8.3, it is noted that future discretionary projects implementing the 2026 RTP/SCS would undergo project-
specific environmental review, including evaluation of air quality impacts and applicable mitigation 
measures, as appropriate, which could include participating in VERA. The comments do not identify any 
deficiencies in the air quality analysis presented in the EIR. No further response is necessary. 

Response 8.7 
The commenter recommends incorporating vegetative barriers and urban greening strategies into future 
development projects to help reduce air pollution exposure for sensitive receptors, such as residences, 
schools, and healthcare facilities. The commenter notes that features such as trees, shrubs, and other 
landscaping can provide additional air quality and public health benefits by helping to reduce pollutant 
concentrations, while also enhancing community aesthetics. This recommendation is already included in 
Mitigation Measure AQ-3(b) found on page 4.3-34, copied below: 

• Plant trees and/or vegetation suited to trapping roadway air pollution and/or sound walls between 
sensitive receptors and the pollution source. The vegetation buffer should be thick, with full coverage 
from the ground to the top of the canopy Install higher efficacy public street and exterior lighting. 

These recommendations are already included in the EIR. No further response is necessary. 
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Response 8.8 
The commenter provides information regarding available incentive and grant funding programs that may 
assist locomotive fleets in transitioning to lower-emission equipment. These comments provide 
recommendations and information regarding implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-3(a) and 
available funding opportunities. The comments do not identify any specific significant environmental 
impacts or deficiencies in the environmental analysis presented in the EIR. The information has been 
noted for consideration during future project implementation. No further response is necessary. 

Response 8.9 
The commenter recommends incorporating bikeway and active transportation improvements into future 
development projects to enhance walkability, connectivity, and reductions in VMT, which can contribute 
to improved regional air quality. The commenter also provides information regarding the SJVAPCD’s 
Bikeway Incentive Program. These policies are included in the RTP/SCS with the RTP funding projects to 
enhance walkability and the SCS land use scenario selected to reduce VMT and encourage walkability 
and use of active transportation. These comments provide recommendations and information regarding 
active transportation planning and potential funding sources for future projects. The comments do not 
identify any specific significant environmental impacts or deficiencies in the environmental analysis 
presented in the EIR. The information has been noted for consideration during future project planning and 
implementation. No further response is necessary. 

Response 8.10 
The commenter provides information regarding SJVAPCD permitting requirements, regulations, and 
programs that may apply to future development projects implementing the RTP/SCS. The commenter 
notes that future projects may be subject to District permitting requirements, including District Rules 
2010 and 2201, as well as other applicable regulations such as Rule 9510 (Indirect Source Review) and 
Rule 9410 (Employer Based Trip Reduction). The commenter also provides information regarding 
applicable thresholds, permitting processes, air quality mitigation requirements, and available District 
resources and assistance for project proponents. These comments are informational and are regarding 
future project-level compliance with existing air quality regulations and permitting requirements. The 
comments do not identify any specific significant environmental impacts or deficiencies in the 
environmental analysis presented in the EIR. It is noted that individual projects implementing the 
RTP/SCS would be required to comply with all applicable federal, State, and local regulations, as part of 
project-specific environmental review and permitting. No further response is necessary.  

Response 8.11 
The commenter requests that SJVAPCD’s comment letter be provided to the Project proponent and 
provides contact information for follow-up questions regarding the comments. The letter was sent to 
SJCOG, the project proponent. This comment is administrative and does not identify any specific 
significant environmental impacts or deficiencies in the environmental analysis presented in the EIR. The 
comment has been noted. No further response is necessary. 
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