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Plan Bay Area 2050 
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Date:  October 1, 2021 

To:  Interested Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals 

From: Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and Association of Bay Area 

Governments (ABAG) 

The Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) (SCH# 2020090519) for Plan Bay Area 

2050 (proposed Plan), a long-range plan for the San Francisco Bay Area, will be available 

for public review on October 1, 2021. Plan Bay Area 2050 will serve as the Regional 

Transportation Plan (RTP) and Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) for the nine-

county region. Additional information and public meeting dates are provided below. 

The proposed Plan is a long-range regional plan that outlines 35 integrated strategies across four 

key issues — housing, the economy, transportation, and the environment — to make the Bay Area 

more equitable for all residents and more resilient in the face of unexpected challenges. The 

proposed Plan’s strategies chart a course to make the Bay Area more affordable, connected, 

diverse, healthy and vibrant for all residents, while also achieving regional greenhouse gas 

emissions reduction targets established by the California Air Resources Board pursuant to the 

Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008 (Senate Bill (SB) 375, Statutes of 

2008). MTC and ABAG are required under State and Federal law to prepare an RTP/SCS every 

four years. 

The region includes nine counties (Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Francisco, San 

Mateo, Santa Clara, Solano, and Sonoma) totaling approximately 4.4 million acres (7,000 square 

miles). In 2015, the region had 4.0 million jobs, 2.8 million households, and 7.6 million people. 

The proposed Plan would accommodate projected growth for an additional 1.4 million jobs, 

1.4 million households, and 2.7 million people by 2050.  

The Final EIR includes the Draft EIR, a copy of each comment on the Draft EIR received by MTC 

and ABAG during the public comment period, responses to comments on environmental issues 

raised in those comments, and corrections and clarifications to the Draft EIR. 

The Final EIR is now available for public review online at the web link listed below; in person 

with a previously-scheduled appointment at MTC and ABAG’s offices located at 375 Beale Street, 

Suite 800, San Francisco, CA 94105; or by emailing info@planbayarea.org or calling (415) 778-

6757 to make alternative arrangements to access the document. 

planbayarea.org/eir 

The document also will be available for public review in at least one library in each of the nine 

member counties. A list of locations will be available at the website listed below: 

planbayarea.org/eir 



MTC and ABAG will be conducting two public meetings to consider certification of the Final EIR 

and adoption of the proposed Plan. All interested agencies, organizations, and individuals are 

welcome to participate in these public meetings for the Final EIR and the proposed Plan. Oral 

and/or written comments will be accepted during these meetings. Please visit the meeting 

information page (links below) for further details and instructions for submitting comments. 

Detailed instructions on participating via Zoom are available at: mtc.ca.gov/how-provide-public-

comment-board-meeting-zoom. The meeting accessibility instructions also will be posted to: 

mtc.ca.gov/meetings-events no less than 72 hours prior to the meeting.  

The first public meeting will be held during the regular meeting of the Joint MTC Planning 

Committee with the ABAG Administrative Committee (see information provided below). 

Friday, October 8, 2021 

at 9:40 a.m. (Remotely) 

Remote Access: bayareametro.zoom.us/j/84374543314  

Webinar ID: 843 7454 3314 

Meeting Information: bit.ly/3zMtKp3  

Bay Area Metro Center 

Board Room, 1st Floor 

375 Beale Street, San Francisco, CA 94105 

At this meeting, the decision-makers will make a recommendation 

to the MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board regarding 

certification of the Final EIR and adoption of the proposed Plan.

The second public meeting will be conducted jointly by the Metropolitan Transportation 

Commission with the ABAG Executive Board (see information provided below). 

Thursday, October 21, 

2021 at 5:00 p.m. 

(Remotely) 

Remote Access: bayareametro.zoom.us/j/85422804788  

Webinar ID: 854 2280 4788 

Meeting Information: bit.ly/3CJiOue  

Bay Area Metro Center 

Board Room, 1st Floor 

375 Beale Street, San Francisco, CA 94105 

At this meeting, a final action will be taken regarding certification of 

the Final EIR and adoption of the proposed Plan.

In light of Governor Newsom’s State of Emergency declaration regarding COVID-19 and in 

accordance with the recently signed Assembly Bill 361 allowing remote meetings, the meetings 

will be conducted via webcast, teleconference, and Zoom for all participants.  

The following statement is required to be included in this notice: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15087(c)(6), the nine county Bay Area region contains hazardous waste sites as 

enumerated under California Government Code Section 65962.5. 

Do you need an interpreter or any other assistance to participate? Please call 415-778-6757. We require at least three 

working days’ notice to accommodate assistance requests. For TDD or hearing impaired, call 711, California Relay 

Service, or 1-800-735-2929 (TTY), 1-800-735-2922 (voice) and ask to be relayed to 415-778-6700. 

您需要口譯員或任何其他幫助才能參加嗎？請致電415-778-6757。我們要求至少提前三個工作日通知，以便

滿足您的請求。對於 TDD或聽障人士，請致電 711，加州中繼服務(California Relay Service)，或 1-800-735-

2929(TTY)，1-800-735-2922(語音)，並要求轉接到 415-778-6700。 

¿Necesita un intérprete o algún otro tipo de ayuda para participar? Por favor llame al 415-778-6757. Requerimos de 

un aviso con al menos tres días laborables de anticipación para admitir solicitudes de ayuda. Personas con problemas 

de audición o usuarios de TDD, pueden llamar al 711, California Relay Service, o al 1-800-735-2929 (TTY), 1-800-

735-2922 (voz) y pedir que le pasen al 415-778-6700. 

https://mtc.ca.gov/how-provide-public-comment-board-meeting-zoom
https://mtc.ca.gov/how-provide-public-comment-board-meeting-zoom
https://mtc.ca.gov/meetings-events
https://bayareametro.zoom.us/j/84374543314
https://bit.ly/3zMtKp3
https://bayareametro.zoom.us/j/85422804788
https://bit.ly/3CJiOue
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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 

AB Assembly Bill  

ABAG Association of Bay Area Governments  

AV Autonomous Vehicles  

BAAQMD Bay Area Air Quality Management District  

BAHFA Bay Area Housing Finance Authority  

BART Bay Area Rapid Transit  

BAWSCA Bay Area Water Supply and Conservation Agency  

BCDC San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission  

BIA Building Industry Association of the Bay Area  

BMP best management practice  

CALGreen California Green Building Standards Code  

Caltrans California Department of Transportation  

CARB California Air Resources Board  

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act  

CFMP California Freight Mobility Plan  

CLN Conservation Lands Network  

CO2 carbon dioxide  

COVID-19 coronavirus disease 2019  

DOF California Department of Finance  

ECA essential connectivity area  

EIR Environmental Impact Report  

FERC Federal Energy Regulatory Commission  

GHG greenhouse gas  

GSP Groundwater Sustainability Plan  

GWP global warming potential  

HCD California Department of Housing and Community Development  

HRA High Resource Area  

I Interstate  

MTC Metropolitan Transportation Commission  

MTCO2e/year metric ton of carbon dioxide equivalent per year  

NOA Notice of Availability  

NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration  
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NOP notice of preparation  

OBAG One Bay Area Grant program  

OPC California Ocean Protection Council  

PASZ Palo Altans for Sensible Zoning  

PDA Priority Development Area  

PPA Priority Production Area  

PRC Public Resources Code  

proposed Plan proposed Plan Bay Area 2050  

RAMP Regional Advance Mitigation Planning  

RCIS regional conservation investment strategy  

RHNA Regional Housing Needs Allocation  

RTP Regional Transportation Plan  

SB Senate Bill  

SCS Sustainable Communities Strategy  

SCVWD Santa Clara Valley Water District  

SGMA Sustainable Groundwater Management Act  

SLCP Short-Lived Climate Pollutants  

SMART Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit  

TAC toxic air contaminant  

TDM transportation demand management  

TIP Transportation Improvement Program  

TOD transit oriented development  

TRA Transit-Rich Area  

TRA transit-rich area  

TRB Transportation Research Board  

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  

UWMP urban water management plan  

VMT vehicle miles traveled  

WQC Water Quality Certification  

WUI wildland-urban interface  
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1 INTRODUCTION 

This Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared on behalf of the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission (MTC) and Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) in accordance 
with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). This EIR analyzes the environmental impacts of 
the adoption and implementation of the proposed Plan Bay Area 2050 (proposed Plan), which is the 
update to Plan Bay Area 2040, the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (SCS) for the San Francisco Bay Area.  

1.1 PURPOSE 

This Final EIR has been prepared in compliance with the CEQA Statutes and Guidelines. It responds 
to comments on, and provides revisions to, the Draft EIR published June 4, 2021.  

This document, combined with the Draft EIR, constitute the Final EIR on Plan Bay Area 2050. This Final 
EIR revises and incorporates by reference the Draft EIR, which is available as a separately bound 
document from MTC. 

The primary purposes of this Final EIR are to respond to written and oral comments on the 
environmental analysis in the Draft EIR received during the public review period, and to revise the 
Draft EIR as needed. The public review period for the Draft EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2020090519) 
was from June 4, 2021, through 5 p.m., July 20, 2021. A list of the individuals, agencies, and organizations 
that commented on the Draft EIR and copies of the written and oral comments are included in 
Chapter 2 of this document. Responses to comments are also provided in Chapter 2.  

Some comment letters raised points relating to both Plan Bay Area 2050 (“proposed Plan”) and the 
Draft EIR; in accordance with CEQA, this Final EIR responds to comments on environmental issues in 
the Draft EIR and provides general responses to comments on the proposed Plan. MTC and ABAG are 
considering all comments received on the proposed Plan and provided an initial summary of these 
comments during an online presentation in August 2021, entitled “Draft Plan Bay Area 2050 and Draft 
Implementation Plan: What We Heard.” Proposed Plan modifications will be presented in October 
2021 as a part of staff reports to MTC and ABAG committees. To respond to some comments, revisions 
and refinements have been made to the Draft EIR environmental analysis and mitigation measures; 
these revisions are included in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR. 

The Draft EIR discloses significant environmental effects of implementing the proposed Plan, 
identifies feasible measures to minimize the significant effects, and provides a comparative analysis 
of reasonable alternatives to the proposed Plan. “CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct 
every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by 
commenters….” Rather, a Lead Agency, “need only respond to significant environmental issues and 
do[es] not need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full 
disclosure is made in the EIR” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)). 

Information provided in the responses to comments and in the revisions to the Draft EIR clarifies and 
amplifies the analysis presented in the Draft EIR. No significant new information, as defined by CEQA 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5), was added that would trigger recirculation of the Draft EIR, as 
explained in responses to comments in Chapter 2, “Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR.” This 
is also explained in the CEQA Findings and Facts in Support of Findings prepared as required in Public 
Resources Code Section 21002, which includes the requirement that agencies must adopt findings 
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before approving projects for which EIRs are required. (See Pub. Resources Code, Section 21081, subd. 
(a); CEQA Guidelines, Section 15091, subd. (a).) Specifically, there are no new significant environmental 
impacts, nor a substantial increase in the severity of any significant impact, identified in the 
comments or responses that were not already identified in the Draft EIR.  

The Final EIR is available online at planbayarea.org/EIR and arrangements to access the report can be 
made via email to info@bayareametro.gov or via telephone at 415-778-6757. The Draft EIR and Draft 
Plan Bay Area 2050 are available for viewing at select Bay Area libraries, listed in Section 1.2, below. The 
library reference desk staff will let you know how you can access the documents on one of their public 
computers. 

1.2 DRAFT EIR PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS 

The Draft EIR was released for public review on June 4, 2021. The review process provided the public 
with opportunity to review the document and make comments. The Notice of Availability (NOA) of 
the Draft EIR and public outreach efforts are described below: 

 On May 26, 2021, MTC and ABAG issued a news release about the availability of the Draft Plan Bay 
Area 2050 document, the upcoming release of the Draft EIR, and upcoming public meetings and 
public hearings on the Draft Plan Bay Area 2050 and the Draft EIR. The news release also was 
published on the MTC (mtc.ca.gov), Plan Bay Area (planbayarea.org) and ABAG (abag.ca.gov) 
websites, in English, Chinese, and Spanish. The news release was issued via a wire service and as 
an email communication to 591 interested recipients. 

 On June 4, 2021, MTC and ABAG issued a news release focused on the availability of the Draft EIR, 
as well as upcoming virtual public meetings and public hearings on the Draft Plan Bay Area 2050 
and the Draft EIR. The news release also was published on the MTC (mtc.ca.gov), Plan Bay Area 
(planbayarea.org) and ABAG (abag.ca.gov) websites, in English, Chinese, and Spanish. The news 
release was issued via a wire service and as an email communication to 591 interested recipients. 

 On May 27, 2021, MTC and ABAG mailed the NOA to 112 public agencies and the 101 local jurisdictions. 
In addition, the NOA was mailed to 443 non-profit/private organizations and to 31 tribes. 

 On June 4, 2021, MTC and ABAG emailed the Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR to 2,541 contacts 
from Federal, State, regional and local agencies; Tribal Governments; interested organizations; and 
interested individuals as identified in MTC's contact database.  

 On June 4, 2021, MTC and ABAG issued an email communication announcing the opportunity to 
review and submit comments on the Draft EIR to 8,231 contacts interested in Plan Bay Area 2050. 

 MTC and ABAG filed a Notice of Availability with the nine County Clerks (Alameda, Contra Costa, 
Marin, Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Solano, and Sonoma) in the Bay Area on June 
2, 2021, for posting. 

 A four-panel brochure with a schedule of the virtual Draft Plan Bay Area 2050 and Draft EIR 
hearings and other public workshops, as well as complete information on how to submit 
comments was mailed to 20,473 addresses located in Equity Priority Communities.  

 On June 4, 2021, MTC and ABAG uploaded the Notice of Completion, NOA, and Draft EIR to the 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research State Clearinghouse CEQA Submit website. 

 MTC and ABAG posted the Draft EIR on the Plan Bay Area website: https://planbayarea.org on June 
4, 2021. The Draft EIR was available for viewing online or downloading. 

https://planbayarea.org/
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 MTC and ABAG posted legal notices about the availability of the Draft EIR and upcoming public 
hearings on the Draft Plan Bay Area 2050 and Draft EIR in the newspapers and publications listed 
below: 

 East Bay Times | June 3, 2021 

 La Opinion de la Bahía (in Spanish) | May 30, 2021 

 Marin Independent Journal | June 3, 2021 

 Napa Valley Register | June 2, 2021 

 San Francisco Examiner | June 2, 2021 

 San José Mercury News | June 3, 2021 

 San Mateo County Times | June 3, 2021 

 Santa Rosa Press Democrat | June 3, 2021 

 Sing Tao (in Chinese) | June 3, 2021 

 Solano County Daily Republic | May 30, 2021 

 MTC made the Notice of Availability and the complete Draft EIR document available for viewing 
to the following Bay Area public libraries: 

 Alameda County 

• Fremont Main Library (2400 Stevenson Boulevard, Fremont) 
• Oakland Public Library (125 14th Street, Oakland) 

 Contra Costa County 

• Contra Costa County Library, El Cerrito Branch (6510 Stockton Avenue, El Cerrito) 
• Contra Costa County Library, Concord Branch (2900 Salvio Street, Concord) 

 Marin County 

• Marin City Library (164 Donahue Street, Sausalito) 
• San Rafael Public Library (1100 E Street, San Rafael) 

 Napa  

• Calistoga Public Library (1108 Myrtle Street, Calistoga) 
• Napa County Library, Main Branch (580 Coombs Street, Napa) 

 Santa Clara County 

• Central Park Library, San Clara (2635 Homestead Road, Santa Clara) 
• Santa Clara County Library, Gilroy Branch (350 West 6th Street, Gilroy) 

 San Francisco County 

• San Francisco Public Library, Main Branch (100 Larkin Street, San Francisco) 
• Merced Branch Library (155 Winston Drive, San Francisco) 

 San Mateo County 

• San Mateo County Library, Half Moon Bay Branch (620 Correas Street, Half Moon Bay) 
• San Mateo County Library, East Palo Alta Branch (2415 University Avenue, East Palo Alto) 
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 Solano 

• Dixon Library (230 N. 1st Street, Dixon) 
• Fairfield Civic Center Library (1150 Kentucky Street, Fairfield)  
• Fairfield Cordelia Library (5050 Business Center Drive, Fairfield) 
• Rio Vista Library (44 South Second Street, Rio Vista) 
• Suisun City Library (601 Pintail Drive, Suisun City) 
• Vacaville Cultural Center Library (1020 Ulatis Drive, Vacaville) 
• Vacaville Town Square Library (1 Town Square Place, Vacaville)  
• Vallejo John F. Kennedy Library (505 Santa Clara Street, Vallejo)  
• Vallejo Springstowne Library (1003 Oakwood Avenue, Vallejo) 

 Sonoma County 

• Petaluma Regional Library (100 Fairgrounds Drive, Petaluma) 
• Sonoma County Library, Central Library (211 E Street, Santa Rosa) 
• Sonoma County Library Headquarters (6135 State Farm Drive, Rohnert Park) 

 MTC and ABAG staff sent out copies of the Draft EIR upon request. 

The public review period lasted 47 calendar days and closed at 5 p.m. on July 20, 2021. MTC and ABAG 
accepted written comments via mail, fax, e-mail, and online via the Plan Bay Area website through 
August 31, 2021. MTC and ABAG hosted three virtual public hearings to receive oral comments on June 
11, June 22, and July 7, 2021. Verbal comments made at these meetings were transcribed by a court 
reporter and are included in this Final EIR as official Draft EIR comments.  

1.3 DECISION-MAKING PROCESS 

Before taking action on the proposed Plan, MTC and ABAG must certify the EIR and make the following 
findings of fact: 

 the Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA, 

 the MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board reviewed and considered the information 
contained in the Final EIR prior to considering the proposed Plan, and 

 the Final EIR reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the Commission and Board 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15090). 

MTC and ABAG must further find, based on the standards provided in Section 15088.5 of the CEQA 
Guidelines, that recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required. 

Prior to approving the proposed Plan, MTC and ABAG must also prepare one or more findings of fact 
for each significant environmental impact identified in the document (CEQA Guidelines Sections 
15091 and 15092). These findings must state that either: 

 the proposed Plan has been changed (including adoption of mitigation measures) to avoid or 
substantially reduce the magnitude of the impact, 

 changes to the proposed Plan are within another agency’s jurisdiction and have been or should 
be adopted, or 

 specific considerations make mitigation measures or alternatives infeasible.  

For impacts identified in the EIR that cannot be reduced to a level that is less than significant, MTC 
and ABAG may issue a Statement of Overriding Considerations (CEQA Guidelines 15093) if specific 
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legal, social, economic, or other factors justify approval of the proposed Plan, despite potential 
resulting unavoidable adverse environmental effects. 

Following certification of the Final EIR and final action on the proposed Plan, MTC and ABAG will issue 
a CEQA Notice of Determination. 

1.4 FINAL EIR ORGANIZATION 

This Final EIR is organized as follows:  

Chapter 1, “Introduction,” describes the primary purposes of this Final EIR, as well as the Draft EIR 
public review process that took place and the decision-making process that will take place before 
MTC and ABAG take action on the proposed Plan. 

Chapter 2, “Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR,” lists all agencies, organizations, and 
persons who submitted either written or oral comments on the Draft EIR; reproduces and numbers 
all comment letters and transcripts; and provides a unique number for each comment in the right-
hand margin. Chapter 2 also provides responses to comments, including master responses to similar 
comments raised by several different agencies, organizations, and individuals. 

Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR,” presents revisions to the Draft EIR text made in response to 
comments, or to amplify, clarify or make minor modifications or corrections. Changes in the text are 
signified by strikeouts where text is removed and by underline where text is added.  

Chapter 4, “References,” identifies the documents used as sources for the Final EIR. 

Chapter 5, “Report Preparers,” identifies the lead agency contacts as well as the preparers of this 
Final EIR. 
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2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT EIR 

This chapter contains copies of the written and oral comments received on the Plan Bay Area 2050 
Draft EIR (“Draft EIR”), outlined in the table below, as well as responses to these comments. MTC and 
ABAG received 146 EIR comment letters and transcripts during the comment period, from June 4, 
2021, through July 20, 2021. As required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), MTC and 
ABAG evaluated all comments on environmental issues (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a)). This Final 
EIR fulfills MTC’s and ABAG’s obligation to provide written responses to all comments raising 
environmental issues received during the public comment period (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(b)). 

Table 2-1 provides a list of all agencies, organizations, and persons who submitted comments on the 
Draft EIR during the public review period. Each letter and each comment within a letter have been 
given an identification number, based on the order in which they were received. Responses are 
numbered so that they correspond to the associated comment. Where appropriate, responses are 
cross-referenced between letters or to a master response. Master responses are provided following 
Table 2-1 for topics that are raised by multiple commenters.  

Some of the comments received on the Draft EIR do not address environmental issues or the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR and instead offer suggestions or preferences for the proposed Plan. While 
MTC and ABAG are not obligated by CEQA to provide detailed responses to comments that address 
comments on the Plan or that do not relate to the adequacy of the environmental analysis, responses 
are provided to explain and clarify portions of the proposed Plan and planning process. Comments 
are noted and included in this Final EIR, which will be reviewed by the decision makers.  

Table 2-1: List of Commenters 

Letter No. Commenter Date 

1 Peter Hensel June 4, 2021 

2 Golden Gate Bridge, Highway and Transportation District 
David Davenport, Senior Planner 

June 11, 2021 

3 Metropolitan Transportation Commission with ABAG Administrative Committee Meeting 
Tim Frank and Ken Bukowski 

June 11, 2021 

4 Bill Mayben June 16, 2021 

5 Patrick Carman June 18, 2021 

6 Alameda County Water District 
Devon Becker, Water Resources Engineer 

June 22, 2021 

7 Graniterock 
Pat Mapelli, Land Use Manager 

June 22, 2021 

8 Draft Environmental Impact Report Plan Bay Area 2050 Public Hearing 
Susan Kirsch, Gerald Cauthen, Ferenc LK 

June 22, 2021 

9 Palo Altans for Sensible Zoning 
Greg Schmid 

June 23, 2021 

10 Bay Area Transportation Working Group 
Gerald Cauthen, PE 

June 23, 2021 

11 Julie Weiss June 28, 2021 
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Letter No. Commenter Date 

12 Kristina Hill, PhD July 1, 2021 

13 City of Mountain View 
Kimbra McCarthy, City Manager 

July 2, 2021 

14 Bill Mayben July 5, 2021 

15 Linda Jensen July 7, 2021 

16 Andy Robin July 7, 2021 

17 City of Saratoga 
Yan Zhao, Mayor 

July 7, 2021 

18 Virginia Smedberg July 7, 2021 

19 Nathan Szajnberg, MD and Y. Wu, PhD July 7, 2021 

20 Draft Environmental Impact Report Public Hearing 
Nick Pilch, Tim Frank, and Kristina Hill 

July 7, 2021 

21 Kristen Altbaum July 8, 2021 

22 Andrew Fetter July 8, 2021 

23 Jeanne Fleming July 8, 2021 

24 Carolyn V. Garbarino July 8, 2021 

25 Jim Holmlund July 8, 2021 

26 Frank Ingle July 8, 2021 

27 Cheryl Lilienstein July 8, 2021 

28 Stepheny McGraw July 8, 2021 

29 Walter Murray July 8, 2021 

30 Phyllis Sherlock, PhD July 8, 2021 

31 Nancy Steinbach July 8, 2021 

32 Jon Zweig July 8, 2021 

33 Nancy Karp July 9, 2021 

34 Sally Supplee July 9, 2021 

35 Davina Brown July 10, 2021 

36 Tina Peak July 11, 2021 

37 Rick Coates July 12, 2021 

38 League of Women Voters Bay Area 
Sherry Smith, President 

July 12, 2021 

39 Stepheny McGraw July 12, 2021 

40 David Schrom July 12, 2021 

41 California Department of Wildlife 
Stacy Sherman, Acting Regional Manager, Bay Delta Region 

July 13, 2021 

42 Hamilton Hitchings July 13, 2021 
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Letter No. Commenter Date 

43 Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge 
Stuart M. Flashman 

July 14, 2021 

44 Coastside County Water District 
Mary Rogren, General Manager 

July 14, 2021 

45 Paul Machado July 14, 2021 

46 Julie Beer July 15, 2021 

47 Margo Davis July 15, 2021 

48 Sharleen Fiddaman July 15, 2021 

49 Shirley Finfrock July 15, 2021 

50 Auros Harman July 15, 2021 

51 Jim Jolly July 15, 2021 

52 Kathy Jordan July 15, 2021 

53 San Francisco Baykeeper 
Ben Eichenberg, Staff Attorney 

July 15, 2021 

54 Bob Taylor July 15, 2021 

55 Rita C. Vrhel July 15, 2021 

56 Victor J. Zilinskas July 15, 2021 

57 Ken Alsman July 16, 2021 

58 Joyce Beattie July 16, 2021 

59 Jim Colton July 16, 2021 

60 Suzanne Crocker July 16, 2021 

61 Linval R. DePass, PhD July 16, 2021 

62 Stan July 16, 2021 

63 Don Teeter July 16, 2021 

64 Thomas J. Belick July 17, 2021 

65 Mark Hogan July 17, 2021 

66 Hilary Hug July 17, 2021 

67 Susan Kemp July 17, 2021 

68 Gary Mahany July 17, 2021 

69 Shannon McEntee July 18, 2021 

70 John McLaughlin July 18, 2021 

71 Andie Reed, CPA July 18, 2021 

72 Craig Taylor July 18, 2021 

73 Alameda County Water District 
Ed Stevenson, General Manager 

July 19, 2021 

74 350 Bay Area  July 19, 2021 
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Letter No. Commenter Date 

Jack Lucero Fleck, PE, Transportation Campaign 

75 Bay Area Transportation Working Group 
Gerald Cauthen P.E., Co-Founder and President 

July 19, 2021 

76 Bay Area Water Supply and Conservation Agency 
Nicole Sandkulla, Chief Executive Officer and General Manager 

July 19, 2021 

77 Robert Brasher July 19, 2021 

78 Chris Brosnan July 19, 2021 

79 Catalysts for Local Control 
Richard Johnson 

July 19, 2021 

80 City of Burlingame 
Syed Murtuza, Director of Public Works 

July 19, 2021 

81 City of Fremont 
Hans F. Larsen, Public Works Director 

July 19, 2021 

82 Cloverdale Racheria 
Patricia Hermosillo, Tribal Chairperson 

July 19, 2021 

83 Contra Costa County 
John Kopchik, Director 

July 19, 2021 

84 Fernc LK July 19, 2021 

85 Grassetti Environmental Consulting 
Richard Grassetti, Principal 

July 19, 2021 

86 Terry Holzemer July 19, 2021 

87 Margaret Kallman July 19, 2021 

88 John J. McLaughlin July 19, 2021 

89 Santa Clara County Parks and Recreation Department 
Kimberly Brosseau, AICP, Senior Planner 

July 19, 2021 

90 Santa Clara Valley Open Space Authority 
Andrea Mackenzie, General Manager 

July 19, 2021 

91 Gregory Schmid July 19, 2021 

92 Jim Schmidt July 19, 2021 

93 Laura Seitel and Loy Martin July 19, 2021 

94 Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit 
Farhad Mansourian, General Manager 

July 19, 2021 

95 Ranganath Tirumala July 19, 2021 

96 Yerba Buena Neighborhood Consortium 
John Elberling, Manager 

July 19, 2021 

97 Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District 
Ramakrishna Pochiraju, PE, Executive Director of Planning and Engineering 

July 20, 2021 

98 Alameda County Transportation Commission July 20, 2021 



Plan Bay Area 2050 2. Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission & Final EIR | October 2021 
Association of Bay Area Governments 2-5 

Letter No. Commenter Date 

Tess Lengyel, Executive Director 

99 Marjorie Alvord July 20, 2021 

100 Bay Area Rapid Transit 
Val Joseph Menotti, Chief Planning and Development Officer 

July 20, 2021 

101 Keith and Atsuko Bennett July 20, 2021 

102 California Coastal Commission 
Peter Allen, Northern California Coastal Program Transportation Manager 

July 20, 2021 

103 California Department of Transportation 
Jean C.R. Finney, Deputy District Director 

July 20, 2021 

104 Letter number not used N/A 

105 California High Speed Rail 
Boris Lipkin, Northern California Regional Director 

July 20, 2021 

106 Catalysts for Local Control 
Susan Kirsch, Director 

July 20, 2021 

107 Center for Biological Diversity 
Tiffany Yap, DEnv/PhD, Senior Scientist, Wildlife Connectivity; Elizabeth Reid-Wainscoat, MS, Urban 
Wildlands Campaigner 

July 20, 2021 

108 Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge 
Carin High, Co-Chair and Rick Johnson 

July 20, 2021 

109 City of Campbell 
Brian Loventhal, City Manager 

July 20, 2021 

110 City of Dublin 
Michael P. Cass, Principal Planner 

July 20, 2021 

111 City of Hayward 
Alex Ameri, Director of Public Works 

July 20, 2021 

112 City of Millbrae 
Khee Lim, Public Works Director 

July 20, 2021 

113 City of Milpitas 
Steven G. McHarris, City Manager 

July 20, 2021 

114 City of Mountain View 
Dawn S. Cameron, Public Works Director 

July 20, 2021 

115 City of Palo Alto 
Tom DuBois, Mayor 

July 20, 2021 

116 City of Sunnyvale 
Ramana Chinnakotla, Director, Environmental Services 

July 20, 2021 

117 City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County 
Sandy Wong, Executive Director 

July 20, 2021 

118 Susan Cole July 20, 2021 

119 Creative Heath Network 
Suzanne Keehn, President 

July 20, 2021 
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Letter No. Commenter Date 

120 Delta Protection Commission 
Erik Vink, Executive Director 

July 20, 2021 

121 Delta Stewardship Council 
Jeff Henderson, AICP, Deputy Executive Officer 

July 20, 2021 

122 Dry Creek Racheria Band of Pomo Indians 
Chris Wright, Chairman 

July 20, 2021 

123 Dulce Ponceleon July 20, 2021 

124 East Bay Coalition 
Kristin Connelly, Stephen Baiter, Lynn Naylor 

July 20, 2021 

125 East Bay Municipal Utility District  
David J. Rehnstrom, Manager of Water Distribution Planning 

July 20, 2021 

126 Mike Forster July 20, 2021 

127 Green Foothills 
Brian Schmidt, Legislative Advocacy Director 

July 20, 2021 

128 Holly Lofgren July 20, 2021 

129 Virginia Madsen July 20, 2021 

130 Marin Audubon Society 
Barbara Salzman, Chair, Conservation Committee 

July 20, 2021 

131 Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District 
Ana M. Ruiz, General Manager 

July 20, 2021 

132 Raayan Zarandian Mohtashemi July 20, 2021 

133 Pacific Merchant Shipping Association 
Mike Jacob, Vice President and General Counsel 

July 20, 2021 

134 Port of Oakland 
Richard Sinkoff, Director of Environmental Programs and Planning 

July 20, 2021 

135 San Francisco Bay Water Emergency Transportation Authority 
Kevin Connolly, Manager, Planning and Development 

July 20, 2021 

136 San Francisco International Airport 
Ivar C. Satero, Airport Director 

July 20, 2021 

137 Sierra Club 
Mike Ferreira, Executive Committee, Loma Prieta Chapter; Victoria Brandon, Chair, Redwood Chapter; 
Matt Williams, Chair, Transportation and Compact Growth Committee, San Francisco Bay Chapter 

July 20, 2021 

138 Sierra Club 
Arthur Feinstein, Chair, Sierra Club 3-Chapter San Francisco Bay Sea Level Rise Committee 

July 20, 2021 

139 Sonoma County 
Eric Gage, Planner III 

July 20, 2021 

140 Sonoma Water 
Connie Barton 

July 20, 2021 

141 Stanford University 
Lesley Lowe, Transportation and Environmental Planning Manager 

July 20, 2021 
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Letter No. Commenter Date 

142 Town of Danville 
Joseph A. Calabrigo, Town Manager 

July 20, 2021 

143 Town of Windsor, Sam Salmon, Mayor; City of Healdsburg, Evelyn Mitchell, Mayor; City of Cloverdale, 
Marta Cruz, Mayor; and Sonoma County, James Gore, Supervisor, 4th District  

July 20, 2021 

144 Valley Water 
Aaron Baker, P.E., Chief Operating Officer 

July 20, 2021 

145 Zone 7 Water Agency 
Elke Rank 

July 20, 2021 

146 Letter number not used N/A 

147 Letter number not used N/A 

 Letters Received After Comment Period Close  

148 Bruce Irion August 2, 2021 

149 City of Cupertino 
Darcy Paul 

August 19, 2021 

MTC and ABAG appreciate the time and effort taken by commenters to express their views and 
concerns as a part of this process. These views and recommendations will be considered by MTC staff in 
developing the staff recommendation, and by the MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board in their 
deliberations and decision-making regarding certification of the EIR and adoption of the proposed Plan. 

Section 15088(a) of the CEQA Guidelines directs that lead agencies must prepare written responses 
to those comments received during the Draft EIR comment period that raise “significant 
environmental issues.” While MTC and ABAG are under no obligation to respond to comments 
received after the close of the comment period (Public Resources Code Section 21091(d)(2)(A); CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088(a)), this Final EIR also includes responses to comments received through 
August 31, 2021. At the time this Final EIR was drafted, the last comment received that met this 
criterion was dated August 19, 2021. MTC and ABAG have opted to take this broad approach to 
facilitate the public process, document the exchange of information, and provide important 
information about considerations relevant to the proposed project.  

Where a comment provides the opinion, preference, or observation of the commenter (e.g., opinions 
on the merits of the project that are unrelated to its environmental impacts), without substantiation, 
this is acknowledged for the record, and no further response is provided. All comments, whether 
substantiated by facts or simply reflecting the position of the commenter, will be considered by MTC 
and ABAG throughout this process. 

Where a comment provides substantial evidence in support of a conclusion different from that reached 
in the Draft EIR, MTC and ABAG and their expert consultants have considered the evidence and 
responded accordingly. Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines (and related judicial opinions) directs that 
in situations where there is a disagreement between experts, the EIR should summarize the main points 
of disagreement for consideration by the decision makers in reaching their decision. Disagreements 
between experts do not preclude the process from moving forward, nor do they preclude the 
Commission and Executive Board from considering the evidence and making their decision(s). 
Environmental impact analysis that occurs through CEQA is just one factor to be considered during 
project review. Separate from the CEQA process, MTC and ABAG will analyze the “merits” of the Plan. 
MTC and ABAG have the ability to approve the Plan, deny it, or approve it with conditions. 
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2.1 MASTER RESPONSES 

Some comments raised similar issues. Rather than respond individually to recurring comments, 
master responses have been developed to address the comments comprehensively. Master 
responses are provided for the following topics:  

(1) Regional growth forecast for Plan Bay Area 2050; 

(2) COVID-19 pandemic considerations; 

(3) Water supply; 

(4) EIR alternatives;  

(5) Sea level rise; 

(6) MTC and ABAG roles and authority; 

(7) Formation of the fiscally constrained transportation project list; and  

(8) Refinements of travel demand modeling assumptions.  

A reference to the relevant master response is provided, as appropriate, in responses to individual 
comments. 

2.1.1 Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast 

The Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008, also known as Senate Bill (SB) 375, 
requires metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) to prepare a sustainable communities strategy 
using the most recent planning assumptions, as part of their regional transportation plan. MTC is the 
MPO for the Bay Area. SB 375 also requires ABAG to identify areas within the region sufficient to house 
all the population of the region, including all economic segments of the population, over the course 
of the planning period of the regional transportation plan, taking into account net migration into the 
region, population growth, household formation, and employment growth, as well as to identify areas 
within the region sufficient to house an 8-year projection of the regional housing need for the region.  

Every 4 years, ABAG tracks and forecasts the region’s demographic and economic trends to better 
understand growth dynamics in the nine-county Bay Area region. The regional growth forecast 
incorporates these recent observed trends, as well as assumptions on future trends validated and 
developed in consultation with a technical advisory committee. This regional forecast of jobs, 
population, and housing becomes a fundamental first step in the long-range planning process. The 
forecast establishes the scale and type of growth that is to be assumed over the Plan period. The forecast 
describes changes in employment, population, households, and income distribution, focusing on long-
term trends rather than cyclical variations. To project these trends, the forecast relies on both 
customized and in-house models to project economic activity, population growth and composition, and 
household growth and composition, including household size and income distribution.  

The regional growth forecast (2015 to 2050) projects:  

 an increase of 1.4 million jobs, 

 an increase of 2.7 million people,  

 an increase of 1.4 million households, and 

 an increase of 1.5 million housing units. 
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The EIR evaluates the impacts of the development pattern proposed under the proposed Plan to 
accommodate the regional growth forecast. The development pattern includes a footprint in which 
development would occur, including infrastructure improvements necessary to address projected 
growth. Direct and indirect impacts associated with the proposed Plan are discussed throughout 
Sections 3.2 through 3.15 of the Draft EIR.  

THE PROPOSED PLAN REGIONAL GROWTH FORECAST AND DOF PROJECTIONS 

According to the California Department of Finance (DOF) Baseline 2019 projections, from 2015 to 2050 
the nine-county Bay Area is expected to add 1.37 million people. The DOF projections are calculated 
using a demographic balancing equation that calculates the population in the target year by starting 
with the population from the previous year, adding natural increase (births minus deaths) and net 
migration that occurred between the two years. Please see documentation from DOF Demographic 
Research Unit, Population Projections Methodology (2019 Baseline) (DOF 2020).  

The regional growth forecast for the proposed Plan uses demographic assumptions that are 
comparable to those used by DOF and that were reviewed by DOF staff. The differences between the 
forecasts used for the proposed Plan and DOF are driven by two factors. First, the proposed Plan’s 
regional growth forecast captures the effects of the regional economy on regional demographics, 
whereas DOF does not have an economic component in its population projections. Second, while 
DOF’s projection is a baseline "status quo" forecast, the regional growth forecast for the proposed Plan 
reflects a combination of current conditions as well as the vision of the proposed Plan and its 
transportation, housing, economy, and environmental strategies. Specifically, the housing strategies 
included in the proposed Plan are expected to benefit the region through outcomes such as reduced 
housing costs and increased construction investment, which allow the proposed Plan to meet its 
statutory obligation to house all economic segments of the population. Please see Chapter 2 of the 
supplemental Plan Bay Area Forecasting and Modeling Report (ABAG and MTC 2021).  

THE PROPOSED PLAN REGIONAL GROWTH FORECAST AND HCD REGIONAL HOUSING 
NEEDS DETERMINATION 

In the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) process, the role of the State is to identify the total 
number of homes that each region in California must provide to meet the housing needs of people 
across the full spectrum of income levels. This number of homes is developed by California 
Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) and is known as the Regional Housing 
Needs Determination (RHND). The role of the regional agency is to allocate a share of the RHND to its 
respective local governments. As the Council of Governments for the nine-county Bay Area, ABAG is 
required to develop the methodology for sharing the RHND among all cities, towns, and counties in 
the region.  

Because the regional population forecast for the proposed Plan differs from the DOF’s forecast by 
more than 1.5 percent, pursuant to Government Code Section 65584.01(a), HCD met with ABAG to 
discuss the methodology used to prepare the proposed Plan population projection. HCD also 
consulted with DOF staff. Based on population projections produced by DOF and the application of 
specific upward adjustments related to a targeted vacancy rate, rate of overcrowding, and cost 
burden, HCD determined that the Bay Area must plan for 441,176 new housing units between 2023 
and 2031. The proposed Plan’s regional housing growth forecast is prepared in five-year increments. 
In the decade between 2020-2030, the proposed Plan forecasts 570,000 new housing units. If this 
growth is annualized and multiplied by eight, we would arrive at 456,000 new housing units, which is 
generally consistent with HCD. Please see RHNA documentation in Appendix 1 of the Draft Regional 
Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) Plan: San Francisco Bay Area, 2023–2031 (ABAG 2021). 
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THE PROPOSED PLAN REGIONAL GROWTH FORECAST AND RHNA 

Housing element law requires that the RHNA methodology meet five statutory objectives and that it 
be consistent with the forecasted development pattern from the proposed Plan. The final RHNA 
methodology starts with a baseline allocation, which is based on each jurisdiction’s share of the 
region’s total households in 2050 from the proposed Plan.  

The proposed Plan’s forecasted development pattern, also referred to as the “land use growth 
footprint,” represents the development or redevelopment of parcels of land simulated to 
accommodate the region’s forecasted growth of households and jobs from 2015 through 2050 
through the development of new buildings. The forecasted development pattern is a result of existing 
zoning and other land use policies, the regional growth forecast, the proposed Plan’s growth 
geographies, and the proposed Plan's 35 integrated strategies. The forecasted development pattern 
is simulated from the Bay Area UrbanSim 2.0 land use model by forecasting future land use changes 
in 5-year increments starting from base year conditions (Draft EIR, page 2-11). For more information, 
see the supplemental Plan Bay Area 2050 Forecasting and Modeling Report available on the Plan Bay 
Area website at www.planbayarea.org/reports. 

MTC and ABAG staff also developed a framework for evaluating consistency between RHNA and the 
proposed Plan. This approach compares the 8-year RHNA allocations to the 35-year housing growth 
from the proposed Plan Final Blueprint at the county and subcounty geographies used in the Plan. If 
the 8-year growth level from RHNA does not exceed the 35-year housing growth level at either of 
these geographic levels, then RHNA and the proposed Plan are determined to be consistent. MTC and 
ABAG staff evaluated the final RHNA methodology using this approach and determined that the 
jurisdictional RHNA allocations are consistent with the proposed Plan’s growth pattern at the county 
and subcounty levels. Please see RHNA documentation in the Draft Regional Housing Needs 
Allocation (RHNA) Plan: San Francisco Bay Area, 2023-2031 (ABAG 2021). 

2.1.2 Master Response 2: COVID-19 Pandemic Considerations 

Numerous commenters raised concerns regarding the effect of coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) 
on the existing conditions within the Bay Area and the proposed Plan. In March 2020, jurisdictions 
within the Bay Area began issuing shelter-in-place orders to address the COVID-19 pandemic. These 
orders caused immediate changes to the daily life of Bay Area residents, including expanded 
telecommuting and e-commerce activity, a rapid rise in unemployment, concerns about 
overcrowding in the housing and transportation sectors, and migration within and beyond the San 
Francisco Bay Area. Several EIR comment letters raised concerns that societal changes related to 
COVID-19 were not sufficiently captured in the proposed Plan or expressed an opinion that post 
pandemic projected conditions will differ substantially in direction or magnitude from the conditions 
assumed in the analyses conducted for the proposed Plan. 

From a planning process perspective, MTC and ABAG were just over halfway through the four-year 
planning process of Horizon and the proposed Plan when shelter-in-place orders were placed 
throughout the region. Importantly, the strategies recommended from the predecessor Horizon 
process were subject to a multiyear analysis of uncertain futures, looking at broadly divergent 
conditions on issues including telecommuting adoption rates, land use preferences, and concerns 
about shared transit vehicles. While seemingly substantial departures from "status quo" regional 
conditions at the time the planning process started, similar changes to behaviors brought on by the 
COVID-19 pandemic allowed for an exploration of how some of the Horizon strategies perform while 
also flagging areas for strategies to be modified further to boost their resilience and equity outcomes. 

http://www.planbayarea.org/reports
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Moreover, while the Plan Bay Area 2050 Draft Blueprint was advanced in February 2020 for analysis, 
substantial refinements were made throughout summer and fall 2020 as part of the Final Blueprint 
phase based upon the best available information at that time about post pandemic conditions, 
culminating in the advancement of the Final Blueprint (now known as the proposed Plan) into the 
CEQA process. In this phase, the total number of strategies expanded from 25 to 35, while external 
assumptions related to the Regional Growth Forecast, the Transportation Revenue Forecast, and 
telecommute assumptions were further refined. 

Starting with strategy changes, the transition from the Draft Blueprint to the Final Blueprint (i.e., 
proposed Plan) included the addition of technology-oriented strategies, such as Strategy EC3 to fund 
high-speed internet subsidies and infrastructure to enable greater participation in the digital 
economy and Strategy EN7 to set sustainable commute targets for major employers to require 60 
percent of their workforce to telecommute, walk, bike, or take transit on a typical weekday by year 
2035. Among the proposed Plan’s transportation strategies, expanded investments in 
bicycle/pedestrian infrastructure were added to Strategy T8, and a commitment to transit service 
restoration was added to Strategy T1, given COVID-era service cuts and, more recently, an increase in 
federal dollars to assist with recovery. Because the transportation revenue sources, such as transit 
fares, decreased disproportionately, the Transportation Revenue Forecast was also updated. Last, the 
economic impacts from the aftermath of the 2020 recession led to expanded investments in 
affordable housing in among the proposed Plan’s housing strategies—to tackle homelessness and 
reduce overcrowding—and in new economic strategies, such as job training in Strategy EC2 and 
universal basic income in Strategy EC1. 

In addition, MTC and ABAG made updates to the first decade of the regional growth forecast, 
recognizing that effects of COVID-19 and the associated 2020 recession would likely be visible for at 
least 5 to 10 years. For example, comparing the Final Regional Growth Forecast documented in the 
Draft Plan Bay Area 2050 Forecasting and Modeling Report (May 2021) with pre-COVID forecasts, year 
2025 population projections were reduced from 8.4 million to 8.2 million, and year 2025 employment 
projections were reduced from 4.6 million to 4.2 million. Ultimately, however, with the 
implementation of the 35 strategies included in the proposed Plan, the region is well-positioned to 
regain momentum over the longer term given its inherent strengths, from world-class universities to 
robust natural and cultural amenities. 

In addition, assumptions related to the adoption of telecommuting were made, while recognizing 
that more than half of the workforce work in a job for which working from home is not a viable option 
(e.g., retail clerk, restaurant waiter, emergency room doctor). As shown in the Draft Plan Bay Area 2050 
Performance Report (May 2021), telecommuting on a typical weekday was anticipated to increase 
from 10 percent in 2015 to 13 percent in 2050 under no-project conditions because of a reasonable but 
conservative estimate of external growth without policy interventions. Integrating Strategy EN7 from 
the proposed Plan would require many employers to provide incentives to encourage telecommuting 
as part of a suite of options to achieve a sustainable commute target; as a result, the proposed Plan 
forecasts that telecommuting would increase to 17 percent in 2050 with implementation of Plan 
strategies. 

As noted above, given that roughly half the workforce cannot telecommute because of their job type, 
this would mean that the average telecommute-eligible worker would work from home 
approximately 2 days per week, with the remaining 3 days being on-site using some mode of 
transportation. This outcome, which is substantially greater than projected before the COVID-19 
pandemic, was incorporated into UrbanSim land use modeling, with higher levels of telecommuting 
enabling employers to reduce the amount of square footage provided per worker. This influences 
employer locational preferences and reduces the need for new office square footage because existing 
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commercial buildings would be used more efficiently. Higher telecommute levels were also factored 
into Travel Model 1.5 analyses, which affected outcomes related to other transportation decision 
making for residents (e.g., working from home might enable a resident to pursue new discretionary 
trips with available time freed up by reduced commuting). 

The proposed Plan relies on the best information available at the time of its development. Exogenous 
assumptions about the region’s future are necessary for conducting modeling and analysis, but the 
core of the Draft Plan remains the 35 strategies that were explored against a wide range of future 
conditions. Under State law, Plan Bay Area is required to be updated every four years, and future data 
and research on additional effects of the COVID-19 pandemic will inform exogenous assumptions for 
future plans. 

The Draft EIR explains the methodology for establishing the CEQA baseline in Section 3.1, “Approach 
to the Analysis.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a) provides that the environmental setting, and the 
baseline upon which impact are considered, are normally those conditions that exist at the time the 
notice of preparation (NOP) is published. The NOP was released in September 2020 (and the Draft EIR 
was released in June 2021). As noted on Draft EIR page 3.1-3: 

As the CEQA Guidelines make clear, ordinarily the appropriate baseline will be the actual 
environmental conditions existing at the time of CEQA analysis (typically when the Notice of 
Preparation [NOP] is published). In many cases, establishing this “existing conditions” 
baseline is a straightforward task. However, there may be times when a deviation from the 
use of the NOP date to establish the baseline is appropriate in order to present a fair and 
accurate description of the expected environmental impacts of a proposed project. In the 
case of the proposed Plan, the NOP was released on September 28, 2020, during a global 
pandemic caused by the COVID-19 coronavirus. From March 2020 up to, and beyond, the 
release of the NOP the nine-county Bay Area was in varying stages of compliance with 
shelter-in-place orders directed by various county health officers. These orders affected such 
things as commercial and office business operations, employee commutes, and travel 
behavior, resulting in secondary effects related to traffic and congestion, air quality, and 
energy use. In some cases in the following technical sections, the environmental baseline is 
more accurately represented as prior to March 2020. For physical conditions that were not 
altered by the global pandemic and shelter-in-place orders, the existing conditions for the 
analysis are generally September 2020. See the discussion under “Method of Analysis” for 
each technical section for a description of the baseline for the analysis.  

Each Draft EIR technical section includes an explanation of the appropriate baseline that was used for 
the analysis in that section.  

2.1.3 Master Response 3: Water Supply 

Numerous commenters raised concerns regarding whether water supplies could accommodate 
projected growth associated with the proposed Plan, particularly under the current drought 
conditions in the Bay Area. The following addresses the adequacy of the program-level analysis of 
water supply impacts provided in the Draft EIR, and addresses comments raised regarding the 
baseline for the Draft EIR’s analysis of water supply impacts. 

ADEQUACY OF PROGRAM-LEVEL ANALYSIS 

The proposed Plan is a long-range regional planning document, and the EIR includes a program-level 
assessment of potential impacts related to water supply. The Draft EIR addresses water supply 
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deficiencies particularly during drought years in some, but not all, water service areas in Section 3.14 
of the Draft EIR, “Public Utilities and Facilities” (pages 3.14-2 to 3.14-14, 3.14-43 to 3.14-46). The proposed 
Plan sets forth a development pattern that would, if implemented, accommodate forecasted growth 
(see Master Response 1) in a more efficient manner, particularly in terms of reduced emissions of 
greenhouse gases (GHG), through a focus on development in existing developed areas and near 
transit; however, local jurisdictions (cities and counties) must act to consider and entitle development 
in order to implement the Plan. By focusing growth through primarily infill development, new growth 
implemented consistent with the Plan would largely be supported in a water wise manner (e.g., 
smaller areas of irrigated landscaping) (Shandas, Vivek, and Parandvash 2010).  

The Draft EIR also notes that because the Plan’s development pattern would not distribute growth 
evenly throughout the region (in order to achieve Plan goals), the proposed Plan may result in 
population or job growth beyond what is assumed in some local urban water management plans, 
leading to insufficient water supplies in some areas. For this reason, the analysis of Impact PUF-2, 
which addresses water supply, concluded the impact would be significant and unavoidable. 

The analysis in this Draft EIR and the conclusions presented are consistent with California law. “CEQA 
should not be understood to require assurances of certainty regarding long-term future water 
supplies at an early phase of planning for large land development projects” (Vineyard Area Citizens 
for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal.4th 412, 432). This is because other 
statutes that address the coordination of land use and water planning demand that water supplies 
be identified with more specificity at each step, as land use planning and water supply planning move 
forward from general first-tier stages to later more specific stages (Id. at pages 432-434, citing 
Government Code Section 66473.7 and Water Code Sections 10910–10912).  

Plans, such as UWMPs, must be updated on a periodic basis to provide ample opportunity for 
agencies to address and respond to maturing risks to long-term water supply projections (Sonoma 
County Water Coalition v. Sonoma County Water Agency (2010) 189 Cal.App.4th 33, 56). Moreover, the 
requirements of Vineyard are essentially reflected in Section 15155 of the State CEQA Guidelines, 
“Water Supply Analysis; City or County Consultation with Water Agencies.” This section of CEQA 
describes the process by which cities or counties are required to consider water supply for larger 
projects, as defined therein. Section 15155 does not apply to entities like MTC that are not cities or 
counties and do not have land use entitlement authority. The proposed Plan does not entitle growth 
or facilitate growth; rather, it considers the growth forecasted to occur in the region and provides a 
framework by which it can occur with less GHG generation. As individual projects, as defined by 
section 10912 of the Water Code, are proposed, the requirements embodied in Vineyard would need 
to be fulfilled at the city or county level, as relevant, where the actual entitlement that results in water 
consumption would be decided. 

Further, in the In re Bay-Delta Programmatic Environmental Impact Report Coordinated 
Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143 (Bay-Delta) case, the California Supreme Court explained both 
the practical limitations to and the CEQA requirements for addressing water supply impacts in a 
first-tier programmatic Draft EIR: 

[W]ater supply plans must remain flexible as they are subject to changing conditions, such as 
changes in population projections, demographics, new or revised environmental restrictions, 
pollution of sources, or water supply effects from prolonged droughts. As a result, one cannot be 
certain that a particular future water source identified at the first-tier stage will ever materialize, 
or that the source will even be suitable 10 or 20 years later as changed conditions may make 
another source more advantageous. (Bay-Delta, supra, 43 Cal.4th at pages 1172–1173)  
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The court concluded that “identification of specific [water supply] sources is required only at the 
second-tier stage when specific projects are considered. Similarly, at the first-tier program stage, the 
environmental effects of obtaining water from potential sources may be analyzed in general terms, 
without the level of detail appropriate for second-tier, site-specific review” (Id. at page 1169). 

The Bay-Delta court case concerned the adequacy of a program EIR for a 30-year plan adopted to 
restore the Bay-Delta’s ecological health and to improve management of the Bay-Delta water for the 
various beneficial uses. Similar to the plan in Bay-Delta, the proposed Plan is a first-tier plan with a 
planning horizon set several decades into the future (2050). The Draft EIR includes an analysis of the 
proposed Plan’s potential impacts on water supply (Impact PUF-2), which is commensurate with the 
Plan’s first-tier nature. Specifically, the Draft EIR includes a discussion of existing and potential future 
groundwater use (pages 3.14-2 to 3.14-14, 3.14-43 to 3.14-46), the major watersheds and water supply 
agencies located within the region and the sources of water relied on by those agencies (pages 3.14-1 to 
3.14-12), and future water supply projections made by the major water supply agencies located within 
the region (page 3.14-13). At this first-tier stage, CEQA requires nothing more.  

Urban water management plans (UWMPs) are adopted by urban water suppliers every 5 years to 
ensure that available water supplies are adequate to meet their customers’ existing and future 
demands. (See Water Code, Sections 10631 and 10632.) The requirements for UWMPs are found in two 
sections of California Water Code, §10610-10656 and §10608. Every urban water supplier that either 
provides over 3,000 acre-feet of water annually, or serves more than 3,000 urban connections is 
required to submit an UWMP. Within UWMPs, urban water suppliers must: 

 assess the reliability of water sources over a 20-year planning time frame, 

 describe demand management measures and water shortage contingency plans, 

 report progress toward meeting a targeted 20 percent reduction in per-capita (per-person) urban 
water consumption by the year 2020, and 

 discuss the use and planned use of recycled water. 

The information collected from the submitted UWMPs is useful for local, regional, and statewide water 
planning. As stated in the California Department of Water Resources' Urban Water Management 
Plan Guidebook, an UWMP is prepared by local suppliers that have the in-depth and practical 
knowledge of their water systems. The information contained in each supplier’s UWMP reflects the 
operations of its system in the context of the supplier’s customers, supplies, and service area. This local 
planning and preparation remains the fundamental focus of the UWMP (DWR 2021:1-10). 

Based on the region’s existing and projected future population, significant water supply issues exist 
within the region. The Draft EIR discloses and discusses the region’s existing water supply issues. It 
appropriately relies on urban water management plans prepared by those agencies that supply water 
to the majority of the plan area. The proposed Plan would not resolve the region’s preexisting water 
supply issues. The proposed Plan, however, has the potential to help decrease per capita water 
demand within the region if the proposed Plan is implemented. Specifically, development under the 
proposed Plan would focus future growth within already developed areas. This development pattern 
has three distinct benefits. First, implementation of the proposed Plan’s development pattern would 
help protect the region’s water quality by limiting growth in local watersheds that drain into supply 
sources. Second, by focusing development, per capita water use is likely to be less because of a greater 
share of multifamily housing and modern water efficiency standards for new construction and 
development, such as reduced areas of intensive water needs, such as lawns. Additionally, by showing 
the effects of concentrating future growth in already developed areas, the proposed Plan 
demonstrates the benefits of existing water supply infrastructure and demonstrates how to reduce 
the need for new water infrastructure to be developed to service new areas. 
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Finally, although the region’s population grew by approximately 23 percent between 1986 and 2007, 
total water use increased by less than 1 percent during that same period (Draft EIR, Figure 3.14-4). In 
other words, per capita water use has substantially declined in the region over the last quarter century. 
This was accomplished in part from continued implementation of water conservation and reuse and 
recycling programs by local water agencies and municipalities, including those associated with the 
California Water Conservation Act of 2009, which called for a 20-percent reduction in per capita water 
use by 2020, and Assembly Bill (AB) 1668 and SB 606, which laid out a long-term water conservation 
framework. 45 of the 46 2020 UWMPs tracked by MTC and ABAG, which represent 89 percent of the 
regional population, had achieved the 20 percent reduction target. Combined, when weighting 
districts by service population, these 46 water districts achieved a 30 percent reduction between 2010 
and 2020. Strategy EN-2 in the proposed Plan seeks to improve existing indoor and outdoor water 
efficiency measures to continue to reduce water demand for existing developments.  

Impact PUF-2 in the Draft EIR states that the construction and operation of land use, sea level rise 
adaptation, and transportation projects under the proposed Plan overall would generate water 
demand that could result in insufficient water supplies, which could require the acquisition of 
additional water sources and the imposition of conservation requirements, resulting in a potentially 
significant impact. Mitigation Measures PUF-2(a), PUF-2(b), and PUF-2(c) would reduce impacts 
associated with water supply because they would require that land use, sea level rise, and 
transportation project sponsors coordinate with water suppliers to ensure that adequate water 
supplies exist or comply with project-level CEQA review and incorporate on-site water conservation 
strategies, water budgeting, and incorporation of recycled water for non-potable use. However, it 
cannot be concluded with certainty that all impacts related to water supply would be mitigated to a 
less-than-significant level. Therefore, this impact would be significant and unavoidable. The water 
supply analysis included in the EIR complies with the requirements of CEQA. 

BASELINE USED FOR WATER SUPPLY IMPACT ANALYSIS 

As discussed in the second paragraph on page 3.14-36:  

[t]his analysis includes a program-level, qualitative assessment of impacts related to water 
supply, wastewater/stormwater, and solid waste. The assessment of available water supply 
considers the current regional demand and supply of water based on analyses available in 
current UWMPs for major water providers (e.g., East Bay Municipal Utilities District, SFPUC, 
Santa Clara Valley Water District, Sonoma County Water Agency, Marin Municipal Water 
District). The projections included in the applicable UWMPs inform where additional demand 
may exceed the capacity of water districts as well as which water districts may have additional 
capacity. The EIR identifies areas where: 1) there is an existing forecasted shortage in long-term 
supplies that would need to be met by imported water or additional water conservation, reuse, 
and recycling; or 2) where the proposed Plan projects population or jobs beyond what is 
assumed in current UWMPs and could result in a potential shortage. 

As noted in the last sentence of the third paragraph on page 3.14-36, “[t]he baseline for the following 
analysis reflects existing conditions when the EIR NOP was released in September 2020. 2015 UWMPs 
were the best available source for water supply analysis in PUF-2, with 2020 UWMP updates expected 
to be completed following the public release of this Draft EIR.”  
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2.1.4 Master Response 4: EIR Alternatives 

Numerous commenters raised concerns regarding the alternatives included in the comparative 
analysis disclosed in Draft EIR Chapter 4, “Alternatives to the Proposed Plan.” Multiple comments 
focused on the level of growth assumed across all alternatives, questioning if reduced projections of 
households and jobs should be considered. Others focused on whether the alternatives represented 
a “reasonable range of alternatives.” Comments also focused on why suggested alternatives were not 
analyzed. Several comments also addressed the Draft EIR’s discussion of the environmentally superior 
alternative. The following addresses these issues related to the alternative analysis, preceded by a 
discussion of general CEQA requirements for alternatives. 

CEQA REQUIREMENTS 

CEQA requires EIRs to evaluate alternatives to the proposed project that could feasibly attain most of 
the basic project objectives and that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 
environmental impacts. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6(a); see also Pub. Resources Code, §§ 21001(g), 
21002.) In recognition of the nearly endless range of potential project variations, an agency is not 
required to analyze every conceivable alternative, but is instead governed by the rule of reason. (CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15126.6(a).) An agency need only consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible 
alternatives that will foster informed decisionmaking and public participation. (Ibid.) In addition, CEQA 
requires assessment of the likely foreseeable future condition if the proposed project were not 
implemented; this scenario is called the no project alternative. (Id., § 15126.6(e).) 

There are numerous reasons why an agency may decline to analyze an alternative proposed by the 
public or another agency. EIRs need not analyze an alternative that does not reduce significant 
environmental impacts. (See Tracy First v. City of Tracy (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 912, 928.) Likewise, an 
agency need not analyze a proposed alternative that does not substantially differ from the proposed 
project or selected alternatives (see Cherry Valley Pass Acres & Neighbors v. City of Beaumont (2010) 
190 Cal.App.4th 316, 355); similarly, CEQA does not require analysis of a variation on an alternative 
studied in a draft EIR. (See Marin Mun. Water Dist. v. Kg Land Cal. Corp. (1991) 235 Cal.App.3d 1652, 
1664-1666.) An EIR is not required to consider alternatives which are infeasible. (CEQA Guidelines, § 
15126.6(a).) Moreover, agencies are not required to “consider specific alternatives that are proposed by 
members of the public or other outside agencies.” (City of Maywood v. Los Angeles Unified School 
Dist. (2012) 208 Cal.App.4th 362, 420.) Ultimately, an EIR need “set forth only those alternatives 
necessary to permit a reasoned choice.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6(f).) 

On October 15, 2020, MTC and ABAG conducted an online public scoping meeting, during which oral 
and written comments were accepted. Comments were considered during preparation of the 
proposed Plan Draft EIR and analysis of Plan alternatives. The Draft EIR evaluates the proposed Plan 
and three alternatives. Each of the alternatives is constrained by the same planning assumptions as 
the proposed Plan, maintains the same regional growth forecasts—population, employment, 
households, and housing units, and maintains the same forecast of reasonably available revenues for 
transportation, affordable housing, and environmental resilience.  

The three alternatives recommended for analysis in the Draft EIR are briefly described below. A full 
description of each alternative is provided in Draft EIR, Chapter 4, “Alternatives to the Proposed Plan.” 

No Project Alternative. An EIR must analyze the “no project alternative.” (CEQA Guidelines, 
§15126.6(e).) The purpose of the no project alternative is to allow a comparison of the environmental 
impacts of approving the proposed project with the effects of not approving it. (Id., § 15126.6(e)(1).) The 
no project alternative must discuss the existing conditions, “as well as what would be reasonably 
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expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current plans 
and consistent with available infrastructure and community services.” (Id., § 15126.6(e)(2).) 

The No Project Alternative represents implementation of the general plans of all nine counties and 101 
cities in the Bay Area without influence of a regional plan that integrates transportation, growth, and 
GHG reduction. Growth reflected in the regional growth forecast is assumed to occur consistent with 
local zoning without an adopted Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(RTP/SCS), and no new transportation or sea level infrastructure projects beyond those currently under 
construction or those that have both full funding and environmental clearance are assumed. Because 
local jurisdictions would be anticipated to expand urban growth boundaries in line with historical 
growth rates, housing growth would be more dispersed, while job growth would be slightly more 
concentrated in the region’s two largest job centers of San Francisco and Silicon Valley. In comparison 
to the proposed Plan, the No Project Alternative would result in higher household growth primarily in 
Contra Costa County, with higher job growth in San Francisco and Santa Clara Counties.  

Alternative 1 – TRA Focus Alternative would concentrate growth in areas that contain high-quality 
transit services. This alternative is characterized as providing a compact growth pattern, with the 
greatest share of housing and job growth in Transit-Rich Areas (TRAs) within walking distance of 
regional rail stations. To support this more urban-oriented growth pattern, additional core capacity 
transit investments are funded in lieu of highway projects that add lane-mileage to the system. This 
alternative would result in higher levels of household and job growth in the growth geographies than 
under the proposed Plan, with substantially more housing growth in TRAs. In comparison to the 
proposed Plan, the TRA Focus Alternative would result in higher household growth in San Francisco 
and San Mateo Counties and higher job growth in Contra Costa County. 

Alternative 2 – HRA Focus Alternative focuses a substantially higher share of growth in High 
Resource Areas (HRAs), especially in the South Bay. To support this growth pattern and advance 
regional equity goals, infrastructure funding for major regional and interregional rail expansion 
projects would be reduced, and greater funding would be provided to local bus frequency increases, 
new express bus lines, expanded transit fare discount programs, and enhanced nonmotorized 
infrastructure. This alternative features levels of household and job growth in growth geographies 
similar to those of the proposed Plan, with substantially more housing growth and substantially less 
job growth in HRAs. In comparison to the proposed Plan, Alternative 2 would result in higher 
household growth in Santa Clara County and higher job growth in San Francisco County. 

LEVEL OF GROWTH ASSUMED ACROSS ALTERNATIVES 

The proposed Plan and each of the alternatives assume the level of growth that MTC/ABAG have 
forecasted for the region, as described in “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast.” 

Federal and State regulations require MTC, as the Bay Area’s MPO, to plan for a period of not less than 
20 years into the future using the most recent assumptions of population growth. (Draft EIR, p. 1-12.) 
SB 375 mandates that the SCS must identify areas within the region sufficient to house all the 
population of the region. Pursuant to the statutory mandates described above and a settlement 
agreement with the Building Industry Association of the Bay Area (BIA) that requires MTC/ABAG to 
establish a Regional Housing Control Total, which is an estimate of “housing demand” that “shall have 
no increase in in-commuters over the baseline year” of the proposed Plan, ABAG adopted the 
Regional Housing Control Total in September 2020, and it was used to develop the forecasted 
development pattern for the proposed Plan. The jobs projection accommodated in the proposed Plan 
is a result of the projected regional changes in economic activity. Per the requirements of Government 
Code section 65080, subdivision (b)(2)(B)(ii) to identify areas of the region to house all economic 
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segments of the population, regional housing projections were increased to provide sufficient 
housing to accommodate the projected growth in jobs. 

The alternatives to the proposed Plan are designed to accommodate the same households and jobs 
projections, consistent with statutory requirements. The proposed Plan alternatives, described in 
Draft EIR Chapter 4, “Alternatives to the Proposed Plan,” are defined by their transportation, housing, 
economy, and environment strategies, which influence the respective forecasted development 
patterns, transportation investment, and sea level rise adaptation for each alternative.  

An alternative that reduces household or job projections relative to the proposed Plan would not be 
consistent with Federal and State regulations, nor with MTC/ABAG’s settlement agreement with BIA 
(id., Table 1-1, at p. 1-14). CEQA does not require the Draft EIR to consider alternatives that are infeasible. 
(14 Cal. Code Regs. §§ 15126.6(a); 15126.6(f)(1). The term “feasible” is defined to mean “capable of being 
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account 
economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.” (14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15364.) On this 
basis, MTC/ABAG may appropriately determine that an alternative is infeasible if it would conflict with 
applicable regulatory limitations and reject it from further consideration. (Bay Area Citizens v. 
Association of Bay Area Governments (2016) 248 Cal.App.4th 966, 1018-1019 [EIR for regional 
transportation plan not required to consider alternative that did not comply with the requirements of 
SB 375 or CARB].) 

Further, an alternative that reduces household growth would be inconsistent with Plan objectives 
stated in the Draft EIR to house 100 percent of the region’s projected growth by income level, and 
with no increase in in-commuters over the proposed Plan baseline year (Draft EIR, p. 2-3). The concept 
of “feasibility” also encompasses the question of whether a particular alternative promotes the 
underlying goals and objectives of a project. (City of Del Mar v. City of San Diego (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 
410, 417; Sierra Club v. County of Napa (2004) 121 Cal.App.4th 1490, 1506-1509 [court upholds CEQA 
findings rejecting alternatives in reliance on applicant’s project objectives]; see also California Native 
Plant Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 957, 1001 [“an alternative ‘may be found 
infeasible on the ground it is inconsistent with the project objectives as long as the finding is 
supported by substantial evidence in the record’”] (quoting 1 Kostka & Zischke, Practice Under the Cal. 
Environmental Quality Act [Cont.Ed.Bar 2d ed. 2009], § 17.30, p. 825); In re Bay-Delta Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Report Coordinated Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143, 1165, 1166 [“[i]n the 
CALFED program, feasibility is strongly linked to achievement of each of the primary program 
objectives”; “a lead agency may structure its EIR alternative analysis around a reasonable definition of 
underlying purpose and need not study alternatives that cannot achieve that basic goal”].) Moreover, 
“‘feasibility’ under CEQA encompasses ‘desirability’ to the extent that desirability is based on a 
reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, legal, and technological 
factors.” (City of Del Mar, supra, 133 Cal.App.3d at p. 417; see also California Native Plant Society, supra, 
177 Cal.App.4th at p. 1001 [“an alternative that ‘is impractical or undesirable from a policy standpoint’ 
may be rejected as infeasible”].) Thus, an alternative that did not house 100 percent of the region’s 
projected growth would be infeasible for failing to meet one of the basic Plan objectives. 

Please see “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” for additional details related to this issue. 

REASONABLE RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES 

A number of commenters raised concerns regarding the lack of differences between the alternatives. 
As explained above, the proposed Plan is legally required to accommodate the forecasted growth in 
population, employment, households, and housing units. MTC/ABAG also applied this legal constraint 
to the alternatives in order to allow for an “apples-to-apples” comparison of the proposed Plan and the 
alternatives and to provide a reasonable range of feasible alternatives that could accommodate the 
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forecasted growth. Similarly, the proposed Plan, and thus the Plan alternatives, are constrained by the 
same forecast of reasonably available transportation, affordable housing, and environmental resilience 
revenues. In light of these constraints, it is reasonable to review a comparatively narrow range of 
alternatives. (See Mira Mar Mobile Community v. City of Oceanside (2004) 119 Cal.App.4th 477, 490-491.)  

Additionally, “[a]n examination of an EIR’s alternatives analysis must begin with the project’s 
objectives, for it is these objectives that a proposed alternative must be designed to meet.” (Mount 
Shasta Bioregional Ecology Center v. County of Siskiyou (2012) 210 Cal.App.4th 184, 196-197.) As stated 
above, one of the Plan’s core objectives (as well as a legislative and legal mandate) is to house 100 
percent of the region’s projected growth across the full spectrum of income levels. To achieve the 
Project Objectives, the alternatives reflect the proposed Plan’s core strategy of focused growth. 
Focusing growth, in part, helps to achieve the Project objective and SB 375’s mandate of meeting or 
exceeding a 19-percent reduction in per-capita emissions from cars and light-duty trucks by 2035 
relative to 2005 levels. (Draft EIR, p. 4-4.) The Plan alternatives (other than the No Project Alternative) 
achieve this objective, and further, they support public disclosure and informed decisionmaking by 
studying whether different approaches that fit within the constraints discussed above, would achieve 
greater GHG and vehicle miles traveled (VMT) reductions. (See id. at pp. 4-42 to 4-43, 4-77 to 4-78 [both 
alternatives reduce mobile GHG emissions and VMT as compared to the proposed Plan].) Given the 
proposed Plan’s mandate under SB 375 to reduce GHG emissions through reduced VMT, 
consideration of such alternatives was critical. (Cf. Golden Door Properties, LLC v. County of San Diego 
(2020) 50 Cal.App.5th 467, 546-550; Cleveland National Forest Foundation v. San Diego Assn. of 
Governments (2017) 17 Cal.App.5th 413, 435-437.) 

Alternative 1 was selected to further reduce VMT, thereby reducing the region’s GHG emissions. To 
further reduce VMT, Alternative 1 focuses growth near high-quality transit, and prioritizes the funding 
of transit projects in lieu of highway widenings, with the goal of shifting travel patterns to increase the 
share of transit use. This alternative is characterized by providing a compact, urban-oriented growth 
pattern, while also shrinking the urban growth boundaries. It would focus a greater share of housing 
and affordable housing in transit-rich areas (TRAs), further increasing developable capacity and the 
share of deed-restricted affordable housing units in those locations, reducing commute lengths and 
reliance on automobiles. Office construction in locations with high levels of VMT would be 
discouraged through an added fee, and commercial densities in TRAs would be increased, further 
encouraging transit use.  

Alternative 2 was selected to address the regional challenges of displacement and gentrification. It 
does so by shifting more housing growth toward locations with well-resourced schools and access to 
jobs and open space that have historically rejected more housing growth. The HRAs also meet a 
baseline transit service threshold of bus service with peak headways of 30 minutes or better. This 
alternative places a substantially higher share of growth in HRAs—especially in the South Bay. To 
support this growth pattern and advance regional equity goals, infrastructure funding for major 
regional and interregional rail expansion projects would be reduced and greater funding would be 
provided to local bus frequency increases, new express bus lines, expanded transit fare discount 
programs, and enhanced non-motorized infrastructure. 

The Draft EIR generally assesses the impacts of the proposed Plan and each alternative, via their 
respective land use growth and transportation project footprints, relative to known resources, as well as 
the impacts of the combination of the forecasted development pattern and transportation projects on 
traffic, air quality, GHG emissions, and noise. The difference in impacts of the proposed Plan and 
alternatives are anticipated to revolve around the location and size of land use growth as well as 
differences in transportation investment and other strategies as assessed in the Draft EIR. The proposed 
Plan is composed of 35 integrated strategies across 4 elements. (Draft EIR, p. 2-1.) Alternative 1 and 
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Alternative 2 each modify a significant number of those strategies. Alternative 1 modifies 10 strategies 
and adds one strategy. (Id. at pp. 4-12 to 4-13.) Alternative 2 modifies 10 strategies, removes one, and adds 
one strategy. (Id. at pp. 4-13 to 4-14.) These alterations result in numerous differences, both substantively 
and to the CEQA impacts, between the proposed Plan and each of the two selected Alternatives. 

The land use growth footprints are projected to be similar among the proposed Plan and Alternatives 
1 and 2. The similarity is due to the demand of the regional forecast as well as a reliance on the region’s 
Priority Development Area (PDA) and Priority Production Area (PPA) framework plus reliance on TRAs 
and HRAs. However, the alternatives focus growth among these resource rich areas differently, both 
in where land use policies are applied and where new residential and commercial developments are 
projected to occur. For instance, Alternative 1 has a somewhat smaller footprint than the proposed 
Plan and Alternative 2. (Draft EIR, p. 4-21.) And, in the absence of this focused growth, the land use 
growth footprint of the No Project Alternative is significantly larger, overall and in terms of new 
developed land, than the proposed Plan and the Plan Alternatives. As a result of the focused growth 
strategies, the forecasted development patterns for the alternatives have the potential to reduce 
impacts relative to the proposed Plan. Draft EIR tables 4-2, 4-5, 4-8, 4-9, and 4-10 disclose the 
comparative differences of each alternative’s forecasted development pattern in terms of total 
households and jobs projected by county, share of growth projected in Transit Priority Areas, and the 
projected growth footprint by county. 

Like the land use growth footprint, the mix of transportation investments are similar across 
alternatives because the discretionary transportation dollars available for system investments are 
consistent across the alternatives; however, the mix of investments vary by mode and purpose (e.g., 
transit, highway, or bicycle/pedestrian, as well as maintain, modernize, or expand). Maintenance and 
modernization projects tend to be within the existing right of way of highway or transit corridors; 
therefore, those project types would have less construction related impacts relative to projects outside 
the existing right of way. For the same reason, extensions or expansions of highway or transit corridors 
would have more impacts relative to projects within the existing right of way. Therefore, the 
alternative’s different mix of transportation investments have the potential to reduce or avoid impacts 
relative to the proposed Plan. Draft EIR Tables 4-12 and 4-14 disclose the comparative differences of 
each alternative’s transportation investments in terms of modal investments and the projected 
construction footprint by county. Specific major transportation projects by strategy and alternative 
are identified in Draft EIR Table 4-15. 

Similar to the land use strategies, the transportation investments across alternatives are intended to 
influence and accommodate regional travel demand. Therefore, much like influencing land use 
density or intensity, the transportation investments influence supply by increasing highway capacity 
and transit seat miles. Draft EIR Table 4-13 discloses the transportation system capacity across each 
alternative. The table reflects total highway (freeway + expressway) and roadway (arterial + collector) 
capacity across the proposed Plan and alternatives. In terms of transit, Table 4-13 discloses the total 
seat miles of fixed guideways (rail + ferry) and bus services (local + express) across the proposed Plan 
and alternatives. 

When accounting for these differences in supply, the travel forecasting modeling analyses discloses 
the alternatives lead to variations in Bay Area travel behavior, including VMT, mode share, and other 
metrics disclosed in Draft EIR Table 4-31. Table 4-31 shows that the proposed Plan, Alternative 1, and 
Alternative 2 would have similar VMT and transit passenger use, with Alternative 1 having the lowest 
VMT and Alternative 2 having the highest transit passenger use. The No Project Alternative would 
have the highest VMT and lowest transit passenger use. (Draft EIR, p. 4-75.)  

Table 4-34 (Draft EIR, p. 4-81 to 4-86) shows a comparison of the impacts of the proposed Plan and 
the alternatives. As the table shows, either of the two alternatives would affect, and generally reduce, 
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most of the proposed Plan’s significant and unavoidable impacts. This is consistent with the legislative 
policy that alternatives be evaluated that “substantially lessen [a Project’s] significant effects.” (Pub. 
Resources Code, § 21002.) 

The impacts and impact reductions of the two alternatives would also differ from each other. 
Alternative 1 would result in less land use growth within toxic air contaminant risk areas, and therefore 
reduce the level of exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, which is a 
significant and unavoidable impact under the proposed Plan. (Draft EIR, p. 4-34.) It would also reduce 
the impacts related to displacement of people and housing compared to the proposed Plan. (Id. at p. 
4-66.) Alternative 2 does not accomplish either of these.  

However, Alternative 2 would reduce the per capita GHG emissions more than the proposed Plan, due 
to the concentration of household and job growth in HRA areas. (Draft EIR, p. 4-43.) This leads to a 
reduction in impact GHG-3, which is significant and unavoidable under the proposed Plan. (Ibid.) 
Alternative 1 would be similar to the proposed Plan. (Id. at p. 4-42.) Notably, on the regionwide scale, 
Alternative 2 will reduce the risk of displacement relative to the proposed Plan; however, as indicated 
above, it does not reduce the indirect physical impacts related to displacement as compared to the 
proposed Plan because it would increase the risk of displacement within the existing Equity Priority 
Communities through 2050. (Id. at p. 4-67.)  

The fundamental objective of the CEQA alternatives is to avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
significant environmental impacts of the proposed Plan. The manner in which these impacts could 
be avoided or lessened were determined by variations in the location and size of land use growth 
among the alternatives as well as their differences in transportation investment and other strategies. 
The alternatives evaluated in Draft EIR Chapter 4, “Alternatives to the Proposed Plan,” clearly 
demonstrate distinct approaches as to where to focus the region’s forecasted growth and variations 
in the modal supply of the transportation system, representing a reasonable range of alternatives. 

SCOPING ALTERNATIVES 

A number of commenters questioned why their suggested alternative was not analyzed in the Draft 
EIR. Draft EIR Chapter 4, “Alternatives to the Proposed Plan,” discusses these alternatives and discloses 
why they were considered but not recommended for analysis. (Draft EIR, pages 4-6 to 4-10.) CEQA 
requires that a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed Plan be analyzed in the Draft EIR. As 
noted under the headings above, an alternative’s ability to avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
significant environmental impacts of the proposed Plan requires both variations in where the 
alternatives’ focus land use growth and variations on transportation system supply. While the Draft 
EIR did not provide further analysis of the alternatives listed below for the reasons stated in section 
4.2 of the Draft EIR and in this master response, that does not restrict the decision-makers from 
deliberating the policy benefits of such alternatives; nor does it preclude the decision-makers from 
potentially adopting or integrating components of the suggested alternatives as they balance 
competing interests in deciding whether to adopt a proposed project or an alternative. (California 
Native Plant Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal. App. 4th 957, 981 [the issue of feasibility arises 
at two different junctures: (1) in the assessment of alternatives in the EIR and (2) during the agency's 
later consideration of whether to approve the project]; Mira Mar Mobile Community v. City of 
Oceanside (2004) 119 Cal.App.4th 477, 489.)  

The “Wildland-Urban Interface Avoidance Alternative” suggested during the scoping process and 
further described on Draft EIR, page 4-7, was not included for further analysis based on this alternative’s 
similar performance compared to the proposed Plan and Alternative 1. Specifically, this alternative was 
expected to perform similar to the proposed Plan and Alternative 1 in the following ways: 
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 The Wildland-Urban Interface Avoidance Alternative (WUI Alternative) as suggested would shift all 
growth geographies outside of the wildland-urban interface (WUI) zone. The Draft EIR concludes that 
this would perform similar to the proposed Plan and Alternative 1. (Draft EIR, p. 4-7.)  

 As with the WUI alternative, the proposed Plan would have the effect of shifting development away 
from the WUI zone because the proposed Plan’s “core strategy” is to focus growth in “existing 
communities along the existing transportation network, as well as communities with well-resourced 
schools and easy access to jobs, parks, and other amenities.” The proposed Plan acknowledges that 
“there could be increased wildfire hazards if development expands into the wildland-urban 
interface,” and addresses this by excluding very high and high fire hazard severity areas from the 
proposed Plan’s growth geographies. (Draft EIR, p. 3.9-38.) The growth geographies also explicitly 
exclude “locations within a county-adopted wildland-urban interface area.” (Id. at p. 2-35.) The Plan’s 
environmental strategies also reduce ecological impacts, as they “would limit new construction 
outside of existing development or areas otherwise suitable for growth and would protect high-
priority natural lands (e.g., wildland-urban interface lands).” (Id. at p. 3.5-36.) As such, the WUI 
Alternative would perform similar to the proposed Plan. 

 Likewise, Alternative 1 would have the effect of shifting development away from the WUI zone 
because it would concentrate growth in areas that contain high-quality transit services. (Draft EIR, p. 
4-11.) As high-quality transit services generally exist in urbanized areas, and not within the WUI zone, 
Alternative 1 would have the effect of further shifting development away from the WUI zone. This 
would also further reduce ecological impacts. Alternative 1 would also “result in a lesser area of land 
being converted from undeveloped to developed uses compared to the proposed plan,” and 
therefore would have the potential to further reduce impacts to special status species compared to 
the proposed Plan (Id. at p. 4-37.) As such, the WUI Alternative would perform similar to Alternative 1. 

The “Moratorium on Flood Zone Development Alternative,” suggested during scoping comments 
and further described on Draft EIR page 4-8, was not included for further analysis because, as 
discussed in Section 3.10, impacts related to development in the flood zone would not result in 
significant impacts. As such, this alternative does not reduce any impact found to be significant and 
unavoidable, and was not considered further for this reason. 

The “Climate-Smart Alternative,” suggested during scoping comments and further described on Draft 
EIR page 4-8, was not included for further analysis, in part, because of this alternative’s similar land use 
distribution and a similar mix of transportation projects and programs, relative to the proposed Plan. 
While this alternative would have a lower amount of anticipated growth of households and 
employment and a lower amount of transportation revenues for investments compared to the other 
alternatives (and thus would be infeasible for failing to meet statutory requirements and fundamental 
Plan objectives), it was expected to perform similar to the proposed Plan in the following ways:  

 The suggested Climate-Smart Alternative would “incorporate climate mitigation and adaptation 
measures into all proposed Plan strategies, including a focus on natural solutions for climate 
resilience.” (Draft EIR, p. 4-8.) The proposed Plan has a strong focus on climate mitigation, adaptation, 
and resilience, reflected in its 35 strategies. (See, e.g., Draft EIR, pp. 2-9 to 2-10.) The proposed Plan’s 
environmental strategies “promote conservation, adaptation and climate mitigation.” (Id. at p. 2-9; 
see also id. at p. 2-2 [“the proposed Plan… details environmental strategies to invest $102 billion in 
expected revenues to protect the region from at least two feet of future permanent sea level rise 
inundation, reduce climate emissions, and maintain and expand the region’s parks and open space 
system.”].) Nonetheless, the proposed Plan would result in a significant and unavoidable impact with 
regard to greenhouse gas emissions. (Id., Impacts GHG-1 and GHG-3, at p. 3.6-38 to 3.6-47.)  
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 The proposed alternative contains four strategies designed to reduce GHG emissions. (Draft EIR, 
Appendix B, Letter of Together Bay Area, Save the Bay, and Greenbelt Alliance, p. 2].) One is to commit 
to net negative GHG emissions by 2030. However, the proposed Plan already accomplishes this for 
land use and transportation sources, exceeding net zero by over 2,000,000 metric ton of carbon 
dioxide equivalent per year (MTCO2e/year) by 2030 (Draft EIR, p. 3.6-42). By 2050, the proposed Plan 
would exceed net zero for land use and transportation emissions by over 4,000,000 MTCO2e/year. 
(Ibid.) Despite this exceedance, because construction emissions may not be reduced to net zero in all 
cases, the Draft EIR conservatively concludes Impact GHG-1 is significant and unavoidable (see id. at 
p. 3.6-38 to 3.6-43). Because the proposed Plan will largely achieve no net increase in GHG emissions 
by 2030 – since GHG emissions from land use and transportation will be lower than the 2015 baseline 
– the proposed alternative would perform similar to the proposed Plan. Additionally, even if a net zero 
emissions requirement were imposed on construction emissions, this could not be accomplished 
without further mitigation measures, such as requiring offsets. Because MTC and ABAG cannot 
require local implementing agencies to adopt mitigation measures, the impact would remain 
significant and unavoidable.  

 The proposed Plan would also result in a significant and unavoidable impact under Impact GHG-3 as 
it does not reduce target 2050 GHG emissions to 83 percent below 2015 levels, and therefore will not 
meet targets under Executive Order S-3-05 and the 2017 Scoping Plan (Draft EIR, p. 3.6-46). The 
proposed alternative does not propose strategies that would significantly reduce GHG emissions 
such that Plan would meet standards set by Executive Order S-3-05 and the 2017 Scoping Plan to 
reduce the impact under GHG-3. Application of the proposed alternative would still fall substantially 
short of meeting the 83 percent GHG reduction target by 2050 and therefore would perform similar 
to the proposed Plan. The proposed alternative also would not significantly reduce this significant 
and unavoidable impact of the proposed Plan. Thus, the proposed Plan would perform similar to the 
suggested Climate-Smart Alternative.  

The “Modified EN07 Alternative,” suggested during scoping comments and further described on 
Draft EIR page 4-9, was not included for further analysis because MTC and ABAG revised Strategy 
EN07 between the release of the Notice of Preparation on September 28, 2020, and the release of the 
Draft EIR on June 4, 2021. While there was strong public support for telecommuting strategies in the 
proposed Plan, concerns were also raised from businesses, elected officials, and transit agencies 
about economic impacts of telecommuting. In September 2020—prior to the release of the NOP—
MTC and ABAG provided support for a series of strategies to comprise the Final Blueprint (“proposed 
Plan”). Policies for telecommuting were addressed under the proposed Strategy EN07, “Institute 
Telecommuting Mandates for Major Office-Based Employers.” However, revisions were made to 
Strategy EN07 after discussions with key stakeholders in October 2020 and November 2020 to 
address concerns from the business community with the original strategy. Strategy EN07 was revised 
to “Expand Commute Trip Reduction Programs at Major Employers.” The scope of Strategy EN07 was 
expanded beyond telecommuting to recognize the importance of other alternative modes like transit, 
walking, and bicycling. The revised strategy provides greater flexibility for business while achieving 
the same GHG emissions reductions. Furthermore, the revised strategy reduces effects on small 
businesses by raising the requirement to employers with 50 or more employees, consistent with the 
existing Commuter Benefits Program. To accommodate these changes, the strategy scope was 
expanded to all major employers, given the reduced focus on telecommuting.  Accordingly, this 
alternative is anticipated to perform similar to the proposed Plan. 

The “Modified EC01 Alternative,” suggested during scoping comments and further described on 
Draft EIR page 4-9, was not included for further analysis because Strategy EC01, “Implement a 
Statewide Universal Basic Income” was included in all alternatives except the No Project Alternative. 
Table 1, “Strategies and the modeling tools used to analyze them” of the Plan Bay Area 2050 
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Forecasting and Modeling Report discloses that implementation of Strategy EC01 was analyzed in 
REMI, but not Urbansim 2.0 or Travel Model 1.5. Therefore, the strategy would not directly alter the 
land use growth footprint derived from UrbanSim 2.0 nor the transportation projects footprint. 
Instead, the removal of the strategy would impact income distributions and increase the number of 
low-income households in the region and would be in conflict of the proposed Plan’s affordability 
objectives. As a program-level EIR that addresses the nine-county, 101-city region, this document does 
not address the impacts of individual strategies in detail; the focus of this analysis is on addressing the 
impacts of implementation of the Plan’s 35 strategies as a whole. Modifications to one of the proposed 
Plan’s 35 strategies is anticipated to have marginal impacts. Accordingly, this alternative is anticipated 
to perform similar to the proposed Plan. 

The “Modified EC05 Alternative,” suggested during scoping comments and further described on 
Draft EIR page 4-9, was not included for further analysis because the HRA Focus Alternative added 
Strategy EC08, “Implement Office Development Caps in Job-Rich Cities.” Strategy EC08 would work 
in tandem with Strategy EC5 to shift more jobs to housing-rich areas. Thus, the studied HRA Focus 
Alternative is a variation of the suggested alternative and was anticipated to perform similarly to it.  

The “Modified T01 Alternative,” suggested during scoping comments and further described on Draft 
EIR page 4-9, was not included for further analysis, in part, because the horizon year for the proposed 
Plan is 2050, and the Draft EIR analysis does not consider phasing of improvements or interim stages 
of the proposed Plan between 2020 and 2050. The one exception to this approach is Section 3.6, 
“Climate Change, Greenhouse Gases, and Energy,” which includes an examination of impacts in 2030, 
2035, 2040, and 2050, to satisfy requirements of SB 375, the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 
32 [2006], SB 32 [2016]), and Executive Orders B 30-15 and EO-05-03, among other requirements. 
Accordingly, this alternative is anticipated to perform similar to the proposed Plan. 

The “Modified T05 Alternative,” suggested during scoping comments and further described on Draft 
EIR page 4-9, was not included for further analysis because the horizon year for the proposed Plan is 
2050, and the Draft EIR analysis does not consider phasing of improvements or interim stages of the 
proposed Plan between 2020 and 2050. The one exception to this approach is Section 3.6, “Climate 
Change, Greenhouse Gases, and Energy,” which includes an examination of impacts in 2030, 2035, 
2040, and 2050, to satisfy requirements of SB 375, the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32 
[2006], SB 32 [2016]), and Executive Orders B 30-15 and EO-05-03, among other requirements. 
Accordingly, this alternative is anticipated to perform similar to the proposed Plan. 

The “Modified T06 Alternative,” suggested during scoping comments and further described on Draft 
EIR page 4-9, was not included for further analysis because the TRA Focus Alternative would reduce 
funding to Strategy T06 and increase funding to Strategy T10, “Enhance Local Transit Frequency, 
Capacity, and Reliability.” The HRA Focus Alternative would increase funding to Strategies T10, T12, 
“Build an Integrated Regional Express Lane and Express Bus Network,” and T04, “Reform Regional 
Transit Fare Policy.” Thus, the studied alternatives look at variations of the suggested alternative, and 
it was anticipated to perform similarly to them.  

The “Modified T08/T09 Alternative,” suggested during scoping comments and further described on 
Draft EIR page 4-9, was not included for further analysis because the removal of Strategy T09 would 
have hinder achievement of the proposed Plan’s objective to “Support an expanded, well-functioning, 
safe, and multimodal transportation system…” Similarly, Strategy T09 was analyzed during the Horizon 
initiative and it was found that implementation of the strategy (T09) could also help curb emissions, 
considerably, from autos traveling on Bay Area highways.  
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The “Modified T10, T11, T12 Alternative,” suggested during scoping comments and further described 
on Draft EIR page 4-9, was not included for further analysis because the TRA Focus Alternative would 
reduce funding to Strategy T06 and increase funding to Strategy T10, “Enhance Local Transit 
Frequency, Capacity, and Reliability.” The HRA Focus Alternative would increase funding to Strategies 
T10, T12, “Build an Integrated Regional Express Lane and Express Bus Network,” and T04, “Reform 
Regional Transit Fare Policy.” Thus, the studied alternatives look at variations of the suggested 
alternative, and it was anticipated to perform similarly to them. 

The “Modified T12 Alternative,” suggested during scoping comments and further described on Draft 
EIR page 4-9, was not included for further analysis because the TRA Focus Alternative modifies 
Strategy T12 by removing funding from the strategy and converting all uncommitted express lane 
widening projects to general-purpose lane conversions unless there are only two existing general-
purpose lanes. Thus, the TRA Focus Alternatives is a variation of the suggested alternative, and it was 
anticipated to perform similarly to it. 

The “Regional Parking Tax Alternative,” suggested during scoping comments and further described 
on Draft EIR page 4-9, was not included for further analysis because the TRA Focus Alternative adds 
Strategy EC7, “Assess Transportation Impact Fees on New Office Developments” or “Charge a 
Regional Office Development Fee.” This strategy would implement regional development fees for 
new office construction based upon the workplace VMT impacts (previously referred to as an indirect 
source rule). Thus, the TRA Focus Alternatives is a variation of the suggested alternative. Similarly, the 
proposed Plan, TRA Focus Alternative and HRA Focus Alternative include Strategy EN09, “Expand 
Transportation Demand Management Initiatives” inclusive of parking fees to discourage solo driving. 
Thus, the proposed Plan and studied alternatives look at variations of the suggested alternative, and 
it was anticipated to perform similarly to them. 

The “Bay Area Transit Assessment District Fiscal Alternative,” suggested during scoping 
comments and further described on Draft EIR page 4-10, was not included for further analysis 
because, while the proposed Plan includes a fiscally constrained list of transportation projects and 
programs, it does not allocate funds to any specific transportation project or program and is not an 
expenditure plan. The proposed Plan provides a blueprint for how existing and reasonably-anticipated 
new transportation revenues could fund strategies to achieve regional objectives; the proposed Plan 
does not identify the manner in which the $110 billion in new revenues would be collected or 
distributed across the region. 

The “CA/AV Alternative,” suggested during scoping comments and further described on Draft EIR 
page 4-10, was not included for further analysis because the proposed Plan and the alternatives 
include exogenous assumptions regarding autonomous vehicles. Travel Model 1.5 was updated to 
incorporate ride-hailing, taxis, and autonomous vehicles. See Page 90 under the heading 
“Autonomous Vehicles” of the Plan Bay Area 2050 Forecasting and Modeling Report for discussion on 
how assumptions of AVs were incorporated into the analysis. Because AV’s are considered an 
exogenous variable in the proposed Plan and studied alternatives, the suggested alternative was 
anticipated to perform similarly to them. 

The “Modified PDA (Sonoma) Alternative,” suggested during scoping comments and further 
described on Draft EIR page 4-10, was not included for further analysis because as a program-level 
EIR that addresses the entire nine-county, 101-city region, the EIR does not address the impacts of 
individual strategies in detail; the focus of this analysis is on addressing the impacts of 
implementation of the Plan’s 35 strategies as a whole. Modifications to one of the proposed Plan’s 
growth geographies is anticipated to have negligible effects. Accordingly, this alternative is 
anticipated to perform similar to the proposed Plan. 
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IDENTIFICATION OF AN ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(e)(1) requires analysis of a “no project” alternative to “compare the 
impacts of approving the proposed project with the impacts of not approving the proposed project.” 
CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(e)(2) states, “[i]f the environmentally superior alternative is the ‘no 
project’ alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the 
other alternatives.” (Emphasis added.) When triggered, this provision requires identification of 
another alternative, other than the no project alternative, that is environmentally superior. (See, e.g., 
California Oak Foundation v. Regents of University of California (2010) 188 Cal.App.4th 227, 276, fn. 29.)  

As the Draft EIR observes, if the no project alternative is not the environmentally superior alternative, 
then the CEQA Guidelines do not explicitly impose any requirement to identify one. (CEQA Guidelines, 
§ 15126.6(e); Draft EIR, p. 4-78.) Neither CEQA nor the CEQA Guidelines may be interpreted in a manner 
that imposes procedural or substantive requirements beyond those explicitly stated in the statute or 
guidelines. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21083.1.) CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(a)-(c) explain that an EIR 
must consider a reasonable range of alternatives, focusing on alternatives that meet basic project 
objectives and are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening significant effects. Section 15126.6(d) 
mandates that an EIR “include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful 
evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project.” To this end, the CEQA Guidelines 
encourage the use of a matrix, such as Table 4-34 on pages 4-81 to 4-86 of the Draft EIR, to “display[] 
the major characteristics and significant environmental effects of each alternative [which] may be 
used to summarize the comparison.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6(d).)  

Section 15126.6(a)-(d) does not include a requirement that the environmentally superior alternative be 
identified. That requirement is only found in Section 15126.6(e), which explicitly requires identification 
of an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives if the environmentally 
superior alternative is the no project alternative. Section 15126.6(e)(2)’s requirement to identify an 
environmentally superior alternative is separate and distinct from the requirements found in 
15126.6(a)-(d). Further, as explained in a leading CEQA treatise, “when none of the alternatives is clearly 
environmentally superior to the project, it should be sufficient for the EIR to explain the environmental 
advantages and disadvantages of each alternative in comparison with the project.” (Kostka & Zischke, 
Practice Under the California Environmental Quality Act (Cont.Ed.Bar 2d ed. 2020), Identification of 
Environmentally Superior Alternative, §15.37.)  

The Draft EIR finds that the No Project Alternative would result in more significant and unavoidable 
impacts than under the proposed Plan and therefore would not be the environmentally superior 
alternative. (Draft EIR, p. 4-78.) As explained above, in this situation, CEQA does not require 
identification of a single environmentally superior alternative. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6(e)(2).) 
Nonetheless, the Draft EIR recognizes that the identification of a single environmentally superior 
alternative “is useful in understanding the relative benefits and adverse effects of the other 
alternatives.” (Draft EIR, p. 4-78.) It therefore provides this information, identifying the TRA Focus 
Alternative as the environmentally superior alternative based on comparison of the relative impacts 
of the alternatives and proposed Plan. (Id., at p. 4-97.)  

DECISION-MAKERS BALANCE COMPETING INTERESTS IN DECIDING WHETHER TO 
ADOPT A PROPOSED PROJECT OR AN ALTERNATIVE 

CEQA requires that a lead agency shall mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impacts of 
projects that it carries out or approves whenever it is feasible to do so. (See Pub. Resources Code, § 
21002.1(b); RiverWatch v. Olivenhain Municipal Water Dist. (2009) 170 Cal.App.4th 1186, 1207.) In order 
to approve a project for which an EIR has been certified that identifies one or more significant 
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environmental effects, the project may be adopted as proposed if the agency makes one of the 
following findings:  

1. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project 
which mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the environment. 

2. Those changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another 
public agency and have been, or can and should be, adopted by that other agency. 

3. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
considerations for the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the 
environmental impact report. 

(Pub. Resources Code, § 21081(a); CEQA Guidelines, § 15091.)  

Additionally, if an agency approves a project that will have significant environmental impacts, it must 
adopt a statement of overriding considerations that finds that “specific overriding economic, legal, 
social, technological, or other benefits of the project outweigh the significant effects on the 
environment.” (Pub. Resources Code, § 21081(b); CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15021(d), 15093(b)-(c).) 

Thus, CEQA ensures that agencies consider environmental consequences when approving a project, 
but it does not circumscribe the decision-makers’ discretion. (See Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. 
v. Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 393; Hixon v. County of Los Angeles (1974) 38 
Cal.App.3d 370, 374.) In determining whether to approve a project, the decision-making agency must 
“balance, as applicable, the economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits, including region-
wide or statewide environmental benefits … against its unavoidable environmental risks…” (CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15093(a); see also id., § 15021(d).) While this process provides for the adoption of a feasible 
alternative that reduces significant impacts, CEQA does not mandate the decision-makers choose the 
environmentally superior alternative—only that they “consider environmentally superior alternatives, 
explain the considerations that led it to conclude that those alternatives were infeasible, weigh those 
considerations against the environmental harm that the Plan would cause, and make findings that 
the benefits of those considerations outweighed the harm.” (California Native Plant Society v. City of 
Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 957, 1007-1008 [emphasis original].) “CEQA does not, indeed cannot, 
guarantee that these decisions will always be those which favor environmental considerations.” 
(Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 393.) 

2.1.5 Master Response 5: Sea Level Rise 

Numerous commenters raised concerns regarding sea level rise, including the effects of sea level rise 
on the Bay Area and assumed inundation levels.  

CONSIDERATION OF FUTURE CONDITIONS OF SEA LEVEL RISE AND INTEGRATION OF 
SEA LEVEL RISE INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS INTO THE PROPOSED PLAN 

Many comments addressed the potential for sea level rise to affect existing and future infrastructure 
and alter existing groundwater and geologic conditions. As described in the last paragraph on page 
2-18 of the Draft EIR, an analysis of the potential effects of sea level rise on the Bay Area is not required 
under CEQA:  

While the Plan has incorporated sea level rise adaptation infrastructure as a Plan component, 
it is important to note the effects of the environment on a project are generally outside the 
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scope of CEQA unless the project would exacerbate these conditions, as concluded by the 
California Supreme Court (see California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District [2015] 62 Cal.4th 369, 377 [“we conclude that agencies generally subject 
to CEQA are not required to analyze the impact of existing environmental conditions on a 
project’s future users or residents. But when a project risks exacerbating those environmental 
hazards or conditions that already exist, an agency must analyze the potential impact of such 
hazards on future residents or users.”]). Changes to the State CEQA Guidelines to reflect this 
decision were adopted on December 28, 2018. Accordingly, the proposed Plan contains 
elements that would reduce the effects of sea level rise, and therefore, the EIR analysis 
generally does not address the impacts of existing environmental conditions on a project‘s 
future users or residents. However, when a proposed project risks exacerbating environmental 
hazards or conditions that already exist, the EIR analyzes the potential impact of such hazards 
on future residents or users. 

Further, as discussed in Response to Comment 85-26, it is not possible to connect emissions related 
to the proposed Plan to specific impacts of climate change. 

As discussed in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR, "Project Description," the proposed Plan has integrated the 
issue of sea level rise inundation and identifies a strategy to adapt the shoreline of the San Francisco 
Bay. Environment Strategy EN01, “Adapt to Sea Level Rise,” was included to protect shoreline 
communities affected by sea level rise by identifying a series of adaptation infrastructure strategies 
(first bulleted item, page 2-9 of the Draft EIR). Adaptation infrastructure included in the Plan is 
described on pages 2-17 through 2-19 of the Draft EIR, under the subheading, “Sea Level Rise 
Adaptation Infrastructure”: 

The adaptation infrastructure was informed by conclusions in the Plan Bay Area 2050 EIR that 
found significant and unavoidable impacts as a result of land use development or 
transportation projects being regularly inundated by 24 inches of sea level rise at mean higher 
high-water conditions. The Plan Bay Area 2050 EIR concluded that a range of adaptation 
strategies could be appropriate to reduce the impact associated with sea level rise inundation 
to a less-than-significant level. As a result, archetypes adaptation infrastructure was identified 
for regularly inundated shoreline areas. Archetypes included elevated roadways, a variety of 
levees, seawalls, tidal gates, and marsh restoration. These archetypes include both green (i.e., 
natural systems) and gray (i.e., human-made systems) infrastructure.  

Generic archetype adaptation infrastructure was assumed for different segments of vulnerable 
shoreline to develop cost assumptions for the proposed Plan. Adaptation infrastructure archetypes 
included many kinds of strategies, including marsh restoration, elevated roadways, a variety of levee 
types, tidal gates, and seawalls. When choosing an adaptation infrastructure archetype for a segment 
of vulnerable shoreline, staff used various methods. Where a current, well-defined strategy was 
known, it was included in the analysis. Where no current strategy existed, staff consulted a variety of 
resources, including the Adaptation Atlas, EcoAtlas, the CHARG Sea Level Rise Resiliency Map, and 
subject matter expert guidance. When consulted resources provided no suggestion, natural solutions, 
such as marsh restoration and ecotone levees (i.e., a large levee that supports wetland vegetation on 
the slope instead of artificially dry upland vegetation), were assumed wherever possible.  

Importantly, the specifics of sea level rise adaptation infrastructure were assumed strictly for 
modelling purposes and to provide estimated financial inputs for the proposed Plan and are not 
intended to be prescriptive in either specific location or depiction. Local planning efforts would 
determine the appropriate adaptation measures, because MTC and ABAG do not hold land use 
authority over the coastline and cannot implement such measures. However, adaptation measures 
may be implemented by other authorities. For example, some current, well-defined adaptation 

http://www.courts.ca.gov/opinions/documents/S213478.PDF
http://www.courts.ca.gov/opinions/documents/S213478.PDF
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measures, such as the San Francisco International Airport seawall project, were included in the 
analysis and are already planned for construction by another authority. Future analysis will include 
updated plans for the Bay Area shoreline as data become available.  

The environmental impact analysis in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR includes an evaluation of the 
environmental impacts related to the proposed sea level rise adaptation infrastructure. Sea level rise 
adaptation archetypes were analyzed according to the assumed footprint of the project. However, as 
discussed above, the specific location or depiction of infrastructure is not known at this time, and 
specific effects therefore cannot be evaluated in detail. Detailed analysis of sea level rise adaptation 
infrastructure will ultimately be done when specific projects are proposed by relevant local agencies.  

SEA LEVEL RISE DEPTH ASSUMPTIONS 

The proposed Plan used the available flood prediction guidance of both State and regional agencies. The 
Plan integrates the work of the California Ocean Protection Council (OPC), which lays out a series of 
projections that incorporate both variations in risk aversion and future greenhouse gas emission rates. 
The proposed Plan addresses two different water levels in the sea level rise methodology: 2 feet and 3 
feet. For planning and modeling purposes, 2 feet of permanent inundation was assumed by 2050, as OPC 
recommends using this precautionary projection for vulnerable areas with medium to high 
consequences, such as a highly developed coastline. However, annual storm or king tide events may add 
an additional foot of temporary inundation, for up to 3 feet of inundation risk. Three feet of inundation 
was assumed to determine where proactive adaptation actions were needed across the region.  

The decision by MTC and ABAG for the Plan to model 2 feet of permanent inundation relies on the 
robust analysis of OPC. The range of OPC predictions for 2050 varies: those planning with a low risk 
aversion are recommended to expect 0.9 feet (50 percent probability sea level rise meets or exceeds); 
those planning with medium to high risk aversion are recommended to expect 1.9 feet of inundation 
(0.5 percent probability sea level rise meets or exceeds); and the most extreme risk aversion prediction 
is 2.7 feet of sea level rise, which is based upon a single scenario assuming very rapid ice-sheet loss in 
the Antarctic, and not a probabilistic projection. The proposed Plan assumes a conservative 
assumption for the life of the Plan, following guidance for approximately 2 feet of permanent 
inundation. However, the proposed Plan differs from the recently released updated guidance from 
OPC’s Strategic Plan to Protect California’s Coast and Ocean 2020-2025, which recommends that both 
coastal communities and those along the San Francisco Bay shoreline plan for 3.5 feet of inundation 
by 2050. The proposed Plan’s sea level rise analysis and collaborative effort to identify adaption 
archetypes for regularly inundated shoreline areas began in 2019 and concluded in February 2020, 
prior to the release of the Strategic Plan. Revising the analysis assumptions to 3.5 feet would have 
been contrary to the expert advice and stakeholder input gathered to develop the archetypes for 2 
feet of permanent inundation. Future iterations of Plan Bay Area will reassess sea level rise best 
practices as predictions continue to be updated.  

The scope of the proposed Plan extends to 2050. Strategies in the context of the proposed Plan are 
defined as policies or investments that can be implemented over the next 30 years. As a result, sea 
level rise investments assumed by the proposed Plan are considered only through 2050. However, the 
lifecycle adaptation infrastructure included in the analysis was assumed with infrastructure lifecycle 
in mind wherever possible, with linear infrastructure, such as levees, seawalls, and elevated roadways, 
assumed to accommodate up to 9 feet of permanent inundation. As a result, it is assumed that areas 
with adaptation infrastructure may include standards that extend beyond the life of the Plan. 
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2.1.6 Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority 

Numerous commenters raised concerns regarding MTC and ABAG’s authority to influence land use 
decisions, fund specific transportation projects or programs, and condition transportation funding to 
more closely align with regional goals. Each of these categories of comments is addressed below, 
following a discussion of MTC and ABAG’s statutory role and authority. 

ROLE AND AUTHORITY 

The role and authority of MTC and ABAG are described in Section 1.7.2, “Regional Planning Agencies,” 
of the Draft EIR: 

MTC was formed in 1970 and functions under State and federal law as the transportation 
planning, coordinating, and financing agency for the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area. It 
covers the same geographic area as ABAG. MTC is the federally designated metropolitan 
planning organization (MPO) and the State-designated regional transportation planning agency 
(RTPA) for the Bay Area. It is responsible for preparing and updating the RTP every 4 years. 

ABAG was formed in 1961 by a joint powers agreement among Bay Area local governments 
and serves as the comprehensive regional planning agency and Council of Governments for 
the nine counties and 101 cities and towns of the San Francisco Bay region. It is a public entity 
created by local governments to meet their planning and research needs related to land use 
and is responsible under State law for conducting the Regional Housing Needs Allocation 
process. ABAG also hosts several joint powers and administrative entities related to 
environmental and water resource protection, disaster resilience, energy efficiency, hazardous 
waste mitigation, financial services, and staff training to local counties, cities, and towns. 

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AND PROGRAMMING 

With respect to transportation planning, MTC functions both as the regional transportation planning 
agency—a State designation—and, for federal purposes, as the region’s MPO. As such, it is responsible 
for regularly updating Plan Bay Area, which integrates investments in mass transit, highway, airport, 
seaport, railroad, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities as part of the transportation strategies. MTC also 
screens requests from local agencies for State and federal grants for transportation projects to 
determine their compatibility with Plan Bay Area. The proposed Plan also functions as the integrated 
transportation and land use/housing strategy required under SB 375 with the goal of accommodating 
future population growth and reducing greenhouse gas emissions. The vast majority of funds 
prioritized in the proposed Plan are dedicated (by mode) to public transit and (by function) to 
operation and maintenance of existing facilities.  

In its role as MPO, MTC also prepares and adopts the federally required Transportation Improvement 
Program (TIP) at least once every 4 years. The TIP is a comprehensive listing of all Bay Area surface 
transportation projects that are to receive federal funding or are subject to a federally required action, 
or are considered regionally significant for air quality conformity purposes. The TIP covers a 4-year 
period and must be financially constrained by year, meaning that the amount of funding committed 
to the projects (also referred to as “programmed” projects) must not exceed the amount of funding 
estimated to be available. The 2021 TIP was adopted by MTC on February 24, 2021, and received final 
federal approval from the Federal Transit Administration and Federal Highway Administration on 
April 16, 2021. The 2021 TIP, as adopted, included approximately 330 transportation projects with 
approximately $10.3 billion of federal, state, regional, and local funds “programmed” in 4 fiscal years: 
FY 2020-21, FY 2021-22, FY 2022-23, and FY 2023-24. 
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In its role as the RTPA and MPO, MTC programs and allocates more than 1 billion transportation dollars 
annually. Of the amounts it programs and allocates, nearly 100 percent is stipulated by law or regulation 
to be used for transportation purposes. Recognizing the increasing link between transportation and 
land use, MTC has used its authority within the legal framework of individual funding sources to impose 
policies or condition transportation funding in an effort to achieve regional goals. MTC has done this 
starting in the late 1990s through the Transportation for Livable Communities Program, the Transit 
Oriented Development Policy, the Housing Incentive Program, the PDA Planning program and most 
recently through the One Bay Area Grant program (OBAG). These programs have sought to strengthen 
the connection between transportation and land use, thereby reducing VMT by increasing the livability 
of communities within walking distance to transit, spurring more housing development near transit, 
and rewarding commitments to affordability in these communities.  

The OBAG 2 framework, adopted in 2017, funds a suite of regional initiatives to support the goals of 
Plan Bay Area, including achieving regional GHG emissions reduction targets established by the 
California Air Resources Board (CARB) pursuant to SB 375. OBAG 2 funded regional initiatives such as 
MTC's Climate Initiatives program, Bay Bridge Forward program, and the Safe and Seamless Mobility 
Quick-Strike program. Also, the flexible County Program funds are targeted to transportation projects 
in PDAs to support Plan Bay Area’s focused growth strategy. A defining feature of the OBAG County 
Program was the introduction of housing considerations into the framework for how to distribute 
transportation dollars. The OBAG County Program distribution formula is designed to reward local 
efforts that accommodate future housing growth at all income levels through the RHNA process and 
that also follow through on those commitments through the permitting and production of housing. 

In total, the OBAG 2 framework includes more than $900 million in federal funding for projects 
between 2018 and 2022. In a July 2021 staff memo, MTC staff identified five considerations for the 
OBAG 3 framework to fund projects beginning in 2023. Initial considerations include:  

 Preserve the effective features of the OBAG program to support regional objectives. 

 Strategically advance Plan Bay Area 2050 implementation through OBAG investments and policies. 

 Incorporate recent policy initiatives and adapt to the new mobility landscape. 

 Advance equity through program policies and investments. 

 Address federal planning and programming requirements. 

In addition, through MTC’s congestion management process, a federal planning requirement of 
MPOs, MTC develops programs and plans that can reduce congestion and air pollution from vehicular 
traffic. The process, detailed at https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/driving-congestion-
environment/congestion-management-process, identifies a three prong approach of planning, 
operations, and funding. OBAG, discussed above, is a primary source of funding but other sources 
include: 

 Regional Measure 3, which will use toll revenues to fund multimodal projects to relieve congestion 
in key corridors. 

 Senate Bill 1, Solutions for Congested Corridors Program (SCCP), a statewide competitive program 
that funds projects designed to reduce congestion in highly traveled and highly congested corridors 
through performance improvements that balance transportation improvements, community 
impacts, and that provide environmental benefits.  

The common underpinning is that MTC must rely on its transportation funding resources for 
implementation of each of the above-described programs. Transportation funding resources have 
detailed eligibility requirements and restrictions; however, MTC has also worked within these 

https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/driving-congestion-environment/congestion-management-process
https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/driving-congestion-environment/congestion-management-process
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restrictions to encourage a link between housing and transportation to reduce VMT. In 2020, the 
California State Budget included a one-time funding allocation of $250 million statewide to support 
the implementation of RHNA and the SCS (“Plan Bay Area 2050” or “proposed Plan”) through the 
Regional Early Action Planning (REAP) grants program. The first round of the REAP grants program 
was designed to help regional entities and governments facilitate housing production to assist local 
governments in meeting their RHNA. MTC and ABAG received $24 million of REAP program funds to 
launch the new Regional Housing Technical Assistance (RHTA) program to support local jurisdictions 
throughout the region, including $11 million in direct assistance to local governments, and help fund 
implementation of the proposed Plan’s housing strategies through the preparation of local plans and 
rezoning (see ABAG’s website at https://abag.ca.gov/our-work/housing/regional-housing-technical-
assistance for more information).  

The second installment, REAP 2.0, is also a one-time funding allocation but for $500 million statewide. 
REAP 2.0 is still under development but is expected to be designed to support and fund infill housing, 
infrastructure investments (e.g., transportation), or other actions that reduce VMT and implement 
SCSs. The program, administered by HCD, is expected to require review and approval of MTC and 
ABAG’s proposals to use REAP 2.0 grant funds on investments that would be transformational and 
accelerate the GHG reductions needed to achieve state goals for 2035. 

In a few limited cases, MTC has been able to partner with a sales tax agency to exchange 
transportation dollars for more flexible funds to help fund pilot or one-time programs -- such as the 
Transit Oriented Affordable Housing program, the Bay Area Preservation Pilot program and the 
Jumpstart program -- that are direct investments in housing or housing loan programs totaling $30 
million to date. These are not ongoing or reliable funding streams, so MTC has not relied on them in 
the assumptions regarding future funding programs. 

MTC also incentivizes focused growth near transit and VMT reduction through transportation funding 
programs, such as PDA Planning grants to local jurisdictions funded through OBAG. Planning grants 
focus on encouraging housing and commercial development near transit, as well as improving 
bicycling and pedestrian access in the planning area. Similarly, through technical assistance, MTC also 
supports local jurisdiction compliance with SB 743, which updates the way lead agencies must 
measure transportation impacts for transportation and land use projects under the CEQA, changing 
the evaluation metric from level of service to VMT. Technical assistance has focused on helping cities 
to establish city-wide VMT screening criteria, determine plan and project-level VMT thresholds of 
significance, as well as VMT mitigations. Also, advancing SB 743 encourages infill development, 
reduces greenhouse gas emissions and can improve active transportation options near housing and 
commercial development. 

Thus, MTC promotes best practices and supporting the development of new or revised programs, 
guidelines, procedures, policies, and development standards to support reduced VMT land uses. 
These actions contribute to achieving MTC’s GHG reduction target under SB 375. Lastly, to be eligible 
for regional, state, and federal transportation funding programs, transportation projects must 
demonstrate that they are consistent with the proposed Plan. Furthermore, regionally significant 
transportation projects—generally defined as projects that add travel lanes to freeways, expressways 
and highways or add new routes to fixed guideway transit facilities (e.g., rail, ferry, bus rapid transit)—
must be listed in the fiscally constrained Plan Bay Area 2050 Transportation Project List in order to 
progress from design to implementation or construction. 

BAY AREA HOUSING FINANCE AUTHORITY 

A number of commenters questioned who would fund the affordable housing in the proposed Plan. 
As stated above, local jurisdictions, not MTC or ABAG, are ultimately responsible for the manner in 

https://abag.ca.gov/our-work/housing/regional-housing-technical-assistance
https://abag.ca.gov/our-work/housing/regional-housing-technical-assistance
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which their local communities continue build out in the future. However, through a shared initiative 
known as the Bay Area Housing Finance Authority (BAHFA), MTC and ABAG have committed to 
expanding the agencies’ regional housing portfolio and BAHFA represents a key financial pillar of 
these efforts. Established by AB 1487 (Chiu 2019), BAHFA is the first State-approved regional housing 
finance authority in California. BAHFA provides the Bay Area region with a powerful new set of 
financing tools that can raise significant new housing revenue from a variety of sources, including a 
regional ballot measure, State or federal appropriations, and philanthropic and corporate 
contributions.  

BAHFA was established to support the production and preservation of affordable housing by placing 
new revenue options on the ballot. Any new revenue source to be placed on the ballot would require 
voter approval by a two-thirds vote. Possible future options include: 

 general obligation bond backed by property tax receipts (also known as a GO bond), 

 parcel tax, 

 gross receipts tax, 

 per-employee corporate “head tax,” and 

 commercial linkage fee (only authorized after voters approve a GO bond or parcel tax). 

The BAHFA Board (composed of the same board as MTC) shares decision making with the ABAG 
Executive Board related to raising revenues or expenditure of funds. BAHFA aims to develop a 
comprehensive regional strategy for helping local governments tackle the housing crisis on a larger 
scale rooted in the “3Ps” framework—protection, preservation and production, all of which are 
reflected in the housing strategies of the proposed Plan. 

LOCAL LAND USE CONTROL 

A number of commenters questioned MTC and ABAG’s authority over land use decisions. The purpose 
of SB 375 is, in part, to “encourage developers to submit applications and local governments to make 
land use decisions that will help the state achieve its climate goals under AB 32, assist in the 
achievement of state and federal air quality standards, and increase petroleum conservation” (SB 375, 
Stats. 2008, ch. 728, Section 1(f) [uncodified legislative findings]). The CEQA streamlining benefits 
provided by SB 375 are some of the mechanisms used to create incentives for the development of 
land use projects that will help the State achieve its climate goals under AB 32 and SB 32 (the 
extension of AB 32 from 2020 to 2030 and the addition of new GHG emissions reduction targets). It is 
important to note, however, that although the Draft EIR provides lead agencies with CEQA 
streamlining benefits for certain projects, neither the proposed Plan nor the Draft EIR limit in any way 
the land use authority of any city or county (Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(K)).1  

In other words, even after the proposed Plan is adopted by MTC and ABAG, the lead agencies for future 
land use development projects retain the discretion to (1) carry out or approve projects that are not 
consistent with the Plan, (2) exercise their discretion to deny approval of projects even if they are 
consistent with the Plan, and (3) reach environmental conclusions and/or adopt mitigation measures 
that differ from those identified in this EIR. In short, the proposed Plan, if adopted, would be advisory 
and not binding at the local level. For this reason, unless MTC and ABAG have regulatory or approval 
authority over a future project implemented pursuant to the proposed Plan, MTC and ABAG must rely 

 

1 “Nothing in a sustainable communities strategy shall be interpreted as superseding the exercise of the land use authority of 
cities and counties within the region” (Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(K)). 
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on incentives or planning assistance in the form of planning grants and technical assistance to local 
jurisdictions in an effort to align local plans with the forecasted development pattern of the proposed 
Plan. As discussed throughout the Draft EIR, an implementing agency that elects to take advantage 
of the CEQA streamlining provisions of SB 375 (Public Resources Code Sections 21155.1, 21155.2, and 
21159.28) must, among other things, commit to the mitigation measures set forth in the Draft EIR, as 
applicable and feasible, to address site-specific conditions and to reduce environmental impacts. 

Cities and counties, not MTC or ABAG, are ultimately responsible for the manner in which their local 
communities continue build out in the future. For this reason, cities and counties are not required to 
revise their “land use policies and regulations, including [their] general plan, to be consistent with the 
regional transportation plan or an alternative planning strategy” (Government Code Section 
65080(b)(2)(K)). The proposed Plan merely provides a transportation and land use vision that “if 
implemented, [would] achieve the GHG emissions reductions targets” for the region (Public 
Resources Code Section 21155(a) (emphasis added)). The land use portion of the proposed Plan will be 
implemented only insofar as local jurisdictions act upon the Plan’s policies and recommendations.  

2.1.7 Master Response 7: Fiscally Constrained Transportation Project List 

Several comments requested revisions to the Plan Bay Area 2050 Transportation Project List. Such 
comments do not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the Draft EIR. However, the following is provided for informational purposes. 

The Transportation Project List is a key component of the federally mandated RTP, identifying 
investments in the operations, maintenance, expansion, and optimization of the region’s network of 
highways, bridges, local streets, transit routes, and active transportation infrastructure. Federal 
guidelines require the Transportation Project List to be fiscally constrained, meaning that investments 
may not exceed reasonably expected revenues.  

Developing the Transportation Project List was a multiyear process that required analysis to 
understand the relative merits and shortcomings of major investments, prioritization discussions with 
project sponsors, and trade-off conversations at the commission and executive board levels.  

Per guidance from the California Air Resources Board, the Plan Bay Area 2050 Transportation Project 
List groups projects in two categories: those that are expected to open for service between 2021 and 
2035 and those that are expected to open for service between 2036 and 2050. This approach allows 
for a more explicit alignment between when revenues are expected to become available and when 
they are expected to be invested. Projects are considered to be included in the fiscally constrained 
and conformed RTP regardless of the identified sequencing, meaning that they can continue project 
development activities, including seeking funding and undergoing environmental analyses.  

One key input is the transportation revenue forecast, which estimates the revenues that are 
reasonably expected to be available to the region for transportation. This estimate provides the fiscal 
envelope within which transportation investments must be prioritized to maintain fiscal constraint. 
The transportation revenue forecast was reduced in mid-2020 to account for the impacts of the 
COVID-19 pandemic and ensuing economic recession; the finalized transportation revenue forecast 
was presented at the June 2020 MTC Planning and ABAG Administrative Committee. For more 
information on the transportation revenue forecast, see Chapter 2 (“Technical Assumptions for the 
Transportation Element”) of the Plan Bay Area 2050 Technical Assumptions Report. Please see “Master 
Response 2: COVID-19 Pandemic Considerations” for more information on how the shelter-in-place 
orders have affected the region and preparation of the proposed Plan. 
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Major transportation investments with a combined capital and operations cost of $250 million or more 
were required to undergo Project Performance Assessment, during which they were individually 
assessed using MTC’s modeling tools to understand their effects. This process took place in 2018 and 
2019. County transportation agencies, transit operators, the MTC Operations Section, cities, 
nongovernmental organizations, and members of the public were invited to submit project ideas as 
part of the Call for Transformative Projects, which closed in fall 2018. As part of the Horizon effort, 
projects were assessed in three disparate futures to shed light on how a project would perform given 
uncertain future conditions. Projects were assessed using three quantitative measures: benefit-cost 
ratio, equity score (which examined the distribution of benefits and disbenefits by income group), and 
Guiding Principles score. The results of the Project Performance Assessment were shared with project 
sponsors, who were invited to submit board-approved commitment letters detailing specific ways in 
which the sponsor could address performance deficiencies. A detailed description of the Project 
Performance Methodology and commitment letter process may be found in the Plan Bay Area 2050 
Performance Report. Appendix 2 of the Plan Bay Area 2050 Performance Report includes the 
performance scores for each project. Project Performance Assessment findings and sponsor 
commitments were later used in trade-off discussions that took place at the MTC Planning and ABAG 
Administrative Committee in June, July, and September 2020, ultimately culminating in Commission 
action approving regional funding support for a selection of large transportation investments. 

In spring and summer 2020, concurrent with the trade-off discussions over major transportation 
investments, county transportation agencies and multicounty transit operators sought board 
approval of their individual transportation project lists and then submitted those documents to MTC 
for inclusion in the Plan Bay Area 2050 Transportation Project List. These documents identified local 
priorities, including major transportation investments, capacity-increasing transportation projects 
under the $250 million threshold requiring a project to go through Project Performance Assessment, 
and programmatic categories of investments that are exempt from transportation air quality 
conformity analysis. These project lists serve as the basis for the Plan Bay Area 2050 Transportation 
Project List, informed by the tradeoff discussions around support for larger projects.  

Following Plan adoption, projects may be added to the Transportation Project List, they may be 
moved from one time period bin to another, or their funding amount may be altered through an 
administrative modification or amendment to the proposed Plan. However, the revised Plan Bay Area 
2050 would still be required to meet its SB 375 emissions reduction target and remain fiscally 
constrained (and any change would be analyzed for compliance with CEQA). For more information, 
please refer to Page 19 of MTC’s Public Participation Plan (2018) under the heading “Updating and 
Revising the Regional Transportation Plan,” found at https://mtc.ca.gov/about-mtc/public-
participation/public-participation-plan. Adding a new project or increasing the cost of a project 
already included on the Transportation Project List would require a commensurate reduction in 
funding elsewhere. New projects seeking to be included in the proposed Plan that exceed a capital 
and operating cost threshold of $250 million would be required to undergo Project Performance 
Assessment, which would be used to determine their inclusion in the Plan Bay Area 2050 
Transportation Project List. 

2.1.8 Master Response 8: Refinements of Travel Modeling Assumptions 

As discussed under section 2.3.3 of the Draft EIR, the potential effects of implementing the proposed 
Plan’s strategies are simulated through an integrated model framework composed of a regional 
economic model (REMI PI+), regional land use model (Bay Area UrbanSim 2.0) and a regional travel 
demand model (Travel Model 1.5.) As stated in the Draft EIR, “The integrated model framework allows 

https://mtc.ca.gov/about-mtc/public-participation/public-participation-plan
https://mtc.ca.gov/about-mtc/public-participation/public-participation-plan
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planners to analyze the complex interactions between land use and transportation strategies.” 
Importantly, Travel Model 1.5 is composed of a set of individual models that perform different functions 
to simulate future Bay Area travel activity that is then used to inform several of the Draft EIR’s impact 
conclusions. As noted in the second paragraph under subheading “Motor Vehicle Emissions” on page 
3.6-34 of the Draft EIR: 

Travel Model 1.5, released in 2020, produces forecasts of travel behavior and vehicle 
activity, and updates Travel Model One with the inclusion of ride-hailing, taxis, and 
autonomous vehicles. The Travel Model has been extensively reviewed by federal and 
State agencies and refined in connection with the application to air quality analyses of 
various kinds. Key model outputs for use in air quality analyses include total daily 
vehicle trips, VMT, and distribution of VMT by speed. This information was then used to 
determine total emissions from transportation activity in the Bay Area using motor 
vehicle emission factors from CARB’s Emission Factor (EMFAC) model. 

Following the release of the Draft EIR and Draft Plan Bay Area 2050 Forecasting and Modeling 
Report, available on the Plan Bay Area 2050 website at www.planbayarea.org/reports, several 
assumptions underlying Travel Model 1.5 and the off-model calculations were reviewed and refined, 
resulting in the need to re-simulate future travel activity from the proposed Plan and the Draft EIR 
alternatives (No Project Alternative, TRA Focus Alternative, and HRA Focus Alternative). 

Refinements to the modeling assumptions and calculations fell into two categories: 

 refinements to modeling assumptions or off-model calculation assumptions, and 

 refinements to travel network assumptions. 

REFINEMENTS TO TRAVEL MODEL 1.5 EXOGENOUS (EXTERNAL) ASSUMPTIONS 

These refinements do not alter the proposed Plan’s strategies described under Section 2.2.2, 
“Proposed Plan Strategies” of the Draft EIR, nor do these refinements alter how the proposed Plan’s 
strategies were represented in Travel Model 1.5 to simulate their potential impacts. Instead, these 
refinements adjust assumptions and the inner workings of Travel Model 1.5 which affect the future 
conditions of the transportation system discussed under Section 2.2.3, “Conditions Under the 
Proposed Plan” of the Draft EIR. The refinements are described below.  

Workers Not Working Implementation Refinement 
As discussed in the Draft Plan Bay Area 2050 Forecasting and Modeling Report, when MTC and ABAG 
staff incorporated updates to the estimate of telecommuters in the No Project Alternative, MTC and 
ABAG staff applied data from the 2018-2019 Bay Area Transportation Study to estimate the share of 
workers not making a work trip (on the model simulation day) that were telecommuting versus not 
working at all due to alternative work schedules, vacation, sick leave, or personal time off. The 
transportation study provided assumptions for the 2015 model base year. For forecast years from 2015 
through 2050, MTC and ABAG staff applied the same proportionate increase to estimate the workers 
not making a work trip regardless of whether they were telecommuting or whether they were not 
going to work at all that particular day. However, upon further review, staff determined the share of 
workers not going to work due to alternative work schedules, or taking a vacation, sick or personal 
day is unlikely to change over time, unless a specific strategy (i.e., public policy) is implemented.  

http://www.planbayarea.org/reports
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As a result, MTC and ABAG staff refined the model assumption for the forecast years from 2015 through 
2050 to assume a fixed share of workers not working on the simulation day based upon the 2015 share: 
10.8 percent of full-time workers and 20.6 percent of part-time workers. Assumptions about baseline 
telecommute rate (e.g. the share of workers telecommuting before the EN07 strategy was applied, 
described in Table 37 in the Draft Plan Bay Area 2050 Forecasting and Modeling Report) were not 
changed in the model refinement.  

The impact of the model refinement for the No Project Alternative model runs is shown below. For 
the Draft EIR runs, the share of workers not working, shown in red in Figure 2-1, below, increases over 
time from 10.8 percent in 2015 to 15.5 percent in 2050. With the refined assumption, the share of 
workers not working stays fixed at 10.8 percent between 2015 and 2050 as shown in Figure 2-2. This 
refinement increases the share of full-time workers making a work trip by 4.6 percent, from 72.3 
percent to 76.9 percent, resulting in a slightly greater number of work trips on a given day in 2050. 

 

Figure 2-1: Worker Status, Draft EIR  

 

  

Figure 2-2: Worker Status, Final EIR  
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Other Refinements 
Other minor adjustments to travel model exogenous assumptions between Draft and Final EIR 
include: 

 Updates to the transportation network company wait time distribution for more consistency across 
future years. 

 Updates to the link-based transit fare assessment to better calculate transit fares on zone-based 
systems via the Cube 6.4.5 update. 

 Integration of consistent traffic volumes at regional gateways across all model runs, reflecting 2019 
updates agreed to by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments. 

 Updates to the off-model analysis of the Vehicle Buyback and Electric Vehicle Program, a 
subcomponent of proposed Plan Strategy EN08, assuming that reduction credit must be shared 
between the regional program and the state’s California Clean Vehicle Rebate Project; an additional 
$1.4 billion in regional funding was assumed to maintain forecasted regional GHG reductions from 
the strategy. 

REFINEMENTS TO TRAVEL NETWORK ASSUMPTIONS 

Baseline (2015) Network 
The baseline network refinements do not alter the proposed Plan’s strategies described under section 
2.2.2 of the Draft EIR; rather, the refinements are intended to better reflect representation of the 
region’s existing transportation system. Travel Model 1.5’s baseline networks represent the general 
locations and transportation systems characteristics—including number of lane miles and posted 
speed, transit service schedules and station locations—of the region’s transportation systems. 
Refinements to the baseline network included fixes to various network attributes to better reflect 
system characteristics. 

Proposed Plan (2050) Network 
Several refinements alter the proposed Plan’s representation of major transportation projects that 
make up the proposed Plan’s transportation strategies. As noted on the bottom of page 3.15-17 of the 
Draft EIR:  

Major transportation projects are implemented in Travel Model 1.5 on top of the region’s 
existing transportation system, resulting in changes to accessibility. The change in accessibility 
affects short-run induced travel, which is accounted for in Travel Model 1.5 through changes to 
trip length, travel routes, and trip modes, as well as the generation of new trips. 

Specific refinements are noted in the Final Plan Bay Area 2050 Forecasting and Modeling Report 
under the heading “Changes from the Draft Forecasting and Modeling Report.” 

The total effects of the noted model refinements are detailed in the revised tables in Chapter 3, 
“Revisions to the Draft EIR,” of this Final EIR. As shown in revised Table 3.15-11 (Summary of Baseline 
and Proposed Plan 2050 Vehicle Trips and VMT), while there would be changes in the overall reduction 
of VMT, these changes do not alter the conclusions of the EIR with respect to significance conclusions 
or substantially change the severity of significant impacts. The increase in total daily VMT would 
change from a 13-percent increase to a 16-percent increase. The decrease in daily VMT per capita with 
Strategy EN09 would change from a 17-percent decrease to a 15-percent decrease. The conclusion for 
Impact TRA-2 explained that Plan implementation would result in an increase in total regional VMT 
and a decrease in per-capita VMT. This remains accurate. Impact TRA-2 also concluded that the per-
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capita VMT reductions would not impede achievement of additional Statewide VMT reductions 
required to meet the State’s statutory GHG emissions targets. Impact TRA-2 discussion acknowledged 
that, because there is a gap between the GHG emissions reductions that can be achieved from targets 
established by CARB pursuant to SB 375 and the GHG emissions reductions needed to achieve 
Statewide GHG reduction goals, MTC and ABAG cannot conclude that the reductions would be 
sufficient to meet the State’s climate goals. TRA-2 was identified as potentially significant and 
Mitigation Measures TRA-2a and TRA-2b would reduce the magnitude of this impact but not to a less-
than-significant level. This conclusion would not change as a result of the model refinements.  

Similarly, the resultant changes to the GHG emissions calculations for transportation-related sources 
would not change the conclusions in the EIR. As shown in the revised Tables 3.6-12 and 3.6-13 in 
Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, the total percent change of forecasted daily transportation GHG emissions 
would change from a 22-percent decrease to a 20-percent decrease. And, as shown in the revised 
Table 3.6-15, the forecasted decrease in per capita carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions from passenger 
vehicle and light duty trucks would change from a 22-percent decrease to a 20-percent decrease. The 
conclusion in Impact GHG-2 would remain the same: “Because implementation of the proposed Plan 
would reduce per capita passenger vehicle and light duty truck CO2 emissions by over 19 percent by 
2035 as compared to 2005 baseline, per the regional targets set by CARB pursuant to SB 375, there 
would be less-than-significant (LTS) impact [sic].” Therefore, recirculation of the EIR is not required 
because the results of the model refinements are not considered significant new information as 
defined in Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, because they do not change any impact 
significance conclusions or result in a substantial increase in the severity of impacts; nor do the 
refinements present new information not previously included in the Draft EIR. Additional text changes 
from the travel model assumptions refinements are included in Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR.” 
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2.2 INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

The individual comments (both verbal and written) received on the Draft EIR and the responses to 
those comments are provided below. Each comment letter and written and verbal comment made 
at the public hearings is reproduced and each is immediately followed by the individual response(s). 
Where a commenter has provided multiple comments, each comment is indicated by a line bracket 
and an identifying number in the margin of the comment letter.  
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Letter 1 
Peter Hensel 
June 4, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

1-1 
See Section 3.15 of the Draft EIR, “Transportation” for a discussion on the proposed Plan’s potential 
effects on transportation conditions. The comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns 
regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. The MTC Commission and ABAG 
Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 2 
Golden Gate Bridge, Highway and Transportation District 
David Davenport, Senior Planner 
June 11, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

2-1 
Comment 2-1 states that Table 3.15-2 in Section 3.15 of the Draft EIR, “Transportation,” should be corrected 
to indicate that the Golden Gate Transit service area also includes Contra Costa County. The correction 
does not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of any environmental impact because this 
revision is included in the environmental setting and does not change the impact discussion.  

Table 3.15-2, on page 3.15-4 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows (new text is underlined): 

Table 0-1: Public Transit Operators in the Bay Area 
Transit System Mode Average Weekday Ridership Bay Area Counties Served 

SFMTA Local/express bus; Light rail;  
Cable car/streetcar/trolley 744,000 MRN, SF, SM 

BART Heavy rail 427,000 ALA, CC, SCL, SF, SM 

AC Transit Local/transbay bus 180,000 ALA, CC, SCL, SF, SM 

VTA Local/express bus; Light rail 121,000 ALA, SCL, SM 

Caltrain Commuter rail 61,000 SCL, SF, SM 

SamTrans Local/express bus 38,000 SCL, SF, SM 

Golden Gate Transit Local/express bus; Ferry 19,000 MRN, SF, SON, CC 

County Connection Local/express bus 11,000 ALA, CC 

Marin Transit Local bus 10,000 MRN 

WETA Ferry 10,000 ALA, CC, SF, SM, SOL 

Tri Delta Transit Local/express bus 7,000 CC 

Santa Rosa CityBus Local bus 6,000 SON 

LAVTA Wheels Local/express bus 6,000 ALA, CC 

ACE Commuter rail 5,000 ALA, SCL 

SolTrans Local/express bus 5,000 CC, SOL 

WestCAT Local bus; Express/transbay bus 4,000 CC, SF 

VINE Local/express bus 4,000 NAP, SOL 

Sonoma County Transit Local/express bus 3,000 SON 

FAST Local/express bus 3,000 CC, SOL 

SMART Commuter rail 2,000 MRN, SON 

Vacaville City Coach Local bus 1,000 SOL 

Petaluma Transit Local bus 1,000 SON 

Union City Transit Local bus 1,000 ALA 

Dixon Readi-Ride Local bus < 1,000 SOL 

Rio Vista Delta Breeze Local/express bus < 1,000 CC, SOL 

Pleasanton Paratransit Local bus < 1,000 CC 
Note: Average weekday ridership has been rounded to the nearest 1,000; Figures may not sum due to independent rounding; Average weekday 
ridership is calculated by taking the total annual ridership and dividing by 300, an assumption which is consistent with MTC travel modeling 
procedure; Primary counties served by operator are marked in bold. 
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Source: Data compiled by MTC and ABAG in 2020 based on data from Unlinked Passenger Trips and National Transit Database 2019 
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Letter 3 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission with ABAG Administrative Committee Public 
Hearing Meeting Transcript  
Tim Frank and Ken Bukowski 
June 11, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan.  

3-1 
The comment provides support for the use of tiering for future projects and for the proposed Plan in 
general. This comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, 
accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. For discussions of future tiering of CEQA documents under 
the Plan Bay Area 2050 EIR, see section 1, “Introduction,” of the Draft EIR. In particular, please see 
subsection 1.8, “Future Environmental Review;” 1.9.1, “Streamlining under SB 375;” and 1.9.4, “Other 
Tiering Opportunities.”  

3-2 
The Draft EIR discloses the proposed Plan’s effects on public services in Section 3.13, “Public Services 
and Recreation” including the potential effects of implementing the proposed Plan’s land use 
strategies to accommodate the forecasted growth in jobs and households. The comment does not 
raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 4 
Bill Mayben 
June 16, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

4-1 
The proposed Plan considers a planning period that ends in 2050 (see last paragraph on page 3.1-3 of 
the Draft EIR). The Draft EIR addresses potential sea level rise during this planning period. Please see 
Master Response 5, Sea Level Rise for more information relevant to this topic.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 5 
Patrick Carman 
June 18, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

5-1 
Data compiled in Table 3.14-3 address the potential for water shortages, as reported by Bay Area water 
agencies. This information represents the best information available at the time of circulation of the 
Notice of Preparation, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a)(1). The comment does not 
identify other sources of information; thus, this comment is noted for consideration during project 
review. Please see “Master Response 3: Water Supply” for a discussion related to the comment. See 
also “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” and “Master Response 4: EIR Alternatives,” 
regarding the proposed Plan’s obligation to accommodate all forecasted growth. 

5-2 
Impacts related to the supply of natural gas and electric power are addressed in Draft EIR section 3.14, 
“Public Utilities and Facilities.” Impacts related to the potential wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy resources is addressed in section 3.6, “Climate Change, Greenhouse Gases, 
and Energy.”  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 6 
Alameda County Water District 
Devon Becker, Water Resources Engineer 
June 22, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

6-1 
The commenter states that the previous EIR question was answered during the EIR public hearing. 
See Response to Comment 76-10, regarding information included in the 2020 Urban Water 
Management Plans (UWMPs) and Master Response 3, Water Supply regarding the baseline used for 
the water supply impact analysis. 

6-2 
The 2020 UWMPs, though they have been updated, do not change the Draft EIR analysis or 
conclusions. See Response to Comment 76-10, regarding information included in the 2020 UWMPs 
and Master Response 3, Water Supply regarding the baseline used for the water supply impact 
analysis.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan.  
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Letter 7 
Graniterock 
Pat Mapelli, Land Use Manager 
June 22, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

7-1 
The Draft EIR provides a discussion of proposed Plan growth geographies, including Priority 
Production Areas (PPAs), on page 2-34, under Section 2.3.4 of Chapter 2, “Project Description.” The 
boundaries of PPAs are designated by local jurisdictions. As a result, the areas noted in the comment 
would be identified as a PPA only if they had been nominated by the local jurisdiction in which it is 
located. Similarly, the boundaries of Priority Development Areas are defined by local jurisdictions. The 
designation of an area as a growth geography in the proposed Plan does not by itself result in the 
allocation of future development—either for commercial or residential development. Rather than 
applying a blanket density across the entire area, the proposed Plan simulates development on a 
parcel by parcel basis up to a maximum assumed density, taking into account features such as public 
parks, open spaces, schools, and public rights of way. Approval of the proposed Plan would not affect 
the independent land use authority of local jurisdictions. Rather, CEQA streamlining benefits become 
available to lead agencies that carry out or approve future projects consistent with the proposed Plan. 
See “Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority,” for a discussion related to this 
comment. Concerns regarding potential future changes to local General Plan designations or zoning 
should be discussed with the local jurisdiction having land use authority (City of South San Francisco 
or San Jose). 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 8 
Draft Environmental Impact Report Plan Bay Area 2050 Public Hearing 
Susan Kirsch, Gerald Cauthen, and Ferenc LK 
June 22, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

8-1 
The commenter addresses the process used by ABAG and MTC to prepare the proposed Plan. Please 
see Chapter 1, “Introduction,” in the Draft EIR for descriptions of the outreach processes that MTC and 
ABAG undertook while preparing the proposed Plan, as well as the EIR public participation process. 
Outreach conducted in preparing the proposed Plan included the 18-month Horizon initiative, as 
described in Draft EIR section 1.7.5. As discussed in the first paragraph under Section 1.7.5 of the Draft 
EIR, “Plan Development Process:”: 

The proposed Plan—Plan Bay Area 2050—serves as the 2021 RTP/SCS and builds upon the 
previous strategies developed in the first two iterations of Plan Bay Area, as well as a 
predecessor initiative “Horizon” discussed below.  

The proposed Plan development process was composed of several key phases: 

 Horizon (spring 2018 to fall 2019): A predecessor initiative to the proposed Plan, Horizon 
explored a suite of strategies to ensure a more resilient and equitable future in the face of 
uncertainty. 

 Draft Blueprint (fall 2019 to summer 2020): Integrating the recommendations from 
Horizon, the Draft Blueprint served as a “first draft” of the proposed Plan. Comprised of 25 
strategies, it was designed to advance the Plan vision of a more affordable, connected, 
diverse, healthy, and vibrant Bay Area for all. 

 Final Blueprint (summer 2020 to winter 2021): Building on the Draft Blueprint, the Final 
Blueprint refined and expanded strategies (35 in total) to make further progress on the five 
key challenges identified in the Draft Blueprint analysis while integrating robust public 
feedback received during summer 2020. 

In addition, as discussed on the first paragraph under Section 1.7.6 of the Draft EIR, “Public 
Engagement”: 

On June 27, 2018, MTC adopted its 2018 Public Participation Plan to ensure that Bay Area residents 
would have ample opportunities for early and ongoing engagement on the proposed Plan's 
development. The novel coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic required engagement to be 
conducted virtually in 2020 and into 2021, forcing the use of digital engagement rather than 
traditional in-person engagement tactics to ensure that the public continued to have the 
opportunity to participate. 

In total, Horizon and the proposed Plan were discussed at over 130 public meetings through 2020. 
Meetings included over 100 in-person and digital public workshops, and 60 technical workshop events 
consisting of webinars and meetings. Public engagement efforts resulted in over 33,000 public 
comments from nearly 16,000 participants. In addition, MTC partnered with eight community 
organizations working with communities with low incomes and communities of color to obtain 
ongoing input on the proposed Plan. Detailed outreach information is included in the supplemental 
Plan Bay Area 2050 Public Engagement Report found on the Plan Bay Area website at 
www.planbayarea.org/reports. 

http://www.planbayarea.org/reports
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Further, the preparation of the EIR has followed all CEQA requirements related to public outreach, the 
actions of which are documented in Section 1.2 of this Final EIR, “Draft EIR Public Review Process.” The 
commenter does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the Draft EIR. 

8-2 
The body of peer-reviewed transportation research support the vehicle trip and VMT reduction 
benefits of focused development around transit. A summary of some of the literature is provided 
below. 

The Plan's growth approach increases housing density in focused areas. Housing density plays a 
critical role in affecting travel demand, regardless of travel mode. By bringing travel origins (typically 
a place of residence) and destinations (employment, retail, etc.) closer together, travel distances are 
reduced and non-auto modes become increasingly viable (Bailey et. al. 2008) Transportation Research 
Board (TRB) Special Report 298, which examined the connections between the built environment and 
travel behavior, identified that densification even in lower-density urban fringe areas (a shift from 1 
acre residential lots to ¼ acre residential lots) reduces trip distances and total VMT. This effect is 
multiplied in denser suburban and urban areas where supportive infrastructure, such as sidewalks, 
bike lanes, and transit access, allow for greater VMT reduction. TRB Special Report 298 also identified 
that doubling residential densities could lead to per-household VMT reductions of 5 to 12 percent, a 
substantial impact on the demand for automobile travel. If implemented in coordination with denser 
employment centers, public transit improvements, and demand management measures, the study 
forecasted that VMT reductions could reach 25 percent (TRB 2009). This conclusion is supported by 
numerous other research efforts, all supporting per-capita VMT reduction as a result of increased 
residential densities (Chatman 2003, Dunphy and Fisher 1996, Ewing et al 2002, Ewing and Cervero 
2001, Batholomy et al 2007). 

When multi-family housing is developed in close proximity to frequent transit service, the auto trip 
reduction benefits, discussed above, become even greater as the transit service provides an 
alternative transportation mode that reduces VMT per capita to a greater extent than high density 
development that is not located near public transit (Hass et al 2010). Transit oriented developments 
(TODs) are associated with lower VMT and are associated with substantially less traffic congestion 
than a typical auto-oriented development project due to greater proximity to daily services and public 
transit options. On average, 44 percent fewer auto trips were observed entering/exiting TODs than 
from traditional auto-oriented developments of the same size (U.S. Department of Transportation 
2010). 

High-density housing near transit hubs leads to notable increases in transit ridership. Population 
density has been shown to be one of the strongest factors in determining transit mode choice, with 
an effect ten times greater than land use mix (Davis and Seiskin 1997). TCRP Report 128 identified that 
TOD residents are twice as likely to not own a car and two to five times more likely to use transit for 
both commute and non-commute purposes (Cervero and Arrington 2008). That study also identified 
that transit stations in close proximity to high density housing had increasing transit ridership 
between 1970 and 2000, even as transit ridership in surrounding metropolitan areas declined as a 
result of job sprawl. Similar results have been seen in studies of TODs in specific areas. For example, 
an examination of TODs in Baltimore, MD, and Washington, DC, found that a substantially higher 
share of trips from the TODs were by modes other than driving when compared to non-TOD areas 
(Zamir et al. 2014). 

National studies linking dense housing near transit and higher transit ridership are supported by 
California-specific findings (Lund et al. 2004). In an examination of TODs across the country, 
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researchers found that not only were the share of driving trips lower than expected for residents in 
those areas, the Fruitvale Village TOD in Oakland had the lowest of the five TODs in the study (Ewing 
et al. 2017). And more broadly, residents around Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) TOD projects reported 
a substantial shift to transit, walking, biking, and carpooling (Lund et al 2004). Analysis of the year 
2000 Bay Area Travel Survey results showed that Bay Area residents living within ½ mile of a rail or 
ferry station are four times more likely to use transit than residents living more than ½ mile from a rail 
or ferry station. Furthermore, Bay Area residents who live and work within ½ mile of a rail or ferry 
station use transit for 42 percent of their commute trips, compared to 4 percent for individuals who 
do not live and work within ½ mile of a station (Gossen 2006). 

The reduced TOD auto trip rates found in these studies are in line with the results of the transportation 
analysis of the Plan, which show lower share of trips by auto by 2050 (see Draft EIR Section 3.15.3, Table 
3.15-9, “Count and Share of Daily Trips by Mode”). 

8-3 
Concerns related to increased GHG emissions are reflected in the proposed Plan and analyzed in the 
Draft EIR. Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR, “Climate Change, Greenhouse Gases, and Energy,” addresses 
the potential impacts related to GHG emissions resulting from implementation of the proposed Plan 
and analyzes their potential contribution to global climate change. 

8-4 
The objectives (“goals”) of the Draft EIR are discussed under Draft EIR section 2.2.1, “Project Objectives.” 
As noted in the Draft EIR, the guiding principles developed in conjunction with members of the public, 
partners, and elected officials, serve as the basis for the seven objectives identified in the Draft EIR.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 9 
Palo Altans for Sensible Zoning 
Greg Schmid 
June 23, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

9-1 
The commenter correctly notes that Super District #9, North Santa Clara County, is anticipated to 
experience considerable growth, accounting for 16 percent and 18 percent of the region’s 35-year 
household and employment growth, respectively. However, when viewing outcomes 
comprehensively across the region, the proposed Plan achieves a more balanced pattern of jobs and 
housing through housing and economic strategies than the No Project Alternative. As noted in 
Table 2-2 on page 2-12 of Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR, “Project Description,” the Plan results in regional 
subareas and subarea counties converging toward the regional jobs-housing ratio of 1.34.  

The commenter raises concerns that alternative means of dealing with intraregional jobs-housing 
imbalances–specifically office development caps on cities experiencing rapid job growth–and the 
related public engagement process were insufficiently explored. The response below outlines how 
strategies to address the intraregional jobs-housing imbalance were analyzed and discussed in public 
forums throughout the Plan development process, during Horizon, the Draft and Final Blueprint 
phases and the EIR phase. For further information on these phases, see Section 1.7.5 of the Draft EIR, 
"Plan Development Process.” Note that topics related to the need for affordable housing, traffic 
congestion, housing cost, taxes, and work patterns generally are not subject to analysis under CEQA, 
because they are economic and social effects that by themselves do not constitute a physical effect 
on the environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15382 [“[a]n economic or social change by itself shall 
not be considered a significant effect on the environment. A social or economic change related to a 
physical change may be considered in determining whether the physical change is significant.”]). 

The strategy, commonly referred to as “office caps” throughout the Plan development process, was 
first evaluated during Horizon. Analysis found that the strategy may reduce the number of jobs in 
capped cities and may lead to a somewhat greater east-to-west jobs balance, but that it could also 
push some jobs out of the Bay Area. These findings were discussed extensively at meetings with the 
Joint MTC Planning and ABAG Administrative Committee meetings, public meetings and stakeholder 
workshops. Representatives from job-rich portions of the Bay Area expressed concern about the 
policy; other representatives were concerned about its unintended economic impacts. Further 
information can be found in the Futures Final Report (released January 2020) found on the Plan Bay 
Area website at www.planbayarea.org/2050-plan/horizon/horizon-documents. 

Following the Futures analysis in Horizon, four different strategies to address the jobs-housing 
imbalance–Encourage Job Growth in Housing Rich Places through Subsidies, Assess a Jobs-Housing 
Balance Fee on Office Development, Assess a Transportation Impact Fee on New Office Development, 
and Place Office Caps in Jobs-Rich Cities–were discussed extensively during the Commission 
Workshop in January 2020. With lack of support for the office caps strategy and concern that subsidies 
would not be as effective as a fee-based approach, the remaining two strategies were advanced for 
study in the Draft Blueprint. Further information on this workshop can be found on the MTC website. 

In analysis of outcomes of the Draft Blueprint, the two fee-based strategies achieved more limited 
gains than anticipated in shifting the location of jobs. Strategies to address the jobs-housing 
imbalance were discussed again during public meetings and stakeholder workshops in summer 2021, 
and public feedback supported using a “carrot”-based approach instead of a fees-based approach to 
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incentivize employers to shift job locations. For this reason, the strategy recommended for the Final 
Blueprint in lieu of the fee-based strategies was Strategy EC05, “Provide Incentives to Employers to 
Shift Jobs to Housing-Rich Areas Well Served by Transit,” which better addressed the jobs-housing 
imbalance. Strategy EC05 was incorporated into the Draft Plan. 

Finally, based on input received during the public scoping meetings for the Draft EIR, additional 
economic strategies were studied, office development impact fees were considered as part of the TRA 
Focus Alternative, and office caps in job-rich cities were incorporated into the HRA Focus Alternative. 
For further information, see Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR, "Alternatives to the Proposed Plan." In analysis, 
while the proposed Plan and TRA Focus Alternative succeeded in incentivizing job growth in some 
housing-rich counties and more evenly distributing jobs and housing across the region, the HRA 
Focus Alternative further concentrated jobs in San Francisco County. Table 2-2 on page 2-12 of the 
Draft EIR discloses potential jobs-housing ratios for each county across the region. These findings 
were discussed during public meetings with the Joint MTC Planning and ABAG Administrative 
Committee and the public hearings related to the Draft EIR. Further discussion of findings can also 
be found in the supplemental Plan Bay Area 2050 Performance Report found on the Plan Bay Area 
website at www.planbayarea.org/reports.  

See Response to Comment 8-1 for additional information related to the public outreach process and 
Master Response 4, EIR Alternatives regarding the range of alternatives studied in the Draft EIR. 

9-2 
See “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast,” and Response to Comment 13-1 for a discussion 
of RHNA methodology, and Response to Comment 9-1 for a discussion of jobs-housing balance. The 
commenter does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the Draft EIR. 

9-3 
See “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast,” and Response to Comment 13-1 for a discussion 
on RHNA methodology, and Response to Comment 9-1 for a discussion on jobs-housing balance. The 
commenter does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the Draft EIR. 

9-4 
See “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast,” and Response to Comment 13-1 for a discussion 
on RHNA methodology, and Response to Comment 9-1 for a discussion of jobs-housing balance. Note 
that additional meetings occurred during the planning process, such as the joint 
Commission/Executive Board workshop in January 2020 and the public engagement process in 
summer 2020, that specifically focused on the policy issue of jobs-housing balance. See Response to 
Comment 8-1 regarding public outreach conducted for preparation of the Plan and Draft EIR.  

9-5 
See Response to Comment 13-1 for a discussion on RHNA methodology. The commenter does not 
raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR.  

9-6 
The models have been calibrated and validated to reflect observed Bay Area conditions, and Travel 
Model 1.5 has been extensively reviewed by federal and State agencies. As discussed in the first 
paragraph under Section 2.3.3, “Analysis Tools,” of the Draft EIR: 

http://www.planbayarea.org/reports
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The California Transportation Commission’s (CTC’s) 2017 RTP Guidelines recommend that the 
largest metropolitan areas integrate regional economic and land use models and activity-
based travel demand models into a single modeling system. The integrated model framework 
allows planners to analyze the complex interactions between land use and the transportation 
strategies. For more information, see the Draft Forecasting and Modeling Report found at the 
Plan Bay Area 2050 website: www.planbayarea.org/reports.” 

The modeling tools used to evaluate the proposed Plan are appropriate. 

9-7 
See Response to Comment 9-1 for a discussion on jobs-housing balance and on the public process 
related to jobs-housing balance policy discussions. See also Response to Comment 9-8. 

9-8 
See Response to Comment 8-1 for information related to the public outreach process for and 
development of the proposed Plan. As noted in Draft EIR section 1.7.5, “Plan Development Process,” 
the development of the Plan included Futures planning that studied three divergent “what-if” 
scenarios to identify how a range of forces could potentially change the Bay Area. Detailed outreach 
information is included in the supplemental Plan Bay Area 2050 Public Engagement Report found on 
the Plan Bay Area website at www.planbayarea.org/reports. The report includes summaries of “What 
We Heard” and key messages that arose from public discussions. The commenter does not raise 
specific issues related to the Draft EIR or the analysis of environmental impacts.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 

http://www.planbayarea.org/reports
http://www.planbayarea.org/reports
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Letter 10 
Bay Area Transportation Working Group 
Gerald Cauthen, PE 
June 23, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

10-1 
Please see Response to Comment 8-2 for more information about the evidence supporting the vehicle 
trip and VMT reduction benefits of focused development around transit. In addition, Section 3.6 of the 
Draft EIR, “Climate Change, Greenhouse Gases, and Energy,” addresses how the proposed Plan would 
affect GHG emissions in the Bay Area. As discussed for Impact GHG-1, implementation of the proposed 
Plan is expected to result in a net reduction in GHG emissions in 2050 when compared to 2015 
conditions. Mitigation measures are available to reduce GHG emissions; however, because 
construction-related emissions may not be reduced to a less-than-significant level in all cases, this 
impact would be significant and unavoidable (page 3.6-43 of the Draft EIR).  

See “Master Response 2: COVID-19 Pandemic Considerations” for a discussion related to altered 
forecasts and remote work behaviors associated with the pandemic. The commenter does not raise 
environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft 
EIR.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 11 
Julie Weiss 
June 28, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

11-1 
This comment raises issues related to environmental effects affecting the proposed Plan’s forecasted 
land use development pattern, sea level rise adaptation infrastructure, and transportation projects 
and programs. As explained in “Master Response 5: Sea Level Rise,” the effects of the environment on 
a project are generally outside the scope of CEQA. Please see Master Response 5 for additional 
discussion related to this issue.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 12 
Kristina Hill, PhD 
July 1, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

12-1 
This commenter raises issues related to environmental effects affecting the proposed Plan’s 
forecasted land use development pattern, sea level rise adaptation infrastructure, and transportation 
projects and programs. As explained in “Master Response 5: Sea Level Rise” the effects of the 
environment on a project are generally outside the scope of CEQA. Please see Master Response 5 for 
additional discussion related to this issue.  

12-2 
This comment expresses concerns related to the existing truck ban on Interstate 580, which is 
included in California Vehicle Code. 

Toxic air contaminants (TACs) are addressed in Impact AQ-4. As discussed in the last two paragraphs 
on page 3.4-52 of the Draft EIR: 

Overall TAC and PM2.5 exhaust emissions from diesel and gasoline vehicles decrease throughout 
the Bay Area between existing conditions in 2015 and the proposed Plan’s horizon year 2050. 
Region-wide, for all TAC emissions (diesel PM, benzene, and 1, 3 butadiene), on-road vehicle 
exhaust is estimated to decrease between 71 and 93 percent. Region-wide PM2.5 emissions from all 
on-road vehicle exhaust are expected to decrease by approximately 83 percent. The reductions in 
TAC and PM2.5 exhaust emissions expected from 2015 to 2050 within CARE community and within 
areas without CARE community status vary by county. Areas without CARE status are considered 
non-CARE communities. As shown in Table 3.4-16, reductions in TAC and PM2.5 exhaust emissions 
are greater in CARE communities than non-CARE Communities.  

These reductions are largely attributed to the implementation of CARB’s On-Road Heavy-Duty 
Diesel Vehicle Regulations, which requires diesel trucks and buses that operate in California to 
be upgraded to reduce emissions. By January 1, 2023, nearly all trucks and buses will need to 
have 2010 model year engines or equivalent. 

As described in the second to last paragraph on page 3.4-54 of the Draft EIR: 

While exhaust-related emissions would decrease in both CARE communities and non-CARE 
communities, total PM2.5 emissions would increase in the Plan area as would total PM2.5 

emissions in the Santa Clara County CARE community. The projected increase in total PM2.5 

emissions in the Santa Clara County community CARE community from 2015 to 2050 would 
constitute a change in PM2.5 exposure levels that disproportionally affect minority and low-
income populations. 

This impact was determined to be potentially significant. Mitigation measures that would reduce the 
effects of TACs were included in the Draft EIR; however, Impact AQ-4 is considered significant and 
unavoidable because the extent to which mitigation measures would reduce TACs is unknown. 

The comment recommends advocacy for changes to the California Vehicle Code that would allow for 
truck travel along Interstate (I)-580, to further reduce TACs by shifting some truck travel away from I-880. 
MTC agrees that this is an important issue. While advocating for a legislative change does not meet the 
definition of mitigation under CEQA Guidelines Section 15370 (advocacy does not avoid, minimize, rectify, 
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reduce, or compensate for an impact), if it successfully results in legislative change, potential reductions 
in exposure to TAC and PM2.5 emissions could occur for people living along the I-880 freeway corridor. MTC 
will collaborate with Caltrans to determine the feasibility of changing the truck ban along I-580.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 13 
City of Mountain View 
Kimbra McCarthy, City Manager 
July 2, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

13-1 
See Draft EIR section 3.11, “Land Use, Population, and Housing,” for a discussion of the regulations 
containing the requirements of the preparation of the RHNA, which is a separate process and approval 
from the proposed Plan. On May 20, 2021, the ABAG Executive Board approved the 2023 – 2031 RHNA 
methodology and draft RHNA allocations. Please see ABAG’s RHNA – Regional Housing Needs 
Allocation webpage, https://abag.ca.gov/our-work/housing/rhna-regional-housing-needs-allocation 
for additional information. For more information regarding RHNA, please see “Master Response 1: 
Regional Growth Forecast.” The comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding 
the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. 

13-2 
The comment expressing a preference to reject Alternative 2 is noted. The comment does not raise 
environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft 
EIR. The comment is noted for consideration during the review of the merits of the alternatives. 

See Response to Comment 13-1 and “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” for a discussion 
related to the RHNA process. 

13-3 
For a more detailed discussion of the process used to arrive at the fiscally constrained Plan Bay Area 
2050 Transportation Project List found on the Plan Bay Area website at www.planbayarea.org/reports, 
please refer to “Master Response 7: Fiscally Constrained Transportation Project List.” The comment 
does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness 
of the Draft EIR. 

13-4 
The comment provides concluding remarks. The comment does not raise environmental issues or 
concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan.  

https://abag.ca.gov/our-work/housing/rhna-regional-housing-needs-allocation
http://www.planbayarea.org/reports
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Letter 14 
Bill Mayben 
July 5, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

14-1 
Climate change is discussed in Section 3.6, “Climate Change, Greenhouse Gases, and Energy,” of the 
Draft EIR. See “Master Response 5: Sea Level Rise” for a discussion related to the comment. The 
commenter provides suggestions related to decentralization for future planning. The comment is 
general in nature and does not raise a specific issue pertinent to the Draft EIR. The MTC Commission 
and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall consideration of the 
proposed Plan. 
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Letter 15 
Linda Jensen 
July 7, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

15-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR. Approval of the proposed Plan would not affect the independent land use authority of local 
jurisdictions. Rather, CEQA streamlining benefits would become available to lead agencies that carry 
out or approve future projects consistent with the proposed Plan. See Response to Comment 8-1 
regarding public outreach conducted for preparation of the proposed Plan and Draft EIR. See Section 
3.15 of the Draft EIR, “Transportation” for a discussion on the proposed Plan’s potential effects on 
transportation conditions. See “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast,” “Master Response 2: 
COVID-19 Pandemic Considerations,” and “Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority” 
for discussions related to this comment.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 16 
Andy Robin 
July 7, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

16-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR. Approval of the proposed Plan would not affect the independent land use authority of local 
jurisdictions. Rather, CEQA streamlining benefits would become available to lead agencies that carry 
out or approve future projects consistent with the proposed Plan. The proposed Plan includes 
strategies to ensure that there is an affordable home for every low-income Bay Area household by the 
year 2050. Housing strategies H02, H04, and H05 would yield sufficient affordable housing to meet 
that threshold, helping to bring down housing costs for low-income Bay Area households to a greater 
degree than the region at large (See Draft EIR Section 2.2.2). See Response to Comment 9-1 for a 
discussion on intraregional jobs-housing imbalances. See Response to Comment 8-1 regarding public 
outreach conducted for preparation of the Plan and Draft EIR.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 17 
City of Saratoga 
Yan Zaho, Mayor 
July 7, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

17-1 
The comment provides introductory information and describes the City of Saratoga’s challenges in 
meeting housing requirements. See Response to Comment 13-1 and “Master Response 1: Regional 
Growth Forecast” for a discussion of RHNA methodology. 

17-2 
The comment states that the Draft EIR acknowledges the potential for exposure to significant risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving wildfire is significant and unavoidable. This risk is reflected under Impact 
HAZ-7 in Draft EIR section 3.9, “Hazards and Wildfire.” The proposed Plan designates specific geographic 
areas—known as growth geographies—to guide where future household and job growth would be 
focused under the proposed Plan’s strategies over the next 30 years. As discussed in the list of bulleted 
item on page 2-35 of the Draft EIR, “Very High and High Fire Hazard Severity Areas identified by the 
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection or locations within a county-adopted wildland-
urban interface area are excluded from growth geographies.” The comment does not raise 
environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. 

17-3 
The comment refers to demands on public services with the addition of housing. Mitigation Measure 
PSR-1(a) requires implementing agencies to:  

…ensure that adequate public services, and related infrastructure and utilities, will be available to 
meet or satisfy levels identified in the applicable local general plan or service master plan, through 
compliance with existing local policies related to minimum levels of service for schools, police 
protection, fire protection, medical emergency services, and other government services (e.g., 
libraries, prisons, social services). 

This mitigation measure could reasonably be implemented through fees associated with 
development permits, including projects subject to ministerial approval. However, the impact is 
considered to be significant and unavoidable because MTC and ABAG cannot require local 
implementing agencies to adopt mitigation measures included in the EIR (see “Significance after 
Mitigation” on page 3.13-15 of the Draft EIR). Comments pertaining to Senate Bill 35 and other 
legislative actions that may affect review time for local jurisdictions are noted; however, the effects of 
implementing these laws are independent of and outside the scope of the proposed Plan and EIR. 

17-4 
The comment correctly indicates that issues of water supply would be significant and unavoidable, as 
discussed in Impact PUF-2. Population projections associated with the proposed Plan are discussed 
in “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast.” Please see also “Master Response 3: Water Supply” 
for a discussion related to water supply. 

17-5 
As the commenter mentions, the Regional Growth Forecast and transportation revenue forecasts 
were adjusted to reflect weaker economic conditions attributable to COVID-19. See “Master Response 
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2: COVID-19 Pandemic Considerations” for a discussion related to the comment, including policy 
considerations informed by actions and reactions of the public during the pandemic. 

17-6 
The Transit-Rich Areas (TRA) growth geography was based on transit service frequencies reported in 
January 2020, as well as any service improvements submitted by county transportation agencies and 
incorporated into the Plan Bay Area 2050 Transportation Project List found on the Plan Bay Area 
website at www.planbayarea.org/reports. Based upon this information, the peak frequencies of stops 
on VTA Route 57 provided the basis for designation of TRAs partially or fully within the City of Saratoga. 
As noted in chapter 2, “Project Description,” TRAs are areas near rail, ferry, or frequent bus service that 
were not already identified as a PDA. Specifically, these are areas where at least 50 percent of the area 
is within ½ mile of either an existing rail station or ferry terminal (with bus or rail service), a bus stop 
with peak service frequency of 15 minutes or less, or a planned rail station or planner ferry terminal 
(with bus rail service).  

With respect to the capacity of land for commercial development in TRAs in the City of Saratoga, the 
designation of an area as a growth geography in the proposed Plan does not by itself result in the 
allocation of future development—either for commercial or for residential development. Rather than 
applying a blanket density across the entire area, the proposed Plan simulates development on a 
parcel by parcel basis up to a maximum assumed density, taking into account features such as public 
parks, open spaces, schools, and public rights of way. 

Approval of the proposed Plan would not affect the independent land use authority of local 
jurisdictions. Rather, CEQA streamlining benefits would become available to lead agencies that carry 
out or approve future projects consistent with the proposed Plan. Project approvals would remain the 
responsibility of local agencies, including the City of Saratoga. See “Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG 
Roles and Authority” for a discussion related to MTC’s role in land use planning. 

17-7 
Residential development would not necessarily result in the displacement of commercial space. 
Strategies included in the proposed Plan, such as Strategy H03, would enable mixed-use 
development where commercial space could co-exist on the first floor with residential units above.  

The Draft EIR discloses the proposed Plan's potential effects on auto travel in Chapter 2, "Project 
Description," under the heading “Regional Travel Forecasts” on page 2-26. Furthermore, Impact TRA-2 
in Section 3.15 of the Draft EIR, “Transportation,” discusses the Plan's potential effect on VMT in the 
region. Strategies included in the proposed Plan, such as Strategy T10 and T12, would improve 
transportation facilities in and around the City of Saratoga. For example, the proposed Plan includes 
frequency increases on VTA Route 57, connecting Saratoga to jobs-rich North San Jose, as well as new 
express lanes on State Route 85, providing an alternative to congestion for bus passengers, carpoolers, 
and toll-paying solo drivers. See Sections 2.2.2 and 2.2.3 of the Draft EIR for more information. 

17-8 
This is a comment expressing opposition to the proposed Plan. Please see Responses to Comments 
17-1 through 17-7. The comment is noted for consideration during the review of the merits of the 
alternatives. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 

http://www.planbayarea.org/reports
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Letter 18 
Virginia Smedberg 
July 7, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

18-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR. See Response to Comment 9-1 for a discussion on strategies to address intraregional jobs-
housing imbalances. See Response to Comment 8-1 regarding the public process used to develop the 
proposed Plan. See “Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority” for a discussion related 
to MTC’s role in land use planning. In September 2020, MTC and ABAG provided support for a series 
of strategies to comprise the Final Blueprint. Policies for telecommuting were addressed under the 
proposed Strategy EN07, “Institute Telecommuting Mandates for Major Office-Based Employers.” 
However, revisions were made to Strategy EN07 after discussions with key stakeholders in October 
2020 and November 2020 to address concerns from the business community with the original 
strategy. Strategy EN07 was revised to “Expand Commute Trip Reduction Programs at Major 
Employers.” The scope of Strategy EN07 was expanded beyond telecommuting to recognize the 
importance of other alternative modes like transit, walking, and bicycling. The revised strategy 
provides greater flexibility for business while achieving the same GHG emissions reductions. 
Furthermore, the revised strategy reduces effects on small businesses by raising the requirement to 
employers with 50 or more employees, consistent with the existing Commuter Benefits Program. To 
accommodate these changes, the strategy scope was expanded to all major employers, given the 
reduced focus on telecommuting. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 19 
Nathan Szanjnberg, MD and Y. Wu, PhD 
July 7, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

19-1 
Pursuant to State and federal laws discussed in Draft EIR Section 1.7.3 “Federal and State 
Requirements,” the proposed Plan will be subject to approval by the MTC Commission and ABAG 
Executive Board. The comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the 
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 20 
Draft Environmental Impact Report Public Hearing 
Nick Pilch, Tim Frank, and Kristina Hill 
July 7, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

20-1 
This is a comment expressing support for Alternative 1. It does not raise environmental issues or 
concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. See “Master Response 4: 
EIR Alternatives” for a discussion related to CEQA requirements associated with the environmentally 
superior alternative. The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as 
part of their overall consideration of the proposed Plan. 

20-2 
Concerns related to worker safety are noted; however, personal injuries associated with construction 
are not considered to be environmental effects under CEQA. Implementing the proposed Plan would 
not affect construction practices relative to existing conditions. As discussed on page 3.9-14 of the 
Draft EIR, the California Division of Safety and Health is responsible for developing and enforcing 
workplace safety standards and ensuring worker safety in the handling and use of hazardous 
materials. No changes to the document are necessary.  

20-3 
Construction worker-commute trips are considered within the evaluation of construction emissions 
under Impact GHG-1, presented in the Draft EIR. As discussed under Impact GHG-1, implementation 
of the proposed Plan is expected to result in a net reduction in GHG emissions in 2050 when compared 
to 2015 conditions. Mitigation measures are available to reduce GHG emissions; however, because 
construction-related emissions may not be reduced to a less-than-significant level in all cases, this 
impact would be significant and unavoidable (page 3.6-43 of the Draft EIR).  

The comment suggests that incorporating measures to build the local skilled and trained workforce 
within the Bay Area could reduce GHG emissions associated with construction. The comment does 
not provide substantial evidence to support the suggestion that the construction sector is 
disproportionately responsible for commute travel to and from the Bay Area. The reduction in 
emissions associated with construction-related commute trips is addressed in Mitigation Measure 
GHG-1, on page 3.6-43, which states: “Project proponents shall implement a program that incentivizes 
construction workers to carpool, and/or use public transit or electric vehicles to commute to and from 
the project site.“ As noted in MTC’s September 2021 presentation, “Implementation Plan Partnership 
Phase Findings and Final Steps to Adoption,” the Plan Bay Area 2050 Final Implementation Plan 
proposes revisions to actions under Strategy EC2: Expand Job Training and Incubator Programs. The 
revisions are intended to emphasize the importance of apprenticeship opportunities and high-road 
career opportunities, including construction, through regional advocacy efforts, and the revisions 
proposed enhanced collaboration with both labor and business on regional modeling of workforce 
supply factors moving forward.  

20-4 
See “Master Response 5: Sea Level Rise” and Response to Comment 12-1 regarding the potential for 
issues related to changes in groundwater elevation associated with sea level rise. The MTC 
Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan.  
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Letter 21 
Kristen Altbaum 
July 8, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

21-1 
The commenter expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and 
does not raise concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. Approval 
of the proposed Plan would not affect the independent land use authority of local jurisdictions. Rather, 
CEQA streamlining benefits would become available to lead agencies that carry out or approve future 
projects consistent with the proposed Plan. See “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” for a 
discussion related to how population projections were developed for the proposed Plan and "Master 
Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority" for a discussion of local control over density, 
housing, and development. See Response to Comment 9-1 for a discussion on strategies to address 
intraregional jobs-housing imbalances. See Section 3.15 of the Draft EIR, “Transportation” for a 
discussion on the proposed Plan’s potential effects on transportation conditions. See Section 3.4 of 
the Draft EIR, “Air Quality” for a discussion on regional air quality impacts of implementing the 
proposed Plan.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 22 
Andrew Fetter 
July 8, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

22-1 
The proposed Plan’s eight housing strategies are discussed under Section 2.2.2 of the Draft EIR, 
“Proposed Plan Strategies.” Detailed information on proposed housing strategies and anticipated 
revenues are included in the supplemental Plan Bay Area 2050 Technical Assumptions Report found 
on the Plan Bay Area website at www.planbayarea.org/reports. The commenter does not raise a 
specific issue related to the Draft EIR or the analysis of environmental impacts.  

22-2 
The formation of ABAG is described under the second paragraph of Section 1.7.2 of the Draft EIR, 
“Regional Planning Agencies”: 

ABAG was formed in 1961 by a joint powers agreement among Bay Area local governments 
and serves as the comprehensive regional planning agency and Council of Governments for 
the nine counties and 101 cities and towns of the San Francisco Bay region. It is a public entity 
created by local governments to meet their planning and research needs related to land use 
and is responsible under State law for conducting the Regional Housing Needs Allocation 
process. ABAG also hosts several joint powers and administrative entities related to 
environmental and water resource protection, disaster resilience, energy efficiency, hazardous 
waste mitigation, financial services, and staff training to local counties, cities, and towns. 

The commenter does not raise a specific issue related to the Draft EIR or the analysis of environmental 
impacts. See “Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority” for a discussion related to MTC’s 
role in land use planning. 

22-3 
The comment period for the proposed Plan ended on July 20, 2021. It is unclear to which housing 
issues the commenter seeks to provide input. See Response to Comments 8-1 regarding public 
outreach conducted for preparation of the Plan and Draft EIR. The comment does not raise 
environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft 
EIR. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 

http://www.planbayarea.org/reports
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Letter 23 
James Fleming 
July 8, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

23-1 
The commenter expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and 
does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness 
of the Draft EIR. See Response to Comment 13-1 for a discussion of RHNA, which is a separate process 
and approval from the proposed Plan. See Response to Comment 9-1 for a discussion on strategies to 
address intraregional jobs-housing imbalances. Also see Response to Comment 8-1 regarding public 
outreach conducted for preparation of the proposed Plan and Draft EIR.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 24 
Carolyn V. Garbarino 
July 8, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

24-1 
The proposed Plan includes strategies to ensure that there is an affordable home for every low-income 
Bay Area household by the year 2050. See Response to Comment 16-1 for a discussion on the proposed 
Plan’s strategies for affordable housing. See “Master Response 3: Water Supply” for a discussion 
related to drought. See Section 3.15 of the Draft EIR, “Transportation” for a discussion on regional 
transportation impacts of implementing the proposed Plan. See “Master Response 2: COVID-19 
Pandemic Considerations” for a discussion related to changed assumptions associated with shelter-
in-place orders. Approval of the proposed Plan would not affect the independent land use authority 
of local jurisdictions. Rather, CEQA streamlining benefits would become available to lead agencies 
that carry out or approve future projects consistent with the proposed Plan.  

24-2 
See Response to Comment 9-1 for a discussion on strategies to address intraregional jobs-housing 
imbalances. Also see Response to Comment 8-1 regarding public outreach conducted for preparation 
of the proposed Plan and Draft EIR.  

24-3 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 25 
Jim Holmlund 
July 8, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

25-1 
This is a comment expressing general opposition to the proposed Plan. It does not raise concerns 
regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. See “Master Response 1: Regional 
Growth Forecast” for a discussion related to how population projections were developed for the 
proposed Plan. For a discussion of local control over density, housing, and development, refer to 
“Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority.” See Section 3.15 of the Draft EIR, 
“Transportation,” for a discussion on regional transportation impacts of implementing the proposed 
Plan.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 26 
Frank Ingle 
July 8, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

26-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR. Approval of the proposed Plan would not affect the independent land use authority of local 
jurisdictions. Rather, CEQA streamlining benefits would become available to lead agencies that carry 
out or approve future projects consistent with the proposed Plan. See “Master Response 1: Regional 
Growth Forecast” for a discussion related to how population projections were developed for the 
proposed Plan and "Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority" for a discussion of local 
control over density, housing, and development.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 27 
Cheryl Lilienstein 
July 8, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

27-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR. See “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” for a discussion related to how 
population projections were developed for the proposed Plan and "Master Response 6: MTC and 
ABAG Roles and Authority" for a discussion of local control over density, housing, and development. 
See Response to Comment 16-1 for a discussion on the proposed Plan’s strategies for affordable 
housing. See also “Master Response 2: COVID-19 Pandemic Considerations” for a discussion related to 
this comment.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 28 
Stepheny McGraw 
July 8, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

28-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR. Approval of the proposed Plan would not affect the independent land use authority of local 
jurisdictions. Rather, CEQA streamlining benefits would become available to lead agencies that carry 
out or approve future projects consistent with the Plan. See “Master Response 1: Regional Growth 
Forecast” for a discussion related to how population projections were developed for the proposed 
Plan and "Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority" for a discussion of local control 
over density, housing, and development. See Response to Comment 16-1 for a discussion on the 
proposed Plan’s strategies for affordable housing.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 29 
Walter Murray 
July 8, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

29-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR. See “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” for a discussion related to how 
population projections were developed for the proposed Plan and "Master Response 6: MTC and 
ABAG Roles and Authority" for a discussion of local control over density, housing, and development. 
See Response to Comment 16-1 for a discussion on the proposed Plan’s strategies for affordable 
housing. See Response to Comment 9-1 for a discussion on intraregional jobs-housing imbalances.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 30 
Phyllis Sherlock, PhD 
July 8, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

30-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. See “Master 
Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” for a discussion related to how population projections were 
developed for the proposed Plan and "Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority" for 
a discussion of local control over density, housing, and development. See Response to Comment 16-
1 for a discussion on the proposed Plan’s strategies for affordable housing. See Section 3.15 of the 
Draft EIR, “Transportation” for a discussion on the proposed Plan’s potential effects on 
transportation conditions.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 31 
Nancy Steinbach 
July 8, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

31-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR. The proposed Plan includes strategies to ensure that there is an affordable home for every 
low-income Bay Area household by the year 2050. See Response to Comment 16-1 for a discussion on 
the proposed Plan’s strategies for affordable housing. 

31-2 
Impacts on roadways are discussed in Section 3.15 of the Draft EIR, “Transportation”; impacts on 
schools and other public services are discussed in Section 3.13 of the Draft EIR, “Public Services and 
Recreation”; and effects on utility infrastructure and water supply are addressed in Section 3.14, “Public 
Utilities and Facilities.” For additional discussion related to water supply, see “Master Response 3: 
Water Supply.” See “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” for a discussion related to how 
population projections were developed for the proposed Plan and "Master Response 6: MTC and 
ABAG Roles and Authority" for a discussion of local control over density, housing, and development. 
This comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the Draft EIR. 

31-3 
See Response to Comment 8-1 for a discussion related to public outreach associated with the proposed 
Plan and Response to Comment 9-1 for a discussion on strategies to address the intraregional jobs-
housing imbalance and the public forums in which they were discussed. This comment does not raise 
environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 32 
Jon Zweig 
July 8, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

32-1 
This is a comment expressing general opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in 
nature and does not raise concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft 
EIR. See “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” for a discussion related to how population 
projections were developed for the proposed Plan and "Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles 
and Authority" for a discussion of local control over density, housing, and development. 

See “Master Response 3: Water Supply” for a discussion related to drought. See “Master Response 2: 
COVID-19 Pandemic Considerations” for a discussion related to altered forecasts and remote work 
behaviors associated with the pandemic and Response to Comment 18-1 for additional discussion on 
telecommuting strategies. See Responses to Comments 9-1 for a discussion on strategies to address 
intraregional jobs-housing imbalances. See Section 3.15 of the Draft EIR, “Transportation” for a 
discussion on the proposed Plan’s potential effects on transportation conditions.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 33 
Nancy Karp 
July 9, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

33-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. See “Master 
Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” for a discussion related to how population projections were 
developed for the proposed Plan and “Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority” for 
a discussion of local control over density, housing, and development. See Section 3.15 of the Draft 
EIR, “Transportation” for a discussion on the proposed Plan’s potential effects on transportation 
conditions.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 34 
Sally Supplee 
July 9, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

34-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR. See “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” for a discussion related to how 
population projections were developed for the proposed Plan and "Master Response 6: MTC and 
ABAG Roles and Authority" for a discussion of local control over density, housing, and development. 
See Section 3.15 of the Draft EIR, “Transportation” for a discussion on the proposed Plan’s potential 
effects on transportation conditions.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 35 
Davina Brown 
July 10, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

35-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR. See “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” for a discussion related to how 
population projections were developed for the proposed Plan and "Master Response 6: MTC and 
ABAG Roles and Authority" for a discussion of local control over density, housing, and development.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 36 
Tina Peak 
July 11, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

36-1 
See Response to Comment 9-1 for a discussion related to Superdistrict #9. The comment expresses 
opposition to the proposed Plan and does not raise specific issues related to the Draft EIR or the 
analysis of environmental impacts.  

36-2 
The comment references development of an alternative that would explore the dispersal of jobs, as 
well as the potential for placing business caps on cities experiencing rapid job growth. See Response 
to Comment 9-1 for a discussion on strategies to address intraregional jobs-housing imbalances. See 
Response to Comment 8-1 regarding public outreach conducted for preparation of the Plan and Draft 
EIR. See Response to Comment 13-1 and Section 3.11 of the Draft EIR, “Land Use, Population, and 
Housing,” for a discussion of the regulations requiring preparation of the RHNA, which is a separate 
process and approval from the proposed Plan. See also “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” 
and “Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority.” 

See “Master Response 4: EIR Alternatives” regarding the range of alternatives studied in the Draft EIR. 

36-3 
See Responses to Comments 9-5 through 9-8 for responses to questions 1 through 6. See “Master 
Response 2: COVID-19 Pandemic Considerations” for a discussion related to changed assumptions 
associated with shelter-in-place orders, and Response to Comment 13-1 for a discussion of RHNA 
methodology. For a discussion of public outreach associated with development to the proposed Plan, 
see Responses to Comments 8-1 and 9-1. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 37 
Rick Coates 
July 12, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

37-1 
This comment raises issues related to environmental effects impacting the Plan. As explained in 
“Master Response 5: Sea Level Rise” the effects of the environment on a project are generally outside 
the scope of CEQA. The following is provided for informational purposes.  

Draft Plan Bay Area 2050 was released in May 2021, prior to release of the new State tsunami maps in 
July 2021. When the Draft EIR was prepared and based on the date of the NOP (September 28, 2020), 
the most recent and best available datasets were used to inform the findings of the Draft EIR. No 
changes to the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 38 
League of Women Voters 
Sherry Smith, President 
July 12, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

38-1 
This is a comment expressing support for Alternative 1. It does not raise environmental issues or 
concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 



2. Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR Plan Bay Area 2050 

Final EIR | October 2021 Metropolitan Transportation Commission & 
2-192 Association of Bay Area Governments 

 



Plan Bay Area 2050 2. Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission & Final EIR | October 2021 
Association of Bay Area Governments 2-193 

Letter 39 
Stepheny McGraw 
July 12, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

39-1 
This is a comment expressing concerns about the proposed Plan. It does not raise environmental 
issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. Approval of 
the proposed Plan would not affect the independent land use authority of local jurisdictions. Rather, 
CEQA streamlining benefits would become available to lead agencies that carry out or approve future 
projects consistent with the Plan. See “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” and “Master 
Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority” for discussions related to this comment.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 40 
David Schrom 
July 12, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

40-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR. See “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” for a discussion related to how 
population projections were developed for the proposed Plan and "Master Response 6: MTC and 
ABAG Roles and Authority" for a discussion of local control over density, housing, and development.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 41 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Stacy Sherman, Acting Regional Manager, Bay Delta Region 
July 13, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

41-1 
The comment is an introductory statement. It does not raise environmental issues or concerns 
regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. Please see Responses to 
Comments 41-2 through 41-10.  

41-2 
The comment correctly characterizes the proposed Plan. The comment provides recommendations 
related to development of a checklist to be used to evaluate subsequent projects and activities under 
the proposed Plan but does not raise a specific issue pertinent to the Draft EIR. MTC agrees that an 
initial study checklist would be helpful in facilitating an assessment of subsequent projects that might 
tier from the Draft EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168[d]). The recommendation is noted. As stated 
on Draft EIR page 1-19 in section 1, “Introduction,” 

Implementation of the projects addressed in the proposed Plan must individually 
demonstrate compliance with the requirements of CEQA and/or NEPA (for projects requiring 
federal funding or approvals). As appropriate, individual projects may be required to prepare a 
project-level analysis to fulfill CEQA and/or NEPA requirements. The lead agency responsible 
for reviewing these projects shall determine the level of review needed, and the scope of that 
analysis will depend on the specifics of the particular project. These projects may, however, use 
the discussion of impacts in this program EIR as a basis of their assessment of these regional 
or cumulative impacts. 

Regarding the comments on attaching a sample checklist to the EIR, Section 15168(c) effectively 
suggests that an Initial Study checklist is used to determine if the effects of subsequent projects are 
within the scope of the Program EIR and, if not, whether a mitigated negative declaration or EIR is 
the appropriate subsequent document. In cases in which MTC is the lead agency on a subsequent 
project, it would use a modified version of the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G checklist; however, other 
lead agencies would consider their own methods of consistency.  

In regard to detail provided on proposed development within the marine environment near the 
waterfront, the Draft EIR provides a discussion of potential impacts to the degree feasible at this time 
(see Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR, “Biological Resources”). The programmatic analysis in the Draft EIR 
does not allow for a precise description of the details of project-specific mitigation, because details 
related to the location, size, design, or setting of specific projects are unknown and therefore a 
meaningful evaluation could not occur at this time.  

41-3 
The Draft EIR states the following on page 2-42 in section 2, “Project Description:” 

Other agencies expected to use this EIR include the California Department of Transportation, 
county transportation authorities, transit providers in the region (such as Muni, BART, AC 
Transit, SamTrans, Caltrain, SolTrans, WestCAT, Altamont Corridor Express, and Water 
Emergency Transit Authority), the Bay Conservation and Development Commission, the Bay 
Area Air Quality Management District, and cities and counties.  
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It should be noted that, because specific projects are not evaluated in this program EIR, there may be 
other agencies not listed here.  

41-4 
This comment recommends an advance mitigation approach for addressing potential impacts on 
biological resources. It outlines several methods for applying advance mitigation, including 
conservation and mitigation banking, natural community conservation planning, and regional 
conservation investment strategies (RCISs). Mitigation Measure BIO-1(a), on pages 3.5-38 and 3.5-39 of 
the Draft EIR, includes an option for providing compensatory mitigation for unavoidable loss of 
habitat or other impacts on special-status species in advance of impacts through purchase or creation 
of mitigation credits or implementation of mitigation projects through Regional Advance Mitigation 
Planning (RAMP). Conservation and mitigation banking, natural community conservation planning, 
and RCISs are examples of RAMP. Therefore, advance mitigation was included in the Draft EIR as an 
option for addressing potential impacts on biological resources. For clarification, Mitigation Measure 
BIO-1(a) has been edited to include the specific RAMP methods provided in the comment as examples 
of advance mitigation. This clarification does not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance 
of any environmental impact, because it provides examples of a mitigation method already included 
in the Draft EIR. 

The last bulleted item of Mitigation Measure BIO-1(a), on page 3.5-39 of the Draft EIR, is revised as 
follows (new text is underlined and deleted text is shown in strikeout): 

 Compensatory mitigation for unavoidable loss of habitat or other impacts on special-status 
species may be achieved in advance of impacts through the purchase or creation of 
mitigation credits or the implementation of mitigation projects through Regional Advance 
Mitigation Planning (RAMP) (i.e., Conservation and Mitigation Banking, natural community 
conservation planning, Regional Conservation Investment Strategies), as deemed 
appropriate by the permitting agencies. Projects will prioritize mitigation banking within 
the same county as the project, if possible (i.e., if mitigation banks or mitigation credits are 
available in a given county). 

41-5 
The commenter recommends identifying fish barrier locations noted in the CALFISH Database in the 
“Environmental Setting” section of Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR, “Biological Resources.” The analysis in 
the Draft EIR is programmatic, and as a result, specific detail regarding the location of projects and 
potential impacts on specific fish passages is not known at this time. At this program level, identifying 
specific fish barrier locations is not possible. However, these recommendations for future project-level 
analysis are important and would be required by law, as noted by the commenter. See the discussion 
of programmatic assessment of potential impacts on page ES-3 of the Executive Summary in the 
Draft EIR. As noted in that discussion, the analysis in this EIR does not evaluate project-specific 
impacts of individual projects, although it provides environmental analysis and mitigation that is 
intended to address the range of impacts that may be associated with individual projects. This 
approach does not relieve local jurisdictions of responsibility for determining whether project-specific 
impacts require additional CEQA analysis. To include additional recommended requirements to 
reduce impacts on fish movement and to add a more complete list of implementation requirements, 
Mitigation Measure BIO-3(a) has been edited to include consultation of the CALFISH Database. This 
clarification does not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of any environmental 
impact, because it adds to a mitigation measure already included in the Draft EIR. Note that 
Mitigation Measure BIO-3(a) is also revised in response to comment 41-8, below. All text changes to 
this mitigation measures are reflected here.  
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Mitigation Measure BIO-3(a), on pages 3.5-53 and 3.5-54 of the Draft EIR, is revised as follows (new text 
is underlined): 

Mitigation Measure BIO-3(a) Implementing agencies shall require project sponsors to 
prepare detailed analyses for specific projects affecting ECA lands to determine the wildlife 
species that may use these areas and the habitats those species require. Projects that would 
not affect ECA lands but that are located within or adjacent to open space lands, including 
wildlands and agricultural lands, or otherwise may contain land used as wildlife movement 
corridors (e.g., green belts in urban areas) shall also assess whether significant wildlife corridors 
are present, what wildlife species may use them, and what habitat those species require. The 
assessment shall be conducted by qualified professionals and according to applicable agency 
standards with consideration of the local, regional, and global context of landscape 
connectivity for a given project in a given area.  

Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall implement measures, where feasible 
and necessary based on project- and site-specific considerations, that include those identified 
below: 

 Design projects to minimize impacts on wildlife movement and habitat connectivity and 
preserve existing and functional wildlife corridors. 

 Design projects to promote wildlife corridor redundancy by including multiple 
connections between habitat patches. 

 Consult relevant guidance documents regarding wildlife movement and habitat 
connectivity during the project design phase, including but not limited to statewide and 
Bay Area region guides (e.g., CLN mapping, CDFW’s California Wildlife Barriers 2020 
[CDFW 2020], the California Department of Transportation’s Wildlife Crossings Guidance 
Manual [Meese et al. 2007], Critical Linkages: Bay Area & Beyond [Penrod et al. 2013]), and 
local guides (e.g., Gray et al. 2018; Diamond and Snyder 2016). 

 Conduct wildlife movement studies for projects that may fragment or constrict regional or 
local corridors and impede use to nursery sites. These studies will include, but would not 
be limited to, the following objectives: identify activity levels and directional wildlife 
movement trends within the study area, consult the California Fish Passage Assessment 
Database (CALFISH database) to identify potential fish barrier locations and conduct first 
pass or second pass fish assessments as necessary, assess current functionality of existing 
underpasses, and determine what species or groups of species exhibit sensitivity to the 
existing roadways. Movement studies shall identify project-specific measures to avoid or 
mitigate impacts on corridors and movement to nursery sites that may include, but are not 
limited to, developing alternative project designs that allow wider movement corridors to 
remain; provide for buffer zones adjacent to corridors, such as passive recreation zones; 
implement physical barriers that prevent human and/or domestic predator entry into the 
corridor or block noise and lighting from development; incorporate shielded and directed 
lighting in areas near corridors; implement a “natives only” landscaping policy within 200 
feet of identified wildlife corridors; incorporate periodic larger habitat patches along a 
corridor’s length; minimize the number of road crossings of identified wildlife corridors; and 
replace roadway culverts with bridges to allow for wildlife movement. 

 For projects that cannot avoid significant impacts on wildlife movement corridors or native 
wildlife nursery areas, consult with CDFW to determine appropriate measures to minimize 
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direct and indirect impacts and implement measures to mitigate impacts on wildlife 
corridors or native wildlife nursery sites.  

 Conduct site-specific analyses of opportunities to preserve or improve habitat linkages 
with areas on- and off-site. Preservation or improvements of habitat on both sides of a 
wildlife crossing should be prioritized. 

 Analyze habitat linkages and wildlife movement corridors on a broad scale for long linear 
projects with the possibility of adversely affecting wildlife movement to avoid critical 
narrow choke points that could reduce function of recognized movement corridor. 

 Construct wildlife-friendly overpasses and culverts. These structures should be designed to 
meet the needs of appropriate species, considering factors such as the size or diameter of 
the structure, interval frequency, and/or physical design to allow conditions similar to the 
surrounding habitat. 

 Upgrade existing culverts or implement directional fencing to guide animals to existing 
culverts or underpasses when conducting expansion or enhancement projects on existing 
roads. 

 Fence major transportation corridors in the vicinity of identified wildlife corridors. 

 Use wildlife-friendly fences that allow larger wildlife, such as deer, to cross over and smaller 
wildlife to move under. 

 For projects that require the placement of stream culverts in a fish spawning stream, follow 
USACE, NOAA Fisheries, USFWS, and CDFW permit conditions and design requirements 
to allow fish passage through the culverts. 

 Limit wildland conversions in identified wildlife corridors such that the function of the 
wildlife corridor is not impaired.  

 Retain wildlife-friendly vegetation in and around developments. 

 Monitor and maintain fencing, under crossings, and/or other crossing structures as needed 
to ensure corridor permeability and functionality. Development and implementation of a 
fencing and wildlife crossing structure maintenance plan is recommended to maintain 
permeability for wildlife across corridors. 

 Prohibit construction activities within 500 feet of occupied breeding areas for wildlife 
afforded protection pursuant to Title 14 Section 460 of the California Code of Regulations 
protecting fur-bearing mammals, during the breeding season. 

 Comply with existing local regulations and policies, including applicable HCP/NCCPs, that 
exceed or reasonably replace any of the above measures to protect wildlife corridors.  

41-6 
The commenter describes potential impacts on biological resources resulting from artificial night 
lighting and recommends several mitigation measures to address these impacts. The Draft EIR 
acknowledges the potential adverse effect of night lighting on critical habitat in Impact BIO-1b, 
starting on Draft EIR page 3.5-42. Mitigation Measure BIO-1(a), on pages 3.5-38 and 3.5-39, and 
Mitigation Measure BIO-3(a), on pages 3.5-56 through 3.5-58, include a measure that requires 
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nighttime lighting to be directed away from sensitive habitats and the use of light glare shields to 
avoid illumination onto adjoining areas. This comment provides more specific measures to reduce 
impacts of nighttime lighting on biological resources than is currently provided in Mitigation Measure 
BIO-1(a). To provide more specific requirements to address potential impacts from nighttime lighting 
and incorporate recommendations in this comment, Mitigation Measure BIO-1(a) has been edited. 
This edit does not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of any environmental impact 
because impacts resulting from nighttime lighting were addressed in the Draft EIR and this edit 
supplements existing Draft EIR mitigation measures. 

The 14th bulleted item of Mitigation Measure BIO-1(a), on page 3.5-39 of the Draft EIR, is revised as 
follows (new text is underlined):  

 Impacts resulting from nighttime lighting associated with construction and future 
permanent lighting shall be assessed at the project level. This assessment shall include an 
analysis of current light sources in the vicinity of the project using the best available and 
most applicable methods, which may include Isolux diagrams that analyze current light 
levels during pre-project conditions and provide predicted project light levels. All feasible 
measures to reduce impacts from nighttime lighting shall be considered and 
implemented at the project level based on site-specific conditions. They may include but 
shall not be limited to the following measures: 

 To the extent feasible, nighttime lighting sources shall not be installed in areas that 
support highly sensitive natural resources. 

 Nighttime lighting shall be directed at the construction or project site and away from 
sensitive habitats. Light glare shields shall be used to reduce the extent of illumination 
onto adjoining areas. Permanent lighting shall be shielded and directed at intended 
use areas.  

 LEDs or bulbs installed as part of a project shall be rated to emit or produce light at or 
under 2700 Kelvin, which results in the output of a warm white color spectrum. 

 Physical barriers, including solid concrete barriers or privacy slats in cyclone fencing, 
shall be installed where they have the potential to reduce illumination from overhead 
lights and vehicle lights. Barriers should only be utilized as a light pollution 
minimization measure if they do not create a substantial barrier to wildlife movement 
such that the height and/or width of the barrier do not allow wildfire to move through 
the area. Additional barrier types should be employed when feasible, such as privacy 
slats into the spacing of cyclone fencing to create light barriers for areas outside the 
roadway. 

 Reflective highway markers shall be used to reduce raptor collisions on roadways. 

 Projects on previously unlit roadways with adjacent sensitive habitat and open space 
shall explore design options that address safety needs without the use of artificial 
lighting. 

 If nighttime lighting has the potential to result in adverse effects on a listed or 
candidate wildlife species (e.g., a nest, den, or other important habitat feature is 
identified near the project site), then consultation with the appropriate natural 
resource agency may be required. 
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41-7 
The special-status wildlife referenced in the recommended text in this comment are addressed in 
other portions of the “Environmental Setting” section in the Draft EIR, including the “Aquatic Habitat” 
section, on pages 3.5-15 through 3.5-17 (steelhead [Central California Coast and Central Valley 
evolutionarily significant units], Chinook salmon, green sturgeon, longfin smelt, delta smelt, tidewater 
goby); the “Wetlands” section, on pages 3.5-18 and 3.5-19 (California Ridgway’s rail); and the “San 
Francisco Bay Aquatic Resources” section, on pages 3.5-17 and 3.5-18 (California brown pelican). The 
commenter accurately identifies inadvertent omission of American peregrine falcon, Sacramento 
River winter-run Chinook salmon, and Central Valley spring-run Chinook salmon in the EIR text, and 
omission of the aforementioned Chinook salmon populations in Appendix C. For clarification and to 
incorporate some of the additional language recommended in this comment, the “San Francisco Bay 
Aquatic Resources” section, on pages 3.5-17 and 3.5-18 of the Draft EIR, has been edited. To correct the 
omission of two Chinook salmon populations, Appendix C also has been edited. These edits do not 
alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of any environmental impact, because impacts 
on wildlife species in the Bay Area were addressed at the program level in the Draft EIR. 

This comment also states that potential impacts on Chinook salmon populations and mitigation to 
address these potential impacts should be included. The analysis in the Draft EIR is programmatic, 
and as a result, specific detail regarding the location of projects and potential impacts on specific 
wildlife species is not known at this time. Regarding mitigation, consistent with State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.4, the Draft EIR includes feasible mitigation measures based on resources 
that may be affected by overall buildout, on the location of where development may occur, or on 
performance criteria, as appropriate for a programmatic analysis under CEQA. The programmatic 
analysis provided in the Draft EIR is adequate and appropriate under CEQA. 

The “San Francisco Bay Aquatic Resources” section, on pages 3.5-17 and 3.5-18 of the Draft EIR, is 
revised as follows (new text is underlined and deleted text is shown in strikeout):  

San Francisco Bay Aquatic Resources 

Natural Community Summary 
The San Francisco Bay and Delta make up the Pacific Coast’s largest estuary, encompassing 
roughly 1,600 square miles of waterways and draining more than 40 percent of California’s 
fresh water. The outer coasts of Sonoma, Marin, San Francisco, and San Mateo Counties host 
diverse habitats, including sandy beaches, kelp forests, and rocky reefs. The Sacramento and 
San Joaquin Rivers flow from northern California’s inland valleys into the Delta’s winding 
system of islands, sloughs, canals, and channels before emptying into San Francisco Bay and 
the Pacific Ocean. Major transportation corridors bridge the open waters of San Francisco Bay, 
and many others are located close to the bay. 

The marine environment varies widely between the six transportation corridors that cross the 
open waters of the San Francisco Bay. Most of the transbay corridors consist of open water 
habitat—that is, habitat below the low-tide line (also known as subtidal habitat). 

Eelgrass (Zostera marina) may occur near the footings of bridges in the transbay corridors and 
is considered a sensitive habitat by CDFW. Eelgrass is an important habitat for many organisms 
and may influence benthic community structure by stabilizing sediments, providing forage and 
detritus food sources, and creating a refuge and nursery for small organisms. Eelgrass beds also 
provide an important attachment substrate for Pacific herring eggs and thus support an 
important Bay Area commercial fishery (USFWS 1994). As the largest estuary on the west coast, 
the San Francisco Bay also supports millions of birds that depend on the bay for rest and 



Plan Bay Area 2050 2. Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission & Final EIR | October 2021 
Association of Bay Area Governments 2-211 

refueling on migratory routes. American peregrine falcons (Falco peregrinus) nest near the 
San Francisco Bay and prey on shorebirds and waterfowl. 

More than 100 species of fish are described from the San Francisco Bay system (USFWS 1983). 

The majority of these are native species that live year-round in San Francisco Bay, though a 
few, such as striped bass (Morone saxatilis), have been introduced. Anadromous fish also use 
San Francisco Bay seasonally during their migrations to and from spawning grounds 
throughout the Bay Area and in California’s Central Valley. The species composition within the 
bay varies by season and changes to reflect the regularly changing physical conditions created 
by the freshwater flow from the San Joaquin and Sacramento Rivers and other tributaries into 
San Francisco Bay. Native fish commonly found within the bay include such diverse species as 
starry flounder (Platichthys stellatus), California halibut (Paralichthys californicus), leopard 
shark (Triakis semifasciata), tule perch (Hysterocarpus traski), Pacific herring (Clupea 
harengus pallasi), northern anchovy (Engraulis mordax), and sturgeons (Acipenser spp.), 
steelhead, and Chinook salmon (Central Valley spring-run and Sacramento River winter-run 
ESUs). Nonnative fish species in the bay include largemouth bass, threadfin shad (Dorosoma 
petenense), and yellowfin goby (Acanthogobius flavimanus). 

The benthic invertebrate community of the bay is composed of various annelids, mysid shrimp, 
copepods, amphipods, shrimp, crabs, and other macroinvertebrates. All of these organisms 
provide important food sources for estuary fish and bird species. 

Riprap occurs along many areas of the bay shore and can provide some, but not all, of the 
habitat values and functions that naturally occurring rocky shore habitat would provide, 
including a substrate for marine plant and sessile intertidal organisms, such as mussels 
(Mytilus spp.) and barnacles. Rocky shore habitat also provides cover for invertebrates such as 
rock crabs (Cancer antennarius and Cancer productus) and for fish such as plainfin 
midshipmen (Porichthys notatus), which are known to seek cover and to spawn under 
concrete slabs. The marine plants, clams, mussels, barnacles, annelids, and crustaceans 
inhabiting rocky shore habitat are food sources for larger marine invertebrates, fishes, birds, 
and marine mammals. 

The marine environment associated with San Francisco Bay also sustains important 
commercial and recreational fisheries, such as Dungeness crab (Cancer magister), Pacific 
herring, rockfish (Sebastes spp.), California halibut, surfperches (Embiotocidae), and California 
grunion (Leuresthes tenuis). 

Special-Status Wildlife 
The two marine mammals most commonly found in San Francisco Bay are the California sea 
lion (Zalophus californianus) and the harbor seal (Phoca vitulina). Both species forage in the 
open waters of the bay and bask on exposed rocks, piers, or wharves throughout the bay. The 
federal Marine Mammal Protection Act protects both species. 

NOAA Fisheries recognizes several threatened and endangered species that occur in San 
Francisco Bay. These include loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretta), leatherback turtle 
(Dermochelys coriacea), olive ridley sea turtle (Lepidochelys olivacea), and several fish species, 
including coho salmon, steelhead, Delta smelt, tidewater goby, and Sacramento splittail. The 
goby, smelt, and splittail are resident species; the salmonids, however, are expected to use 
open water habitats of the bay only seasonally or infrequently. Although California brown 
pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis californicus) and Steller sea lion (Eumetopias jubatus) are now 
delisted, brown pelican is still a fully protected species under the California Fish and Game 
Code, and Steller sea lion is still protected under the Marine Mammal Protection Act.  
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The ”Fish” section, on pages C-15 through C-16 of Appendix C of the Draft EIR, is revised as follows (new 
text is underlined): 

Fish       

Green sturgeon Acipenser medirostris FT — — SSC Spawns in the Sacramento, Klamath, and 
Trinity Rivers. Preferred spawning 
substrate is large cobble but can range 
from clean sand to bedrock. 

Sacramento perch Archoplites interruptus — — — SSC Historically found in the sloughs, slow-
moving rivers, and lakes of the Central 
Valley. 

Tidewater goby Eucyclogobius newberryi E — — SSC Brackish water habitats along the 
California coast from Agua Hedionda 
Lagoon, San Diego County to the mouth 
of the Smith River. 

Delta smelt Hypomesus transpacificus T E — — Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. 
Seasonally in Suisun Bay, Carquinez Strait 
and San Pablo Bay. 

Russian River tule perch Hysterocarpus traski pomo — — — SSC Low elevation streams of the Russian 
River system. 

Navarro roach Lavinia symmetricus 
navarroensis 

— — — SSC Habitat generalists. Found in warm 
intermittent streams as well as cold, well-
aerated streams. 

Gualala roach Lavinia symmetricus 
parvipinnis 

— — — SSC Found only in the Gualala River. 

Tomales roach Lavinia symmetricus ssp. 2 — — — SSC Tributaries to Tomales Bay. 

Monterey roach Lavinia symmetricus subditus — — — SSC Tributaries to Monterey Bay, specifically 
the Salinas, Pajaro, and San Lorenzo 
drainages. 

Hardhead Mylopharodon conocephalus — — — SSC Low to mid-elevation streams in the 
Sacramento-San Joaquin drainage. Also 
present in the Russian River. 

Coho salmon - central 
California coast ESU 

Oncorhynchus kisutch E E — — Aquatic. 

Steelhead - central California 
coast DPS 

Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus T — — — Aquatic, Sacramento/San Joaquin flowing 
waters 

Steelhead - south-central 
California coast DPS 

Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus T — — — Aquatic, Sacramento/San Joaquin flowing 
waters 

Steelhead - Central Valley DPS Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus T — — — Aquatic, Sacramento/San Joaquin flowing 
waters 

Chinook salmon – Central 
Valley spring-run ESU 

Oncorhynchus tshawytscha 
pop. 11 

T T — — Aquatic, Sacramento/San Joaquin flowing 
waters 

Chinook salmon – Sacramento 
River winter-run ESU 

Oncorhynchus tshawytscha 
pop. 7 

E E — — Aquatic, Sacramento/San Joaquin flowing 
waters 

Sacramento splittail Pogonichthys macrolepidotus — — — SSC Endemic to the lakes and rivers of the 
Central Valley, but now confined to the 
Delta, Suisun Bay and associated 
marshes. 
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Fish       

Longfin smelt Spirinchus thaleichthys C T — SSC Euryhaline, nektonic and anadromous. 
Found in open waters of estuaries, mostly 
in middle or bottom of water column. 

Eulachon Thaleichthys pacificus T — — — Eulachon range from Monterey Bay, 
California, to the Bering Sea and Pribilof 
Islands. Spawn in lower reaches of coastal 
rivers with moderate water velocities and 
bottom of pea-sized gravel, sand, and 
woody debris 

41-8 
The commenter recommends the inclusion of two guidance documents in Mitigation Measure BIO-
3(a). To reference these specific documents, Mitigation Measure BIO-3(a) has been edited. This 
clarification does not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of any environmental 
impact because it is an addition to a mitigation measure already included in the Draft EIR. 

See Response to Comment 41-5 for revisions to Mitigation Measure BIO-3(a), on pages 3.5-53 and 3.5-
54 of the Draft EIR. 

41-9 
The comment is noted. MTC will pay CDFW filing fees when the Notice of Determination is filed, as 
outlined in the California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research instructions for CEQA document 
submission. 

41-10 
The comment is general in nature and does not raise a specific issue pertinent to the Draft EIR. The 
comment is noted for consideration during project review.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 42 
Hamilton Hitchings 
July 13, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

42-1 
The regional forecast considers recent observed trends in population and employment, and near-
term impacts of COVID on population growth. See “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” for 
a discussion related to the comment. The comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns 
regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. 

42-2 
See “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” for a discussion related to the comment. The 
comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the Draft EIR. 

42-3 
The Bay Area’s 2023 – 2031 RHNA methodology and allocations are a separate and distinct process 
from approval of the proposed Plan. Regarding the 2023 - 2031 RHNA, the California Department of 
Housing and Community Development, or HCD, determines the total number of new homes the Bay 
Area needs to build. HCD’s total number of new homes is based on population projections produced 
by the California Department of Finance, or DOF, and the application of specific upward adjustments 
related to a targeted vacancy rate, rate of overcrowding, and cost burden. See “Master Response 1: 
Regional Growth Forecast” and Response to Comment 13-1 for a discussion of RHNA methodology.  

42-4 
See “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” for a discussion related to how population 
projections were developed for the proposed Plan and "Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and 
Authority" for a discussion of local control over density, housing, and development. The proposed Plan 
includes economic strategies (EC04, EC05, and EC06) that work in tandem with the proposed Plan’s 
growth geographies to shift jobs. Other strategies to shift jobs were evaluated during the Horizon 
initiative and Plan development process. See Response to Comment 9-1 for a discussion on strategies 
to shift jobs and address the intraregional jobs-housing imbalance and Response to Comment 8-1 for a 
discussion of the public forums in which they were discussed. The comment does not raise a specific 
issue related to the Draft EIR or the analysis of environmental impacts. The MTC Commission and ABAG 
Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall consideration of the proposed Plan.  

42-5 
Section 2.2.3 of the Draft EIR, “Conditions Under the proposed Plan,” discusses Plan Bay Area’s 
forecasted development pattern of households and employment beginning on page 2-10. Table 2-2 
on page 2-12 of the Draft EIR discloses potential jobs-housing ratios for each county across the region. 
The Draft EIR states: 

…the proposed Plan results in regional subareas and subarea counties converging toward the 
regional jobs-housing ratio of 1.34. The north and east bay subareas, while still below the 
regional average, are both moving closer to regional average. Similarly, the traditional job-rich 
peninsula and south bay subareas remain job-rich but are moving closer to the regional jobs-
housing ratio. 
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As disclosed within Table 1-1, row 6a, on page 1-14 of the Draft EIR, MTC and ABAG must set forth a 
forecasted development pattern for the region that includes the Regional Housing Control Total, 
which shall have no increase in in-commuters over the baseline year for the SCS. For this reason, the 
regional forecast and the proposed Plan identify areas within the region to accommodate forecasted 
growth. Therefore, the proposed Plan cannot rely on area’s outside the nine-county region to house 
future Bay Area workers. 

See “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” and Response to Comment 13-1 for a discussion 
on RHNA methodology, and Response to Comment 9-1 for a discussion of jobs-housing balance and 
Super District #9. The comment is noted for consideration during project review.  

42-6 
Section 1.2 of this Final EIR, “Draft EIR Public Review Process,” provides an account of the public 
outreach efforts that have occurred to date. Regarding the public process used to develop the 
proposed Plan and Draft EIR, please see Response to Comment 8-1. See Draft EIR Section 3.11, “Land 
Use, Population, and Housing,” for a discussion of the regulations describing the requirements related 
to the RHNA, preparation and approval of which are separate from those of the proposed Plan.  

42-7 
The proposed Plan strategies are expected to be funded through both existing and new revenue 
sources from a mix of federal, state, regional, and local revenues, as opposed to being funded solely 
by state resources as the comment suggests. The comment is related to the proposed Plan and does 
not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR. The comment is noted for consideration during project review.  

42-8 
See “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” and Response to Comment 13-1 for a discussion of 
RHNA methodology. See also the discussion of the Bay Area Housing Finance Authority in “Master 
Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority.” The comment does not raise specific issues related 
to the Draft EIR or the analysis of environmental impacts. 

42-9 
The proposed Plan transportation strategies are detailed on page 2-6 of Chapter 2, “Project Description,” 
of the Draft EIR, as well as in Chapter 4, “Transportation,” of the Draft Plan Bay Area 2050. The proposed 
Plan directs substantial investments into building a next generation transit network (19 percent of 
forecasted revenues) inclusive of strategies T10, T11, and T12. Major investments are disclosed in Table 2-7 
on page 2-20 of the Draft EIR and within the Plan Bay Area 2050 Transportation Project List found on the 
Plan Bay Area website at www.planbayarea.org/reports. Table 2-8 on page 2-22 of the Draft EIR discloses 
that significant investments in transit more than double baseline transit seat-miles. Furthermore, Tables 
2-14 and 2-15 on page 2-29 of the Draft EIR disclose that a greater share of commute and non-commute 
trips would be taken by transit over the next 30 years with the proposed Plan's strategies in place. The 
commenter does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for consideration during project review.  

42-10 
While Plan Strategy H03 envisions reduced parking requirements in the growth geographies, it does 
not call for eliminating all parking requirements for housing near public transportation. The absence 
of minimum parking requirements does not prevent developers from building parking, and parking 
development has been observed in areas where minimum requirements were removed. The 
commenter does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for consideration during project review.  

http://www.planbayarea.org/reports
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42-11 
The comment does not raise a specific issue related to the Draft EIR or the analysis of environmental 
impacts. The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their 
overall consideration of the proposed Plan. 

42-12 
The commenter provides general opinions related to the proposed Plan. Regarding the public process 
used to develop the proposed Plan, please see Responses to Comments 8-1 and 9-1. The MTC 
Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 

42-13 
The comment repeats Comment 42-1. Please see Response to Comment 42-1. 

42-14 
The comment repeats Comment 42-2. Please see Response to Comment 42-2. 

42-15 
The comment repeats Comment 42-3. Please see Response to Comment 42-3. 

42-16 
The comment repeats Comment 42-4. Please see Response to Comment 42-4. 

42-17 
The comment repeats Comment 42-5. Please see Response to Comment 42-5. 

42-18 
The comment repeats Comment 42-6. Please see Response to Comment 42-6. 

42-19 
The comment repeats Comment 42-7. Please see Response to Comment 42-7. 

42-20 
The comment repeats Comment 42-8. Please see Response to Comment 42-8. 

42-21 
The comment repeats Comment 42-9. Please see Response to Comment 42-9. 

42-22 
The comment repeats Comment 42-10. Please see Response to Comment 42-10. 

42-23 
The comment repeats Comment 42-11. Please see Response to Comment 42-11. 

42-24 
The comment repeats Comment 42-12. Please see Response to Comment 42-12. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 43 
Citizen Committee to Complete the Refuge 
Stuart M. Flashman 
July 14, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

43-1 
Circulation of the Draft EIR met requirements under CEQA Section 21091(a), which states that the 
public review period for a Draft EIR shall be at least 45 days. See the discussion of the comment period 
at the beginning of this Chapter 2 “Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR.” The programmatic 
analysis in the Draft EIR does not allow for a precise description or specific details regarding the 
location of projects and potential impacts on specific wildlife species, such as the salt marsh harvest 
mouse. See Response to Comment 130-7. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 44 
Coastside County Water District 
Mary Rogren, General Manager 
July 14, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

44-1 
The comment is an introductory statement. It does not raise environmental issues or concerns 
regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. Please see Responses to 
Comments 44-2 through 44-7 addressing the attached comment letter.  

44-2 
This is a comment expressing support for the proposed Plan. See Responses to Comment Letter 76, 
the letter sent by BAWSCA. Whether the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment will be implemented is 
currently uncertain. Please see Response to Comment 76-2 for a discussion of why this is. As such, an 
evaluation that assumed its implementation would be highly speculative. Please see Response to 
Comment 76-5 as well for further relevant discussion. 

44-3 
Regarding implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan, see Responses to Comments 76-4 and 76-5.  

44-4 
Regarding relicensing requirements for the Don Pedro Reservoir, see Responses to Comments 76-2, 
76-6, and 76-7. As with the Bay-Delta Plan, it is highly uncertain whether the WQC will be 
implemented by either the state or federal government. 

44-5 
The Draft EIR discloses under Impact PUF-2 that impacts on water supply would be significant and 
unavoidable. Mitigation measures are included in the Draft EIR; however, the impact on water supply 
would be significant and unavoidable. Whether the Bay-Delta Plan and/or Don Pedro Reservoir WQC 
are ever implemented is currently uncertain. An analysis assuming implementation would be highly 
speculative. Please see Responses to Comments 76-2, 76-6, 76-8, and 76-7 and “Master Response 3: 
Water Supply” for further relevant discussions. 

44-6 
See Response to Comment 76-8 for a discussion related to comments on Impact PUF-1 and Mitigation 
Measure PUF-1(A). See Response to Comment 76-9 for a discussion related to comments on Impact 
PUF-2 and Mitigation Measure PUF-2(A).  

44-7 
The Draft EIR’s evaluation of regional water supply is adequate under CEQA. The analysis is 
appropriately based on existing conditions and available information at the time that preparation of 
the Draft EIR began and the NOP for the Draft EIR was released. As explained on page 3.14-36 of the 
Draft EIR under the subheading “Method of Analysis:”  

The baseline for the following analysis reflects existing conditions when the EIR NOP 
was released in September 2020. 2015 UWMPs were the best available source for water 
supply analysis in PUF-2, with 2020 UWMP updates expected to be completed 
following the public release of this Draft EIR. 
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With respect to Coastside’s 2020 UWMP, it was adopted in June 2021, the same month as the release 
of the Draft EIR and nine months after the release of the NOP. Coastside’s 2020 UWMP only projects 
shortages in multiple dry years without implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment 
(Coastside County Water District 2021:7-21 to 7-26). This is consistent with the Draft EIR’s conclusion in 
Impact PUF-2 that the effect on water supply would be significant and unavoidable. Therefore, the 
discussion in the Draft EIR is representative of regional water supply conditions (see Draft EIR pages 
3.14-43 to 3.14-46). See also Response to Comment 76-10, regarding information included in the 2020 
UWMPs. Please also see “Master Response 3: Water Supply.” Response to Comment 76-2 explains why 
the Draft EIR need not consider implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment and also covers 
a range of water supply scenarios and uncertainties. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 45 
Paul Machado 
July 14, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

45-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR. See Response to Comment 8-1 regarding public outreach conducted for preparation of the 
Plan and Draft EIR. See Response to Comment 9-1 for a discussion on strategies to address 
intraregional jobs-housing imbalances. See “Master Response 2: COVID-19 Pandemic Considerations” 
for a discussion related to the comment.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 46 
Julie Beer 
July 15, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

46-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. For issues 
pertaining to transportation, see Section 3.15 of the Draft EIR, “Transportation;” for issues related to 
schools and open space see Section 3.13 of the Draft EIR, “Public Services and Recreation.” See 
Response to Comment 13-1 and “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” for a discussion of 
RHNA methodology. See “Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority” for discussion of 
local control over density, housing, and development. See “Master Response 3: Water Supply” for 
discussion related to water supply.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 47 
Margo Davis 
July 15, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

47-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 48 
Sharleen Fiddaman 
July 15, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

48-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. For issues 
pertaining to transportation, see Section 3.15 of the Draft EIR, “Transportation;” for issues related to 
schools and parks see Section 3.13 of the Draft EIR, “Public Services and Recreation.” See “Master 
Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority” for discussion related to local land use authority.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 49 
Shirley Finfrock 
July 15, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

49-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR. See “Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority” for discussion related to local 
control over density, housing, and development.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 50 
Auros Harman 
July 15, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

50-1 
The commenter express support for strategies evaluated in the proposed Plan alternatives. The 
commenter does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the Draft EIR.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 51 
Jim Jolly 
July 15, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

51-1 
The commenter expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and 
does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness 
of the Draft EIR. See “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” and Response to Comment 13-1 
for a discussion on RHNA methodology. See Response to Comment 8-1 regarding public outreach 
conducted for preparation of the Plan and Draft EIR. Approval of the proposed Plan would not affect 
the independent land use authority of local jurisdictions. Rather, CEQA streamlining benefits would 
become available to lead agencies that carry out or approve future projects consistent with the Plan. 
See “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” and “Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles 
and Authority” for discussions related to this comment.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 52 
Kathy Jordan 
July 15, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

52-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR. Approval of the proposed Plan would not affect the independent land use authority of local 
jurisdictions. Rather, CEQA streamlining benefits would become available to lead agencies that carry 
out or approve future projects consistent with the Plan. See “Master Response 1: Regional Growth 
Forecast” and “Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority” for discussions related to this 
comment.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 53 
San Francisco Baykeeper 
Ben Eichenberg, Staff Attorney 
July 15, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

53-1 
Circulation of the Draft EIR met requirements under CEQA Section 21091(a), which states that the 
public review period for a Draft EIR shall be at least 45 days. See the discussion of the comment period 
at the beginning of this Chapter 2 “Comments and Response on the Draft EIR.” 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 54 
Bob Taylor 
July 15, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

54-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. Impact LU-2 in Section 3.11 of the Draft EIR, 
“Land Use, Population, and Housing,” addresses potential inconsistencies between the proposed Plan 
and local general plans. As noted in the first paragraph of Impact LU-2 on page 3.11-22 of the Draft EIR, 
“If the lead agency wishes to approve a project that is consistent with the proposed Plan in order for 
the project to take advantage of streamlined environmental review, but the project is inconsistent 
with an adopted general plan or specific plan, project approval would include amendment of the 
general plan or specific plan.”  

Approval of the proposed Plan would not affect the independent land use authority of local 
jurisdictions. Rather, CEQA streamlining benefits would become available to lead agencies that carry 
out or approve future projects consistent with the Plan. See “Master Response 1: Regional Growth 
Forecast” and “Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority” for discussions related to this 
comment. See Response to Comment 8-1 regarding public outreach conducted for preparation of the 
Plan and Draft EIR. Section 3.14 of the Draft EIR, “Public Utilities and Facilities,” addresses the effects 
of the proposed Plan on utilities; and Section 3.13 of the Draft EIR, “Public Services and Recreation” 
addresses the effects of the proposed Plan on schools.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 55 
Rita Vrhel 
July 15, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

55-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR. See “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast,” “Master Response 2: COVID-19 
Pandemic Considerations,” and “Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority” for 
discussions related to this comment. The comment also introduces a letter regarding the proposed 
Plan from Palo Altans for Sensible Zoning (PASZ), which is a duplicate of Comment Letter 9. See 
Responses to Comments 9-1 through 9-7 regarding the comment letter from Greg Schmid on behalf 
of PASZ.  

55-2 
The comment reprints the Draft EIR comment letter from Palo Altans for Sensible Zoning. Please see 
Responses to Comments 9-1 through 9-7.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 56 
Victor Zilinskas 
July 15, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

56-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and 
does not raise concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. 
Approval of the proposed Plan would not affect the independent land use authority of local 
jurisdictions. Rather, CEQA streamlining benefits would become available to lead agencies that 
carry out or approve future projects consistent with the Plan. See “Master Response 6: MTC and 
ABAG Roles and Authority” for discussion related to this comment. Note that the state legislative 
process related to senate and assembly bills occurs independently from the drafting and adoption 
of the proposed Plan by MTC and ABAG. 

56-2 
Impacts on water supply are discussed in Impact PUF-2 in the Draft EIR. Please also see “Master 
Response 3: Water Supply” for a discussion related to water supply.  

The availability of energy supplies is determined by individual utility companies and is discussed in 
Impact PUF-1 in the Draft EIR. Impact EN-1 describes the potentially significant environmental 
impacts due to the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources during 
project construction or operation, and Impact EN-2 discusses conflicts with or obstruction of a State 
or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. The proposed Plan’s impacts would be less 
than significant, as discussed on pages 3.6-48 through 3.6-51. 

The exacerbated risk of wildland fires and associated pollutant release and other hazardous conditions 
are described in Impact HAZ-7. As described on pages 3.9-38 through 3.9-43, this impact would be 
significant and unavoidable.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 57 
Ken Alsman 
July 16, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

57-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 58 
Joyce Beattie 
July 16, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

58-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. The proposed 
Plan includes strategies to ensure that there is an affordable home for every low-income Bay Area 
household by the year 2050. See Response to Comment 16-1 for a discussion on the proposed Plan’s 
strategies for affordable housing. Please see Draft EIR section 3.11, “Land Use, Population, and 
Housing”; section 3.13, “Public Services and Recreation”; section 3.14, “Public Utilities and Facilities”; 
and section 3.15, “Transportation,” for discussions of these issues in the Draft EIR.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 59 
Jim Colton 
July 16, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

59-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. See “Master 
Response 3: Water Supply” for a discussion related to the drought. The proposed Plan includes 
strategies to ensure that there is an affordable home for every low-income Bay Area household by the 
year 2050. See Response to Comment 16-1 for a discussion on the proposed Plan’s strategies for 
affordable housing. See also Response to Comment 8-1 regarding public outreach conducted for 
preparation of the proposed Plan and Draft EIR.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 60 
Suzanne Crocker 
July 16, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

60-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. Approval of 
the proposed Plan would not affect the independent land use authority of local jurisdictions nor would 
it result in a loss of local control to zoning. Rather, CEQA streamlining benefits would become available 
to lead agencies that carry out or approve future projects consistent with the Plan. Please see Draft 
EIR section 3.11, “Land Use, Population, and Housing”; section 3.13, “Public Services and Recreation”; 
section 3.14, “Public Utilities and Facilities”; and section 3.15, “Transportation,” for discussions of these 
issues in the EIR. See “Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority” for discussion related 
to this comment. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 61 
Linval R. DePass, PhD 
July 16, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

61-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. See “Master 
Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast,” “Master Response 3: Water Supply,” and “Master Response 6: 
MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority” for discussions related to this comment. Please see Section 3.15 
of the Draft EIR, “Transportation” for a discussion of the proposed Plan’s impacts on transportation. 
For issues related to schools and other services see Section 3.13 of the Draft EIR, “Public Services and 
Recreation” and Section 3.14, “Public Utilities and Facilities,” for issues related to the effects of the 
proposed Plan on utilities. Approval of the proposed Plan would not affect the independent land use 
authority of local jurisdictions. Rather, CEQA streamlining benefits would become available to lead 
agencies that carry out or approve future projects consistent with the proposed Plan. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 62 
Stan No Last Name Provided 
July 16, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

62-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. See “Master 
Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast,” “Master Response 2: COVID-19 Pandemic Considerations,” and 
“Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority” for discussions related to this comment. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 63 
Don Teeter 
July 16, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

63-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR. Please see “Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority" for a discussion of local 
control over density, housing, and development.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 64 
Thomas J. Belick 
July 17, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

64-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR. Please see Response to Comment 13-1 and “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” 
for a discussion of RHNA methodology.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 65 
Mark Hogan 
July 17, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

65-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. Approval of 
the proposed Plan would not affect the independent land use authority of local jurisdictions. Rather, 
CEQA streamlining benefits would become available to lead agencies that carry out or approve future 
projects consistent with the Plan. Please see Response to Comment 13-1 and “Master Response 1: 
Regional Growth Forecast” for a discussion of RHNA methodology. Please see “Master Response 6: 
MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority" for a discussion of local control over density, housing, and 
development. For issues related to schools and parks see Section 3.13 of the Draft EIR, “Public Services 
and Recreation.” 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 66 
Hilary Hug 
July 17, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

66-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR. See “Master Response 2: COVID-19 Pandemic Considerations” for discussion related to this 
comment. See Response to Comment 9-1 for a discussion on strategies to address intraregional jobs-
housing imbalances. See “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” for a discussion related to 
how population projections were developed for the proposed Plan and "Master Response 6: MTC and 
ABAG Roles and Authority" for a discussion of local control over density, housing, and development. 
The proposed Plan includes economic strategies (EC04, EC05, and EC06) that work in tandem with 
the proposed Plan’s growth geographies to shift jobs. Other strategies to shift jobs were evaluated 
during the Horizon initiative and Plan development process. See Response to Comment 9-1 for a 
discussion on strategies to shift jobs and address the intraregional jobs-housing imbalance and the 
public forums in which they were discussed.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 67 
Susan Kemp 
July 17, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

67-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. The 
preparation of the RHNA is a separate process and approval from the proposed Plan. See Response to 
Comment 13-1 and “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” for a discussion of RHNA 
methodology. 

Impacts on roadways are discussed in Section 3.15 of the Draft EIR, “Transportation”; impacts on 
schools and other public services are discussed in Section 3.13 of the Draft EIR, “Public Services and 
Recreation”; and effects on utility infrastructure and water supply are addressed in Section 3.14, “Public 
Utilities and Facilities.” See “Master Response 3: Water Supply” for a discussion related to drought. The 
availability of energy supplies is determined by individual utility companies and is not considered to 
be an environmental impact under CEQA. Impact EN-1 describes the potentially significant 
environmental impacts due to the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy 
resources during project construction or operation, and Impact EN-2 discusses conflicts with or 
obstruction of a State or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. These impacts would be 
less than significant, as discussed in Draft EIR pages 3.6-48 through 3.6-51. 

67-2 
See Response to Comment 8-1 for a discussion related to public outreach associated with the 
proposed Plan and Response to Comment 9-1 for a discussion on strategies to address the 
intraregional jobs-housing imbalance and the public forums in which they were discussed. See 
“Master Response 2: COVID-19 Pandemic Considerations” and Response to Comment 18-1 for a 
discussion on telecommuting strategies. 

67-3 
See Response to Comments 67-1 and 67-2. The proposed Plan includes strategies to ensure that there 
is an affordable home for every low-income Bay Area household by the year 2050. See Response to 
Comment 16-1 for a discussion on the proposed Plan’s strategies for affordable housing. For a 
discussion of local control over density, housing, and development, refer to “Master Response 6: MTC 
and ABAG Roles and Authority.” 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 68 
Gary Mahany 
July 17, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

68-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. The preparation 
of the RHNA is a separate process and approval from the proposed Plan. See Response to Comment 13-
1 and “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” for a discussion of RHNA methodology. The 
proposed Plan includes strategies to ensure that there is an affordable home for every low-income Bay 
Area household by the year 2050. See Response to Comment 16-1 for a discussion on the proposed Plan’s 
strategies for affordable housing. For a discussion of local control over density, housing, and 
development, refer to “Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority.”  

See Response to Comment 8-1 for a discussion related to public outreach associated with the 
proposed Plan and Response to Comment 9-1 for a discussion on strategies to address the 
intraregional jobs-housing imbalance. See “Master Response 2: COVID-19 Pandemic Considerations” 
and Response to Comment 18-1 for a discussion on telecommuting strategies. 

The proposed Plan’s transportation strategies are discussed in Draft EIR section 2.2.2, “Proposed Plan 
Strategies” and the Plan Bay Area 2050 Transportation Project List found on the Plan Bay Area website 
at www.planbayarea.org/reports identifies and describes projects and programs within each strategy. 
Table 2-7 and Figure 2-4 of the Draft EIR list and share the general locations of major transportation 
projects included in the proposed Plan and analyzed as part of the Draft EIR. In summary, the 
proposed Plan identifies $579 billion in transportation funding to invest in the twelve transportation 
strategies discussed in Draft EIR section 2.2.2. The proposed Plan directs $390 billion (67%) of 
forecasted transportation funding to Strategy T01, “Restore, Operate, and Maintain the Existing 
System.” The remaining funds are directed to strategies that both modernize and expand the 
transportation systems. The proposed Plan includes $13 billion, in total, for Strategy T03, “Enable a 
Seamless Mobility Experience” and Strategy T04, “Reform Regional Transit Fare Policy” to support 
public transit system passengers. The proposed Plan includes $31 billion to support Strategy T10, 
“Enhance Local Transit Frequency, Capacity, and Reliability,” including $10 billion to modernize and 
expand VTA’s light rail system. Similarly, the proposed Plan includes $81 billion to support Strategy T11, 
“Expand and Modernize the Regional Rail Network,” including frequency improvements to existing 
Caltrain service between San Francisco and San Jose, extends BART to downtown Santa Clara, and 
expands and modernizes Diridon Station. Strategy T11 also supports transit connections to counties 
adjacent to the Bay Area, including new rail service to San Joaquin County-Dublin/Pleasanton ("Valley 
Link"), frequency and service improvements to existing ACE and Capitol Corridor service into the 
Southbay, and grade separations and modernization investments to the Caltrain/High Speed Rail 
corridor from southern Santa Clara County to San Francisco. 

As disclosed within Table 1-1, row 6a, on page 1-14 of the Draft EIR, MTC and ABAG must set forth a forecasted 
development pattern for the region that includes the Regional Housing Control Total, which shall have no 
increase in in-commuters over the baseline year for the SCS. For this reason, the regional forecast and the 
proposed Plan identify areas within the region to accommodate forecasted growth. Therefore, the 
proposed Plan cannot rely on area’s outside the nine-county region to house future Bay Area workers. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 

http://www.planbayarea.org/reports


Plan Bay Area 2050 2. Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission & Final EIR | October 2021 
Association of Bay Area Governments 2-287 

 



2. Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR Plan Bay Area 2050 

Final EIR | October 2021 Metropolitan Transportation Commission & 
2-288 Association of Bay Area Governments 

Letter 69 
Shannon McEntee 
July 18, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

69-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. The 
preparation of the RHNA is a separate process and approval from the proposed Plan. See Response to 
Comment 13-1 and “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” for a discussion of RHNA 
methodology. See Responses to Comments 8-1 and 9-1 for discussion related to public outreach 
associated with the proposed Plan and Draft EIR and strategies to address the intraregional jobs-
housing imbalance, respectively. The proposed Plan includes strategies to ensure that there is an 
affordable home for every low-income Bay Area household by the year 2050. See Response to 
Comment 16-1 for a discussion on the proposed Plan’s strategies for affordable housing. For a 
discussion of local control over density, housing, and development, refer to “Master Response 6: MTC 
and ABAG Roles and Authority.” 

Impacts on roadways are discussed in section 3.15 of the Draft EIR, “Transportation”; transportation 
noise impacts are discussed in Draft EIR section 3.12, “Noise”; impacts on air pollution are discussed in 
Draft EIR section 3.4, “Air Quality”; and effects on utility infrastructure and water supply are addressed 
in Section 3.14, “Public Utilities and Facilities.” See “Master Response 3: Water Supply” for a discussion 
related to drought. 

See Response to Comment 68-1 for a discussion on the proposed Plan’s transportation strategies in 
the South Bay. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 70 
John McLaughlin 
July 18, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

70-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR. Approval of the proposed Plan would not affect the independent land use authority of local 
jurisdictions. Rather, CEQA streamlining benefits would become available to lead agencies that carry 
out or approve future projects consistent with the proposed Plan. See “Master Response 6: MTC and 
ABAG Roles and Authority” for discussions related to this comment. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan.  

The remainder of the comment letter includes suggestions on submitting comments on the Plan Bay 
Area 2050 Draft EIR. See Responses to Comment Letter 9 addressing the suggested comments. Note 
that this Final EIR fulfills MTC’s and ABAG’s obligation to provide written responses to all comments 
raising environmental issues received during the public comment period (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088(b)).  
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Letter 71 
Andie Reed, CPA 
July 18, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

71-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR. See “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast;” “Master Response 2: COVID-19 
Pandemic Considerations;” and “Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority” for 
discussions related to this comment. The proposed Plan includes strategies to ensure that there is an 
affordable home for every low-income Bay Area household by the year 2050. See Response to 
Comment 16-1 for a discussion on the proposed Plan’s strategies for affordable housing. The proposed 
Plan includes economic strategies (EC04, EC05, and EC06) that work in tandem with the proposed 
Plan’s growth geographies to shift jobs. Other strategies to shift jobs were evaluated during the 
Horizon initiative and Plan development process. See Response to Comment 9-1 for a discussion on 
strategies to shift jobs and address the intraregional jobs-housing imbalance and see Response to 
Comment 8-1 for a discussion of the public forums in which they were discussed.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 



2. Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR Plan Bay Area 2050 

Final EIR | October 2021 Metropolitan Transportation Commission & 
2-296 Association of Bay Area Governments 

 



Plan Bay Area 2050 2. Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission & Final EIR | October 2021 
Association of Bay Area Governments 2-297 

Letter 72 
Craig Taylor 
July 18, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

72-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR.  

The proposed Plan includes strategies to ensure that there is an affordable home for every low-income 
Bay Area household by the year 2050. See Response to Comment 16-1 for a discussion on the proposed 
Plan’s strategies for affordable housing. 

Section 4.7 of the Draft EIR, “Ability to Meet Project Objectives,” provides an overview of how the 
proposed Plan and Plan alternatives would meet the project objectives. As discussed, the proposed 
Plan would house 100 percent of the region’s projected growth (see page 4-87 of the Draft EIR); would 
ensure sufficient housing options for current and future Bay Area residents and workers through 
implementation of strategies that plan for sufficient housing at all income levels, lower transportation 
costs for those that are most burdened, and universal basic income provisions (pages 4-88 and 4-89 
of the Draft EIR); and would conserve the region’s natural resources, open space, clean water, and 
clean air (page 4-93 of the Draft EIR). 

See “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast,” “Master Response 2: COVID-19 Pandemic 
Considerations,” and “Master Response 6, MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority” for discussions related 
to this comment. Regarding effects on existing public services and utilities, see Draft EIR section 3.13, 
“Public Services and Recreation,” for an analysis of impacts on parks, schools, and libraries. See Draft 
EIR section 3.14, “Public Utilities and Facilities,” for impacts related to water supplies and waste 
removal. Regarding suggested alternatives, Alternative 1, the “No Project” alternative would be the 
equivalent of letting local entities try individual approaches to meet goals of balanced income 
distribution. As noted in Draft EIR Chapter 4, “Alternatives,” under the No Project Alternative, housing 
growth would be more dispersed while job growth would be slightly more concentrated in the 
region’s two largest job centers of San Francisco and Silicon Valley. The proposed Plan includes 
economic strategies (EC04, EC05, and EC06) that work in tandem with the proposed Plan’s growth 
geographies to shift jobs. Other strategies to shift jobs were evaluated during the Horizon initiative 
and Plan development process. See Responses to Comments 9-1 and 8-1 for discussions on strategies 
to shift jobs and address the intraregional jobs-housing imbalance and the public forums in which 
they were discussed, respectively. The proposed Plan also includes housing strategies (H01 and H02) 
to protect and preserve affordable housing, including strengthening renter protections. The proposed 
Plan also includes strategies (H07 and H08) to create inclusive communities by including actions such 
as providing targeted mortgage and rental assistance to low-income communities and communities 
of color. The proposed Plan includes additional strategies to address the provision affordable homes 
for every low-income Bay Area household by the year 2050. See Response to Comment 16-1 for a 
discussion on the proposed Plan’s strategies for affordable housing. See Section 2.2.2 of the Draft EIR 
for a discussion on proposed Plan strategies. The suggestion to promote a stable population is noted, 
but please see “Master Response 4: EIR Alternatives” regarding the alternatives analysis.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 73 
Alameda County Water District 
Ed Stevenson, General Manager 
July 19, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

73-1 
See “Master Response 5: Sea Level Rise” for a discussion relevant to this comment.  

73-2 
The commenter recommends revision of the Draft EIR to explicitly acknowledge the Sustainable 
Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) provision that allows Groundwater Sustainability Agencies to 
prepare alternatives to Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSPs).  

For clarification, the purpose of Section 3.10.2, “Regulatory Setting,” in the Draft EIR is to provide a 
high-level summary of existing regulations to inform the evaluation of potential impacts that follows. 
The Draft EIR has no effect on SGMA requirements. In addition, the Draft EIR text acknowledges the 
preparation of alternatives to GSPs in Table 3.10-4 (page 3.10-16) and in the impact analysis (Impact 
HYDRO-2, page 3.10-32). 

In response to this recommendation, the following text edits are incorporated into this Final EIR to 
clarify the requirements of the existing regulatory process. This change is presented in Chapter 3 of 
this Final EIR, “Revisions to the Draft EIR.” These modifications do not alter the conclusions with 
respect to the significance of any environmental impacts because they merely clarify information 
already contained in the “Regulatory Setting” section of the Draft EIR.  

The second bullet under the heading “Sustainable Groundwater Management Act,” on page 3.10-14 of 
the Draft EIR, is revised as follows (new text is underlined): 

 requires all groundwater basins found to be of “high” or “medium” priority to prepare 
Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSPs) or submit an alternative to a GSP that 
demonstrates how water managers have already achieved or will achieve sustainable 
groundwater management. Sonoma, Napa, Solano, Contra Costa, Alameda, and Santa 
Clara Counties include basins designated as high or medium priority (see Figure 3.10-4); 

The last full paragraph on page 3.10-30 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

As discussed above, SGMA requires the formation of GSAs to manage local groundwater 
basins; this includes the development of GSPs or alternatives to GSPs by 2022. Groundwater 
basins throughout much of the Plan area, including TPAs where development could occur, 
have been classified as high- or medium-priority basins under SGMA (see Figure 3.10-4). 
Under SGMA, agencies high- and medium-priority basins are required to be managed to halt 
overdraft and bring groundwater basins into balanced levels of pumping and recharge. As 
noted above, GSPs or alternative GSPs have not been submitted to DWR for most of these 
basins (see Table 3.10-4). 

These text revisions clarify the text in the Draft EIR and do not result in substantive changes that 
would rise to the level of “significant new information” requiring recirculation. 

73-3 
Analysis of the potential for subsurface construction activities to introduce contamination found in 
shallower soil or groundwater directly into deeper aquifers is provided in section 3.9, “Hazards and 

https://water.ca.gov/Programs/Groundwater-Management/Basin-Prioritization
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Wildfire.” To clarify where the analysis can be found, the following cross-reference is added to the 
impact discussion. This change is presented in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, “Revisions to the Draft EIR.” 
This edit does not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of any environmental impacts, 
because it clarifies existing text for the reader.  

The last paragraph on page 3.10-24 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows (new text is underlined):  

The following provides an analysis of the potential for implementation of the Plan to result in 
degradation of surface water and groundwater quality, including the potential to conflict with 
or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan. The discussion is focused on 
potential adverse effects on surface water quality associated with discharge to waters listed 
under Section 303(d) of the CWA. The potential water quality implications of drainage pattern 
alterations and construction activities are also analyzed in Impacts HYDRO-3 (with respect to 
erosion) and HYDRO-4 (with respect to rates and amounts of urban runoff caused by an 
increase in the extent of impervious surfaces). The potential for construction activities to 
encounter, and potentially spread, existing groundwater contamination is addressed in 
Section 3.9, “Hazards and Wildfire,” in Impact HAZ-4. 

This text revision clarifies existing text in the Draft EIR by providing a cross reference to additional 
information. It does not result in substantive changes that would rise to the level of “significant new 
information” requiring recirculation. 

73-4 
Impact PUF-1 in the Draft EIR states that the proposed Plan’s land use development pattern could 
result in a need for new or expanded water and wastewater treatment facilities to accommodate 
demand that exceeds the capacity at existing facilities. The environmental effects summarized on 
pages 3.14-37 through 3.14-41 for replacing existing water facilities would be similar to those associated 
with relocating or constructing new or expanded water facilities. The need to replace existing 
infrastructure would occur because of existing use and wear of aging facilities. The comment does 
not elaborate on possible impacts that could occur from the replacement of existing water facilities 
beyond what is described and summarized under Impact PUF-1.  

73-5 
The comment indicates that the commenter, ACWD, is preparing its 2020 UWMP in consideration of 
regional growth projections contained in the proposed Plan and addresses changes related to water 
since the 2015 Urban Water Management Plans were prepared. Please see Responses to Comments 
76-2 and 76-10 and “Master Response 3: Water Supply” for a discussion of use of the 2015 UWMP and 
water supply, respectively.  

73-6 
The recommendation to include the most recent 2020 UWMP water supply data is noted. Please see 
Response to Comment 76-10. Please see also Draft EIR section 1.7, “Federal and State Requirements,” 
for a discussion of statutory requirements for the timing of Plan updates. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 74 
350 Bay Area 
Jack Lucero Fleck 
July 19, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

74-1 
As discussed under the subheading “California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32 and SB 
32)” of section 3.6.2 of the Draft EIR:  

On November 30, 2017, CARB released its 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan (2017 
Scoping Plan), which lays out the framework for achieving the 2030 reductions as 
established in EO B-30-15, SB 32, and AB 197. The 2017 Scoping Plan identifies the GHG 
reductions needed by emissions sector to achieve a Statewide emissions level that is 
40 percent below 1990 levels before 2030. Many of the programs require Statewide 
action, promulgated through regulation, and are outside the ability of substate 
jurisdictions to implement on their own accord. 

As stated at the top of page 3.6-18 in the Draft EIR, “SB 375 and CARB's emissions reduction targets 
are the primary mechanism to achieve GHG reduction goals for cars and light trucks under AB 32 
targets.” The EIR discusses potential air quality and GHG impacts from implementation of the 
proposed Plan and discloses that the proposed Plan’s 35 integrated strategies across the 4 elements—
housing, the economy, transportation, and the environment— will enable the Bay Area to reduce 
forecasted per-capita GHG emissions from cars and light duty trucks, as required under SB 375 (see 
Draft EIR Impact GHG-2). Additionally, implementation of the proposed Plan would result in a net 
reduction in GHG emissions from land use and transportation sources combined (see Draft EIR 
Impact GHG-3).  

74-2 
The commenter suggests the addition of strategies to the proposed Plan to help reduce VMT such as 
parking pricing and management activities, congestion pricing, and car-free city centers. The 
proposed Plan currently incorporates parking pricing and management as part of Strategy EN09, 
“Expand Transportation Demand Management Initiatives. The proposed Plan also supports 
Congestion Pricing in Downtown San Francisco through Strategy T10, as RTP ID 21-T10-091 in the Plan 
Bay Area 2050 Transportation Project List found on the Plan Bay Area website at 
www.planbayarea.org/reports. Additionally, parking pricing and management programs are included 
as mitigation measures under TRA-2b that can be applied to mitigate VMT in local projects. The 
commenter's suggestions for congestion pricing and zones are policy approaches local governments 
can consider to support VMT reduction. As a regional approach, the proposed Plan includes Strategy 
T05, “Implement Per-Mile Tolling on Congested Freeways with Transit Alternatives” to manage vehicle 
trip demand at a regional level using tolling. 

As the commenter notes, only GHG reductions that result from regional strategies and actions that 
go above and beyond direct State activities can be counted towards the achievements of the GHG 
emissions reduction target of 19 percent below 2005 emissions by 2035 established by CARB pursuant 
to SB 375. Thus, the EV-related reductions in the figure the commenter included from a presentation 
during the development of the proposed Plan only refer to the regional share (above and beyond 
state efforts) of impacts of the electric vehicle strategies in the proposed Plan. 

http://www.planbayarea.org/reports
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The commenter also provides a number of suggestions to support activities related to electric vehicles 
as an approach for reducing transportation-related greenhouse gas emissions. The suggestions 
include supporting increased investments in electric vehicle charging infrastructure, supporting the 
expansion of EV purchase programs like Clean Cars for All, supporting workforce development for 
charging infrastructure, promoting EV policy and planning best practices, sponsoring pilot projects, 
advocating for related state and federal activities, and establishing a consumer charger installation 
financing program. A number of these approaches are part of Strategy EN08, “Expand Clean Vehicle 
Initiatives.” MTC and ABAG partner closely with the Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
(BAAQMD) on a number of activities associated with electric vehicles, as BAAQMD has authorities and 
access to funding for similar strategies in order to achieve climate and air quality goals. Plan Bay Area 
2050 Strategy EN08 includes supporting programs to subsidize the purchase and installation of 
publicly available EV chargers, such as through BAAQMD’s Charge! program. EN08 also includes 
expanding investment in means-based vehicle buyback/EV incentive programs such as Clean Cars 
for All. MTC and BAAQMD previously identified workforce development in the electric vehicle and 
charging sector as a potential area to support and will consider this in future implementation actions. 
Also as noted by the commenter, there are varying policies, planning, and other best practices that 
can support the EV strategies, and MTC/ABAG has participated in regional planning for EVs and will 
seek opportunities to leverage existing engagement with local governments to encourage best 
practices that align with the EV strategies. MTC has sponsored EV pilot projects through its Climate 
Initiatives Program, such as for EVs and charging in local government fleets and will consider 
including other pilot projects in future funding programs. MTC and ABAG regularly considers 
proposed state legislation and activities to support and will do so for EV-related state activities, in 
addition to seeking funding opportunities to support the regional EV strategies. MTC and ABAG will 
also consider new or innovate approaches to support financing charging infrastructure, such as the 
lending program noted by the commenter as an example. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 75 
Bay Area Transportation Working Group 
Gerald Cauthen 
July 19, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

75-1 
See Response to Comment 8-2 for a summary of research related to land use planning and VMT 
reduction. As a program-level EIR that addresses the entire nine-county, 101-city region, the EIR does 
not address the impacts of individual strategies in detail; the focus of this analysis is on addressing the 
impacts of implementation of the Plan’s 35 strategies as a whole. As such, Table 3.15-11 on page 3.15-28 
of the Draft EIR concludes that the proposed Plan would result in an increase in total regional VMT 
and a decrease in regional per-capita VMT. 

75-2 
See Impact TRA-2 on Page 3.15-22 of the Draft EIR for a discussion on the proposed Plan’s ability to 
reduce VMT, including reducing commute and non-commute trip lengths. As discussed under heading 
“Land Use, Sea Level Rise Adaptation, and Transportation System Impacts” the proposed Plans: 

The focused growth approach is articulated in strategies in the Housing and Economy 
Elements of the proposed Plan, discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Description.” The Housing 
Element includes a set of strategies that spur increased housing density in growth 
geographies, particularly Strategy H03, “Allow a Greater Mix of Housing Densities and Types in 
Growth Geographies.” To support growth and the ability for households of all incomes to have 
transit access, the suite of strategies spurs affordable housing development and preservation 
in addition to increased renter protections. The Economy Element includes strategies—
strategies EC04, “Allow Greater Commercial Densities in Growth Geographies” and EC05, 
“Provide Incentives to Employers to Shift Jobs to HRAs Well Served by Transit”—to encourage 
improved jobs-housing ratios, locating jobs and housing closer to each other and potentially 
reducing the commute distances throughout the region. 

In addition, see Response to Comment 85-70 for a discussion on telecommuting. See Response to 
Comment 9-1 for a discussion on alternative means of dealing with intraregional jobs-housing 
imbalances. 

75-3 
As discussed in Section 2.3.3 in the Draft EIR, “Analysis Tools” (page 2-33), and in Section 3.15.3 (under 
“Method of Analysis,” page 3.15-17), the analysis relies on an integrated model framework to simulate 
the effects of the proposed Plan’s strategies on the regional development pattern and regional travel 
activity metrics such as VMT and transit boardings. As stated on page 2-26 of the Draft EIR, the results 
of the travel Model 1.5 simulation indicate that the proposed Plan’s forecasted development pattern 
and transportation strategies would lead to a shift from automobile travel to public transit and 
nonmotorized modes over the Plan horizon. This is evident in Table 2-11 on page 2-27 of the Draft EIR, 
which indicates the simulated changes in average daily travel metrics. See Response to Comment 9-
6 for a discussion on the efficacy of Travel Model 1.5 

75-4 
See Response to Comment 75-3.  
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75-5 
See Response to Comments 75-2 through 75-4. 

75-6 
As a program-level EIR that addresses the entire nine-county, 101-city region, the EIR does not address 
the impacts of individual strategies in detail; the focus of this analysis is on addressing the impacts of 
implementation of the proposed Plan’s 35 strategies as a whole. As such, travel metrics are 
summarized at regionally and not at smaller geographies. Table 3.15-8 of the Draft EIR, “Household 
Auto Ownership” states that implementation of the proposed Plan would lead to higher shares of 
households with zero or one vehicle relative to existing conditions and reduce the share of households 
with multiple autos (Draft EIR Page, 3.15-25). 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 76 
Bay Area Water Supply & Conservation Agency 
Nicole Sandkulla 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

76-1 
Most of this comment contains information about BAWSCA and does not raise environmental issues. 
This part of the comment is noted for consideration during project review. The commenter also 
requests that, based on other comments in the letter, MTC recirculate the Draft EIR. Revisions to the 
Draft EIR have been made in response to comments 76-3 and 76-11, which raise specific recirculation 
claims. CEQA does not require recirculation of the Draft EIR because those responses do not add 
significant new information to the EIR (the criteria for recirculation), as defined in Section 15088.5 of 
the State CEQA Guidelines. Please refer to responses to comments 76-3 and 76-11 for a more specific 
discussion of why recirculation is not required in response to each of those comments. Revisions were 
not made in response to any other comments in this letter. 

76-2 
Regarding the comment that “the Draft EIR fails to proffer any justification for why these impacts 
[from the Bay-Delta Plan] are not significant under CEQA,” note that the Draft EIR concludes that 
water supply impacts, as assessed under Impact PUF-2 are significant and unavoidable.  

MTC respectfully disagrees with the claim that the EIR must separately evaluate potential water 
supply shortfalls resulting from implementation of the 2018 Bay-Delta Plan Amendment for several 
reasons. Such an evaluation would be speculative, the EIR incorporates information available at the 
time of the release of the NOP, the EIR has an adequate degree of specificity, and the EIR relies on 
UWMPs for regional information regarding water supply. 

Regarding impacts that are speculative in nature, CEQA Guidelines section 15145 states that “If after 
thorough investigation, a Lead Agency finds that a particular impact is too speculative for evaluation, 
the agency should note its conclusion and terminate discussion of the impact.” The Urban Water 
Management Plan Guidebook 2020 provides guidance on water supply characterization. It states that 
(DWR 2021:6-47): 

Emerging regulatory conditions and planned future projects may also affect characterization 
of future water supply availability and analysis. For example, an emerging regulatory issue that 
may prove valuable in assessing current and future water supplies could include new or 
different regulatory requirements in the Regional Water Quality Control Plan, such as 
incorporation of elements in the Bay-Delta Water Quality Control Plan to reduce reliance on 
the Delta. 

In consideration of the 2018 Bay-Delta Plan Amendment’s possible effects on water supply, SFPUC 
addresses the 2018 Bay-Delta Plan Amendment in its 2020 UWMP (released after the NOP was 
published), and states (SFPUC 2021:7-3): 

If the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment is implemented, the SFPUC will be able to meet the 
projected water demands presented in this UWMP in normal years but would experience 
supply shortages in single dry years or multiple dry years. Implementation of the Bay-Delta 
Plan Amendment will require rationing in all single dry years and multiple dry years. 
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The SWRCB has stated that it intends to implement the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment on the 
Tuolumne River by the year 2022, assuming all required approvals are obtained by that time. 
But implementation of the Plan Amendment is uncertain for multiple reasons. 

The 2020 UWMP explains why implementation of the Plan Amendment is uncertain. The reasons for 
that conclusion include (SFPUC 2021:7-3 to 7-4): 

 Since adoption of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment, over a dozen lawsuits have been filed 
in both state and federal courts, challenging the SWRCB’s adoption of the Bay-Delta Plan 
Amendment, including a legal challenge filed by the federal government, at the request of 
the U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Reclamation. This litigation is in the early stages 
and there have been no dispositive court rulings as of this date. 

 The Bay-Delta Plan Amendment is not self-implementing and does not automatically 
allocate responsibility for meeting its new flow requirements to the SFPUC or any other 
water rights holders. Rather, the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment merely provides a regulatory 
framework for flow allocation, which must be accomplished by other regulatory and/or 
adjudicatory proceedings, such as a comprehensive water rights adjudication or, in the 
case of the Tuolumne River, may be implemented through the water quality certification 
process set forth in section 401 of the Clean Water Act as part of the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission’s (FERC) licensing proceedings for the Don Pedro and La Grange 
hydroelectric projects. 

 On January 15, 2021, the SWRCB released the Clean Water Act section 401 Water Quality 
Certification for the Turlock Irrigation District and Modesto Irrigation District Don Pedro 
Hydroelectric Project and La Grange Hydroelectric Project, FERC Project Nos. 2299 and 
14581 (WQC). The WQC includes the 40% unimpaired flow objective from the Bay Delta 
Plan Amendment, as well as additional conditions that, if incorporated into FERC licenses 
for the Don Pedro and La Grange Projects, would severely impact SFPUC’s water supply; 
the WQC’s requirements differ significantly from the recommended flows and conditions 
that FERC has analyzed in the Staff Alternative of its Final Environmental Impact 
Statement for the licenses. To date, FERC has not taken action to incorporate the WQC into 
the licenses or to finalize the licenses for issuance. At this time, it is highly uncertain 
whether the WQC will be implemented by either the state or federal government for 
several reasons[.] 

As a result of the uncertainty, SFPUC evaluates two scenarios in its 2020 UWMP: one with 
implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment, and one without implementation of the Bay-
Delta Plan Amendment. Additionally, negotiations about a voluntary agreement as an alternative for 
a future amendment are ongoing (SPFUC 2021:7-4 to 7-5).  

Other UWMPs address the Bay-Delta Plan in a similar manner. For example, Alameda County Water 
District describes the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment’s unimpaired flow requirement and states, that 
“[t]he establishment of this [unimpaired flow] requirement has directly impacted the future reliability 
of SFPUC [Regional Water System] and is reflected in this UWMP” (ACWD 2021:3-6). However, the 
UWMP also states, “[a]t this time, the potential impacts of this [unimpaired flow] requirement on the 
SWP are unknown and are therefore not reflected in this UWMP” (ACWD 2021:3-6). East Bay Municipal 
Utility District notes in its UWMP that the SWRCB is in the process of updating the Bay-Delta Plan 
(EBMUD 2021:20). The Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD) addresses the Bay-Delta Plan 
Amendment in its 2020 UWMP and notes that they “filed a lawsuit in January 2019 challenging the 
amendments to the Bay-Delta Plan” and that numerous other lawsuits were filed, all of which are in 
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“preliminary procedural stages” (SCVWD 2021:38). SCVWD is also working on voluntary agreements 
(SCVWD 2021:38).  

Based on the information in the SFPUC UWMP and the information in several other UWMPs that 
indicate substantial uncertainty as to the potential implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan and 
potential impacts should it be implemented, MTC finds discussion of impacts from implementation 
of the Bay-Delta Plan to be speculative under CEQA, such that it need not be considered when 
evaluating the proposed Plan’s impacts on water supply sufficiency. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a) provides that the environmental setting, and the baseline upon which 
impact are considered, are normally those conditions that exist at the time the NOP is published. The 
NOP was released in September 2020 (and the Draft EIR was released in June 2021). SFPUC released its 
2020 UWMP in June 2021, and so the Draft EIR therefore relied on SFPUC’s 2015 UWMP, as well as other 
relevant UWMPs. This is consistent with the CEQA Guidelines. UWMPs are updated regularly, and it is 
not unusual that one may be updated following release of the NOP. See “Master Response 3: Water 
Supply” for a further discussion of the baseline for environmental analysis of the proposed Plan as it 
relates to 2020 UWMPs. Further, Plan Bay Area is updated every 4 years and updated UWMPs will be 
reflected in future EIRs as the Plan is updated. Therefore, continually updating the baseline as additional 
planning documents are released during the CEQA process is not required.  

Additionally, CEQA Guidelines section 15146 states that “The degree of specificity required in an EIR 
will correspond to the degree of specificity involved in the underlying activity which is described in 
the EIR.” Subsection 15146(a) explains that “An EIR on a construction project will necessarily be more 
detailed in the specific effects of the project than will be an EIR on the adoption of a local general plan 
or comprehensive zoning ordinance because the effects of the construction can be predicted with 
greater accuracy.” Conclusions in the EIR must also be supported by substantial evidence. The Draft 
EIR explains on page 3.1-4 the level of detail in the Draft EIR: 

As a program-level EIR that addresses the entire nine-county, 101-city region, this document 
does not address the impacts of individual land use and transportation projects in detail; the 
focus of this analysis is on addressing the impacts of implementation of the Plan’s 35 strategies 
as a whole. 

The proposed plan does not entitle land uses; these entitlements are provided by local land use agencies 
(the nine counties and 101 cities cited above.) Water supply is assessed under Impact PUF-2 and relies 
on UWMPs prepared by these same local jurisdictions who will decide on land use entitlements (subject 
to CEQA), including the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission. The Draft EIR assesses the sufficiency 
of water supply on a regional level. The analysis notes the various projections of supply adequacy in the 
Plan area among Bay Area water agencies through consideration of their UWMPs. For example, for San 
Francisco, the Draft EIR notes on page 3.14-36 that:  

In some areas, such as the City and County of San Francisco and the Santa Clara Valley, adequate 
supply through 2040 depends on substantial water conservation efforts. In San Francisco, the 
ability for supply projects to move forward depends on multiple factors such as environmental 
review, permitting requirements, public acceptance, and the availability of funding. 

See also Table 3.14-8, which considers projected 2050 households in the service area of the SFPUC. 
Therefore, the Draft EIR discloses impacts related to water supply sufficiency at an appropriate level 
of detail for the Plan vis a vis consideration of UWMPs in the Plan Area. UWMPs incorporate special 
conditions that may affect each water supplier’s water supplied. The Urban Water Management Plan 
Guidebook 2020 describes special conditions, including climate change effects, regulatory conditions 
and project development, and other locally applicable criteria. The Guidebook states that numerous 
special conditions may affect each supplier’s water supplies and, as each water supply is considered 
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and described, suppliers can incorporate reasonable assertions about climatological, regulatory, and 
other local conditions that may affect water supply availability, especially when considering the 
supply’s availability for the service reliability and drought risk assessments during single dry years and 
drought periods lasting five consecutive years (DWR 2021). 

As explained in response to comment 76-10, SFPUC’s 2020 UWMP indicates that there would be 
shortages only in multiple dry years without implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment, 
which is consistent with the Draft EIR’s analysis. In its scenario that incorporates implementation of 
the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment, SFPUC’s 2020 UWMP anticipates water supply shortages in single 
and multiple dry years. The Draft EIR, in considering UWMPs prepared for an array of providers in the 
Plan area, also considers a range of water supply projections and considerations so that the 
significance conclusion regarding water supply (Impact PUF-2) is based on consideration of a 
combination of all scenarios in the Plan area (see Draft EIR pages 3.14-43 through 3.14-44). The Draft 
EIR also considers other factors, such as climate change-related periods of drought (see Draft EIR 
page 3.14-44, paragraph 1). The Draft EIR also notes the uncertainty of water supply availability 
emanating from the proposed Plan’s horizon being 10 – 15 years further than 2015 UWMPs (see Draft 
EIR page 3.14-45). Therefore, the Draft EIR’s discussion accounts for a variety of inherent uncertainties 
around water supply and water supply planning, which accounts for situations such as the 
consideration of the Bay-Delta Plan. Additionally, the conclusion that water supply impacts would be 
significant and unavoidable are supported by substantial evidence because the EIR considers the 
UWMPs in the Plan area that account for water supply in the region. Therefore, the evaluation of the 
Plan’s impacts on water supply is adequate under CEQA for this tier of decision-making. 

76-3 
The commenter indicates that Draft EIR Section 3.10, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” and Section 3.14, 
“Public Utilities and Facilities,” of the Draft EIR do not describe or analyze impacts from 
implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment. The EIR is required to disclose impacts of the 
proposed Plan, while the State Water Resources Control Board “evaluated the potential 
environmental effects of reasonably foreseeable methods of compliance with the [Bay-Delta] Plan 
Amendments” (SWRCB 2018:4); please refer to response to comment 76-2 for a discussion of the EIR’s 
consideration of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment. 

The comment requests that a description of the Bay-Delta Plan be added to Section 3.10, “Hydrology 
and Water Quality,” and Section 3.14, “Public Utilities and Facilities,” This change is presented in Chapter 
3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR.” Comment 76-1 states that recirculation of the EIR is required for the 
reasons described in the remainder of the letter. Recirculation is required, in summary, when “significant 
new information” is added to the EIR in a way that would deprive the public of a meaningful opportunity 
to comment on a substantial adverse impact or a mitigation measure or alternative that mitigates or 
avoids a substantial adverse impact that the proponent has declined to implement. Examples of such 
instances include identification of a new significant environmental impact, identification of a substantial 
increase in the severity of an environmental impact that cannot be mitigated, and consideration of a 
considerably different feasible alternative or mitigation measure than was considered in the EIR for an 
unmitigated effect, but that is not adopted. Recirculation is not required when information added to an 
EIR clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant modifications. The revisions described in this response 
merely add information regarding the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment and do not change the project 
impact analysis or conclusions. Furthermore, as explained in Response to Comment 76-2, the EIR 
accounts for the Bay-Delta Plan Amendments indirectly through consideration of uncertainties around 
water supply impacts. Therefore, recirculation is not required. 
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Page 3.14-31 has been revised as follows to incorporate a description of the Bay-Delta Plan under the 
header for the State Water Resources Control Board and Regional Water Quality Control Board: 

This category of discharges, known as “Non-15” discharges, are the most diverse and include 
sewage sludge and biosolids, industrial wastewater from power plants, wastes from water 
supply treatment plants, treated wastewater for aquifer storage and recovery, treated 
groundwater from cleanup sites, and many others. 

The State Water Resources Control Board adopted amendments to the Water Quality Control 
Plan for the San Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary in 2018. The 
amendments established water quality objectives to maintain Bay-Delta ecosystem health. 
The SWRCB intends to implement the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment on the Tuolumne River by 
2022; however, its implementation is uncertain for several reasons, including ongoing litigation 
and because the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment provides a regulatory framework for flow 
allocation, which must be achieved through other proceedings (SFPUC 2020). 

Pages 3.10-16 and 3.10-17 have been revised as follows to incorporate a description of the Bay-Delta 
Plan under the header for the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act: 

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Porter-Cologne Act) established SWRCB and 
divided the State into nine regions, each overseen by an RWQCB. The nine regional boards 
have the primary responsibility for the coordination and control of water quality within their 
respective jurisdictional boundaries. Under the Porter-Cologne Act, water quality objectives 
are limits or levels of water quality constituents or characteristics established for the purpose 
of protecting beneficial uses. Each RWQCB must develop, adopt, and implement a Water 
Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) for its region. The act requires the RWQCBs must to establish 
water quality objectives while acknowledging that water quality may be changed to some 
degree without unreasonably affecting beneficial uses. Designated beneficial uses, together 
with the corresponding water quality objectives, also constitute water quality standards under 
the federal CWA. Therefore, the water quality objectives form the regulatory references for 
meeting State and federal requirements for water quality control.  

SWRCB also has adopted several statewide Water Quality Control Plans, including the Bay-
Delta Plan. SWRCB adopted amendments to the Water Quality Control Plan for the San 
Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary in 2018. The amendments established 
water quality objectives to maintain Bay-Delta ecosystem health. SWRCB intends to 
implement the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment on the Tuolumne River by 2022; however, its 
implementation is uncertain for several reasons, including ongoing litigation and because the 
Bay-Delta Plan Amendment provides a regulatory framework for flow allocation, which must 
be achieved through other proceedings (SFPUC 2021). 

Pages 7-15 and 7-20 have been revised to add the reference cited for this text: 

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission. 2021 (June). 2020 Urban Water Management Plan 
for the City and County of San Francisco. Available 
https://sfpuc.org/sites/default/files/programs/local-
water/SFPUC_2020_UWMP2020_%20FINAL.pdf. Accessed August 4, 2021. 

These text revisions clarify the text in the Draft EIR and do not result in substantive changes that 
would rise to the level of “significant new information” requiring recirculation because they add 
information to the EIR setting descriptions but do not change any impact analyses or significance 
conclusions. 
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76-4 
Please refer to Response to Comment 76-2 regarding consideration of the Bay-Delta Plan 
amendments in the EIR as well as the level of detail provided in the Draft EIR’s water supply analysis. 
Please see also “Master Response 3: Water Supply” for further relevant discussion. 

The commenter also summarizes CEQA requirements for water supply impact analysis including 
Vineyard Areas Citizens for Responsible Growth v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007); MTC and ABAG 
believe the analysis of water supply impacts in the Draft EIR is sufficient under CEQA. As explained in 
Response to Comment 76-2, the Draft EIR is a program-level EIR that addresses the potential 
environmental impacts associated with implementation of the proposed Plan as a whole across the 
entire nine-county region; it appropriately does not address the impacts of individual projects in detail. 
While the Draft EIR does discuss numerous sources of water - including local surface water and 
groundwater, imported water, recycled water, desalination, water transfers and water conservation 
(Draft EIR, pp. 3.14-8 to 3.14-11) - it is not possible to predict with certainty which supplies would be 
available in the future. For example, as stated in the Draft EIR, climate change is causing water 
supplies to become less predictable and reliable as drought cycles worsen. (Draft EIR, pp. 3.14-1, 3.14-
14, 3.14-45.) Water quality of currently-available supplies may also become impaired by pollution or 
saltwater intrusion as a result of sea level rise.  

Given the uncertainties that often arise in analyzing impacts at a program-level, CEQA does not 
require first-tier program EIRs to identify specific sources of water for individual, second-tier projects 
that will undergo further analysis. (In re Bay-Delta etc. (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143, 1169.) Similarly, as stated 
by the Supreme Court in Vineyard, “CEQA should not be understood to require assurances of certainty 
regarding long-term future water supplies at an early phase of planning for large land development 
projects.” (Vineyard, supra, 40 Cal.4th at p. 432.) Vineyard further explained that other statutes that 
address the coordination of land use and water planning demand that water supplies be identified 
with more specificity at each step, as land use planning and water supply planning move forward 
from the general, first-tier stages to later more specific stages. (Id. at pages 432-434, citing 
Government Code Section 66473.7 and Water Code Sections 10910–10912). Nor can the impacts 
associated with identifying future unknown sources of water supply be analyzed because details 
related to the location, size, design, or setting of specific projects and their individual water needs are 
not known and cannot be known such that a meaningful evaluation could occur at this time.  

As noted above, the proposed Plan does not entitle growth; rather as individual projects are proposed, 
the requirements embodied in Vineyard would need to be fulfilled at the city or county level, as 
relevant, where the actual entitlement that results in water consumption would be decided. This is 
reflected in Section 15155 of the State CEQA Guidelines, “Water Supply Analysis; City or County 
Consultation with Water Agencies.” This section of CEQA describes the process by which cities or 
counties are required to consider water supply for larger projects, as defined therein. It does not apply 
to entities that are not cities or counties, in this case MTC. Further, the mitigation measures in the Draft 
EIR require the lead agencies and service providers to ensure available services and utilities, consistent 
with state law. MTC and ABAG are not the lead agencies with respect to consideration of or approval 
of development. Each lead agency must determine whether or not services and infrastructure will be 
available to serve a proposed land use project prior to approval. Whether there is or is not available 
water or services is analyzed for each jurisdiction overall in their general plan, and for each specific 
project at the time of approval. To expect MTC or ABAG to fulfill that role is inconsistent with the 
authority of those two agencies and premature. The member agencies (cities and counties) will fulfill 
this responsibility within their general plans and with each land use application.  

CEQA Guidelines section 15125(d) requires that an EIR “discuss any inconsistencies between the 
proposed project and applicable general plans, specific plans, and regional plans” (emphasis added). 
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Although implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment is uncertain, as described in Response 
to Comment 76-2, this response to comment addresses consistency based on the requirements listed 
in the Bay Delta Plan Amendment. The comment does not specify how the proposed Plan would 
conflict with the Bay-Delta Plan Amendments. MTC is not aware of any ways in which the proposed 
Plan would conflict with the Bay-Delta Plan and does not anticipate any such conflicts. For example, 
SFPUC began an Alternative Water Supply Planning Program to acquire other water supplies and 
consider projects that would increase resiliency of the water supply, driven in part by the potential 
water supply limitations that could result from adoption of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment (SFPUC 
2021:766). Therefore, it does not necessarily follow that increased demand for water would conflict 
with the unimpaired flow objective.  

76-5 
Regarding the commenter’s concerns about how jurisdictions may respond to implementation of the 
Bay-Delta Plan Amendment, their comments pertain to potential impacts of the Bay-Delta Plan 
Amendment, not the proposed Plan. The EIR evaluates impacts of the proposed Plan, as required 
under CEQA. Additionally, in the context of a consistency analysis under CEQA Guidelines section 
15125(d), please refer to Response to Comment 76-4 regarding how SFPUC is responding to the 
potential implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment. SFPUC is seeking additional water 
supplies and projects that would increase water supply resiliency. The comments regarding urban 
sprawl, reduction in water supplies, and development moratoria, without support, are speculative. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure PUF-2 would mitigate the potentially significant water supply 
impact from future land use projects by requiring coordination with water suppliers, incorporation of 
on-site water conservation strategies, water budgeting, and incorporation of recycled water for non-
potable use. Regarding, impacts related to implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan, please refer to 
Response to Comment 76-2.  

76-6 
Please refer to Response to Comment 76-2 regarding consideration of the Bay-Delta Plan 
Amendment in the EIR. Note that, in determining that implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan 
Amendment is speculative in its UWMP, SFPUC also considered the Clean Water Act section 401 WQC 
for the Turlock Irrigation District and Modesto Irrigation District Don Pedro Hydroelectric Project and 
La Grange Hydroelectric Project, FERC Project Nos. 2299 and 14581 and found it is “highly uncertain 
whether the WQC [would] be implemented” and “speculative whether the current WQC [would] be 
placed in the FERC licenses and when those licenses would be issued” (SFPUC 2021:7-3 to 7-4). Thus, 
impacts related to the FERC incorporation of the WQC into licenses or finalizing the licenses are 
likewise speculative. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15145, “If, after thorough investigation, a 
Lead Agency finds that a particular impact is too speculative for evaluation, the agency should note 
its conclusions and terminate discussion of the impact.”  

76-7 
Please refer to Response to Comment 76-6, which explains that impacts related to the FERC 
incorporation of the WQC into licenses or finalizing the licenses are speculative, and the CEQA 
requirements to terminate the discussion of the impact in these instances. Further, the CEQA 
Guidelines do not have specific guidance about the content of the regulatory setting; however, CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15125(a) states that, “[t]he description of the environmental setting shall be no 
longer than is necessary to provide an understanding of the significant effects of the proposed project 
and its alternatives.” Because this impact would be speculative, a modification to the environmental 
setting would not further inform the analysis and is not necessary.  
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76-8 
Please refer to Response to Comment 76-2 regarding consideration of the Bay-Delta Plan 
Amendment in the EIR.  

Water supply related impacts are adequately addressed and mitigated by the Draft EIR. Mitigation 
Measure PUF-1(a) requires consideration of the capacity of existing public service or utility infrastructure 
and assigns the relevant service provider or utility with the responsibility for undertaking project-level 
review, as necessary, to provide CEQA clearance for new facilities. Mitigation Measure PUF-1(f) ensures 
that construction impacts of any potential additional water supply facilities will be mitigated as required 
by CEQA. Mitigation Measures PUF-2(a)-(c) provide all feasible mitigation to reduce impacts related to 
water demand potentially exceeding supply. And Mitigation Measure PUF-1(c) requires implementation 
of stormwater control, retention, and infiltration features into transportation projects, naming several 
methods such as vegetated median strips and permeable paving. 

As explained in “Master Response 3: Water Supply” and Response to Comment 76-4, the level of 
analysis provided in the Draft EIR is appropriate for a programmatic analysis. CEQA does not require 
first-tier program EIRs to identify specific sources of water for second-tier individual projects that will 
undergo project specific analysis. (In re Bay-Delta (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143, 1169.) The above measures, 
which will reduce demand, ensure facilities have adequate capacity to accommodate demand, and 
ensure that impacts related to construction of new facilities will be mitigated, adequately address the 
impacts identified and the programmatic analysis provides the level of detail that is possible at this 
first-tier stage of review.  

76-9 
Regarding consideration of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment under Impact PUF-2, please refer to 
response to comment 76-2. The water supply assessment in Impact PUF-2 relies on UWMPs prepared 
by local jurisdictions, including the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission.  

Regarding the statement on Draft EIR page 3.14-43 about water supply assessments, the Draft EIR 
explains on page 3.14-27, under “Water Supply Assessment and Water Supply Verification,” that, “If 
supplies are found to be insufficient to serve the project, the WSA must include plans for acquiring 
sufficient supplies.” As explained in response to comment 76-2, MTC finds discussion of impacts from 
implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan to be speculative under CEQA, such that it need not be 
considered when evaluating the proposed Plan’s impacts on water supply sufficiency. Therefore, the 
evaluation of water supply in the Draft EIR is adequate for the proposed Plan. CEQA Guidelines section 
15126.4(a)(1) notes that mitigation measures must be described for significant impacts. Because the 
impact is speculative, there is no related significant impact to mitigate. Instead, Mitigation Measure 
PUF-2(a), in addition to Mitigation Measures PUF-2(b) and PUF-2(c), address the impacts described 
for Impact PUF-2 in accordance with CEQA requirements. 

76-10 
As explained in Response to Comment 76-2, due to uncertainty about implementation of the Bay-
Delta Plan Amendment, SFPUC provides two scenarios in its 2021 UWMP: one with implementation 
of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment and one without implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan 
Amendment. The commenter references Table 8-3 in SFPUC’s UWMP. To clarify, water supply 
shortages are anticipated in single and multiple dry years only in the scenario that incorporates 
implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment in Table 8-3. The scenario without 
implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment indicates there would be a shortage only in the 
fourth and fifth year of a multiple-dry-years scenario. The EIR concluded that, at a regional level, 
changes in land use projected development from the proposed Plan may result in insufficient water 
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supplies requiring the acquisition of additional water sources and the imposition of conservation 
requirements. The Draft EIR continues by stating: 

Further, as discussed in the “Drought” subsection in Section 3.14-1, “Environmental Setting,” 
California, including the Plan area, may face future water supply challenges associated with 
climate change-related periods of drought. The uncertainty of water supply availability is 
furthered by the Plan's 2050 horizon being 10–15 years further than water agency 2015 UWMPs 
which have a planning horizon of 2035 or 2040. The increase in population-, household-, and 
jobs-related demand on water supply coupled with potentially reoccurring drought conditions 
may result in insufficient water supply to serve the Plan area. 

Regarding consideration of 2020 UWMPs, the Draft EIR’s evaluation of regional water supply is 
adequate under CEQA. The Draft EIR is necessarily written at a programmatic level, as explained in 
response to comments 76-2 and 76-4, given the nature of the proposed Plan. Impact PUF-2, which 
considers sufficiency of water supply, discusses the variety of factors affecting water supply, including 
the need for water conservation efforts, water supply expansion, and new water contracts. And, the 
Draft EIR concludes that the impact would be significant and unavoidable. The UWMPs raised by the 
commenter, though they have been updated, do not change this analysis or the conclusions: 

 SFPUC 2020 UWMP: This UWMP was released in June 2021, the same month as the Draft 
EIR and nine months after the September 2020 release of the NOP. As explained earlier in 
this response to comment, SFPUC’s 2020 UWMP indicates that there would be shortages 
only in multiple dry years without implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment, which 
is consistent with the Draft EIR’s analysis. Response to comment 76-2 explains why the Draft 
EIR does not need to consider implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment and also 
covers a range of water supply scenarios and uncertainties. Therefore, the discussion in the 
Draft EIR is representative of regional water supply conditions. 

 ACWD 2020–2025 UWMP: This UWMP was adopted in May 2021, one month prior to the 
release of the Draft EIR and eight months after the release of the NOP. The Draft EIR relies 
on ACWD’s 2015–2020 UWMP, noting on page 3.14-37 that ACWD “expect[s] demand to 
exceed supply during a single dry year before 2040,” and that ACWD “expect[s] demand to 
exceed supply during multiple dry years before 2040.” This conclusion regarding single dry 
years is still accurate considering the ACWD 2020–2025 UWMP. The ACWD 2020–2025 
UWMP also projects shortages prior to 2040, though it also considers a longer planning 
horizon and also projects shortages in 2045 (ACWD 2021:9-10). The conclusion during 
multiple dry years is likewise still accurate under the ACWD 2020–2025 UWMP in that it 
projects shortages prior to 2040, though it also considers a longer planning horizon and 
projects shortages in some years between 2041 and 2045 in a multiple-dry-year period 
(ACWD 2021:9-11 to 9-15). Therefore, the discussion in the Draft EIR is representative of 
regional water supply conditions. 

 Santa Clara Valley Water District 2020 UWMP: This UWMP was released in June 2021, the 
same month as the Draft EIR and nine months after release of the NOP. The Draft EIR relies 
on SCVWD’s 2015 UWMP. The Draft EIR states on page 3.14-37 that SCVWD “expect[s] 
demand to exceed supply during multiple dry years before 2040.” SCVWD’s 2020 UWMP 
now projects no shortages in supply by 2040 in a multiple dry year scenario and also does 
not project a shortage in 2045 (SCVWD 2021:48). The Draft EIR states on page 3.14-37 that 
SCVWD “expect[s] demand to exceed supply during a single dry year before 2040.” SCVWD’s 
2020 UWMP now projects no shortages in supply by 2040 in the single dry year scenario and 
also does not project a shortage in 2045 (SCVWD 2021:47). The Draft EIR considers a more 
conservative scenario than is presented in the 2020 UWMP for both scenarios because the 
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UWMP does not project shortages, and the Draft EIR evaluates a scenario where SCVWD has 
less water available. Therefore, the Draft EIR does not need to be revised. 

In addition, please see Response to Comment 76-2 and “Master Response 3: Water Supply” for 
discussion of the baseline for environmental analysis of the proposed Plan as it relates to water supply 
and the 2020 UWMPs. 

76-11 
This comment identifies several possible corrections to the EIR, which are addressed individually in 
this response. All changes described in this response are presented in Chapter 3, “Revisions to the 
Draft EIR.” Because the changes made generally correct typographical errors and add minor 
clarifications, none of the revisions affect the analysis or conclusions in the Draft EIR. Therefore, none 
of the revisions require recirculation of the Draft EIR. 

The comment requests an editorial revision regarding the goals of BAWSCA. Page 3.14-2, paragraph 
3, is revised as follows (new text is underlined and deleted text is shown in strikeout): 

The Bay Area Water Supply & Conservation Agency (BAWSCA) was created on May 7, 2003, and 
represents 26 water suppliers that purchase water from the San Francisco Regional Water 
System on a wholesale basis and deliver water to people, businesses, and community 
organizations in San Mateo, Santa Clara, and Alameda Counties. BAWSCA’s goals are to ensure 
a reliable water supply, of high-quality water, and at a fair price for its service areacustomers. 
BAWSCA has the authority to coordinate water conservation, supply, and recycling activities 
for its agencies; acquire water and make it available to other agencies on a wholesale basis; 
finance projects, including improvements to the regional water system; and build facilities 
jointly with other local public agencies or on its own to carry out the agency’s purposes. It 
should be noted that the other water agencies discussed herein contain members of BAWSCA. 

The comment requests correction of a typographical error. Page 3.14-5, paragraph 5, is revised as 
follows: 

The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) operates the Regional Water System, 
which provides water to nearly 2.6 million people within San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara, 
Alameda, and Tuolumne Counties. The Regional Water System consists of more than 280 miles 
of pipeline and 60 miles of tunnels, 11 reservoirs, five pump stations, and two water treatment 
plants. The SFPUC provides water to both retail and wholesale customers (approximately 35 
and 65 percent, respectively) (SFPUC 2016). 

The comment requests a revision related to use of data from SFPUC about gross and nonresidential 
demand in 2015 and requests an update of that data with information from SFPUC’s 2020 UWMP. 
Please refer to response to comment 76-10 regarding the Draft EIR’s consideration of the SFPUC’s 
2020 UWMP. 

The commenter requests a revision to note that the State Water Project delivers water to the Central 
Coast and Southern California regions. MTC respectfully declines to make this revision, as the 
discussion in the Draft EIR appropriately focuses on water imported to the Bay Area. 

The commenter requests correction of a typographical error and makes an editorial suggestion. Page 
3.14-10, paragraph 2, is revised as follows: 

In 2003, ACWD opened the Newark Desalination Facility, the first brackish water desalination 
facility in northern California, with a capacity of 5 mgd, and it doubled the production to 10 
mgd for a total blended production of 12.5 mgd to the distribution system. Eight water 
agencies in the Bay Area (ACWD, BAWSCA, CCWD, EBMUD, MMWD, SFPUC, SCVWD, and 
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Zone 7 Water Agency) are working together to investigate opportunities for collaboration. The 
purpose of this planning effort, known as Bay Area Regional Reliability (BARR), is to identify 
projects and processes to enhance water supply reliability across the region, leverage existing 
infrastructure investments, facilitate water transfers during critical shortages, and improve 
climate change resiliency. Projects to be considered will include interagency interties and 
pipelines, treatment plant improvements and expansion, groundwater management and 
recharge, potable reuse, desalination, and water transfers. While no specific capacity or supply 
has been identified, this program may result in additional of future supplies that would benefit 
Bay Area Customers (Brown and Caldwell 2017). 

The commenter suggests addition of footnotes to Tables 3.14-2 and 3.14-3 that specify the accounting 
for supply and demand among shared customers. While there may be overlap in Table 3.14-2, there is 
no “double counting” because the tables do provide a “total” that aggregates the supply and demand 
figures. Regarding Table 3.14-3, there is no quantification provided, and so there is no “double 
counting.” Therefore, the requested revision has not been made. 

The commenter requests correction of typographical errors. Page 3.14-14, paragraph 7, has been 
revised as follows: 

Urbanized and unincorporated areas of cities and counties throughout the Bay Area provide 
wastewater treatment facilities. These facilities include systems made up of pipelines, 
pipepump stations, interceptor stations, and discharge stations. Treatment plants send 
wastewater through up to three treatment processes (primary, secondary, tertiary) depending 
on treatment requirements established by the pertinent RWQCB for the particular plant. The 
level of treatment is often dictated by where treated effluent is discharged (land, water body) 
and if there is an end use that requires higher treatment levels (recycling). Many of the Bay 
Area’s wastewater treatment plants include primary and secondary treatment for wastewater, 
as well as recycled water programs that require tertiary treatment. In many cases, secondary 
effluent is discharged into the San Francisco Bay, and wastewater from Solano County is 
pumped into the Delta. Wastewater is also recycled for other uses, such as agriculture, 
irrigation, or landscaping. Treatment requirements are promulgated by the RWQCB and are 
typically reviewed, along with treatment capacity, every 5 years. As a result of this process, 
planning and upgrading of treatment plants is an ongoing process for each plant. 

The commenter notes that CMSA has a larger service area than is listed in the Draft EIR and notes 
that RVSD is not a treatment agency. The commenter also notes that there are other wastewater 
collection agencies that convey wastewater to CMSA that are not listed as treatment agencies. The 
following revision has been made to Table 3.14-4 to reflect the members of the CMSA: 

Central Marin Sanitation Agency City San Rafael and Towns of Corte Madera and FairfaxService areas of Sanitary District 
No. 2, San Rafael Sanitation District, Ross Valley Sanitary District 

The commenter requests correction of an inaccuracy. Page 3.14-34, paragraph 3, has been revised as 
follows: 

The California Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (MWELO) sets restrictions on 
outdoor landscaping. The Bay Area contains several local agencies under the MWELO that 
require project applicants to prepare plans consistent with the requirements of the MWELO 
for review and approval. The MWELO was most recently updated by DWR and approved by 
the California Water Commission on July 15, 2015. All provisions became effective on February 
1, 2016. The revisions, which apply to new construction with a landscape area greater than 500 
square feet, reduced the allowable coverage of high-water-use plants to 25 percent of the 
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landscaped area. The MWELO also requires use of a dedicated landscape meter on landscape 
areas for residential landscape areas greater than 5,000 square feet or nonresidential 
landscape areas greater than 1,000 square feet, it and requires weather-based irrigation 
controllers or soil moisture–based controllers or other self-adjusting irrigation controllers for 
irrigation scheduling in all irrigation systems. Local agencies must either adopt the MWELO or 
may adopt a more stringent local ordinances if they are at least as effective in conserving water 
as MWELO. 

The commenter requests clarification of a footnote of Table 3.14-8. Table 3.14-8 has been revised as 
follows: 

2 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission is a wholesale water provider to BAWSCA 
member agencies; however, the agencies' service populations are listed separately. 

This comment also reiterates the claim that the Draft EIR must be recirculated. Revisions have been 
made in response to this comment for comments 76-3 and 76-11, which address recirculation claims. 
Revisions were not made in response to any other comments in this letter. CEQA does not require 
recirculation of the Draft EIR because those responses do not add significant new information to the 
EIR (the criteria for recirculation), as defined in Section 15088.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines. Please 
refer to Responses to Comments 76-3 and 76-11 for a discussion of why recirculation is not required in 
response to those comments. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 77 
Robert Brasher 
July 19, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

77-1 
The state has changed the CEQA requirements regarding traffic congestion and regional and local 
agencies are now generally prohibited from considering congestion as an environmental impact. 
Environmental impacts of transportation are discussed in Draft EIR section 3.15, “Transportation” and 
are generally focused on the proposed Plan’s ability to reduce VMT. Refer to TRA-2 in the Draft EIR for 
a discussion on the proposed Plan’s ability to reduce VMT.  

The proposed Plan includes a series of strategies, including Strategy T05 and T06, to optimize the 
existing transportation system. Strategy T05, “Implement Per-Mile Tolling on Congested Freeways 
with Transit Alternatives” would apply a per-mile charge on auto travel on select congested freeway 
corridors where transit alternatives exist. Strategy T06 is comprised of projects and programs to 
address key highway bottlenecks, including the Bay Area Forward program. Bay Area Forward is a 
regional program that would implement initiatives to maximize the efficiency of freeway and arterial 
systems. Example Bay Area Forward program initiatives include implementation of toll bridge 
corridor "forward" programs, adaptive ramp metering, adaptive signal timing with transit signal 
priority, bus on shoulder lanes, congestion pricing on toll bridge corridors, arterial first and last mile 
solutions, and shared mobility pilot deployments. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 78 
Chris Bronsan 
July 19, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

78-1 
The commenter expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and 
does not raise concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. See 
“Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” for a discussion related to how population projections 
were developed for the proposed Plan and "Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority" 
for a discussion of local control over density, housing, and development. See “Master Response 3: 
Water Supply” for a discussion related to drought. Please see Section 3.14 of the Draft EIR, “Public 
Utilities and Facilities,” for the effects of the proposed Plan on utilities, including water supply and 
solid waste.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 79 
Catalysts for Local Control 
Richard Johnson 
July 19, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

79-1 
See “Master Response 3: Water Supply” for a discussion related to the drought.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 80 
City of Burlingame 
Syed Murtuza 
July 19, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

80-1 
The commenter indicates the Draft EIR inadequately considers the proposed Plan’s impacts on the 
region’s water supply. This topic is addressed specifically in the following comments and responses. 
Please also see the responses to Comment Letter 76, which was submitted by BAWSCA. For the 
reasons stated in responses to Comment Letter 76, recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required 
under CEQA. See Response to Comment 80-11 for additional discussion related to recirculation of 
the Draft EIR. 

80-2 
See Response to Comment 76-2 for a discussion related to inclusion of the Bay-Delta Plan into the 
Draft EIR. 

80-3 
See Response to Comment 76-3 for a discussion related to inclusion of the Bay-Delta Plan into Section 
3.10 of the Draft EIR, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” and the requested text change. 

80-4 
See Response to Comment 76-4 for a discussion related to the impacts of the Bay-Delta Plan. 

80-5 
See Response to Comment 76-5 for a discussion related to compliance with the Bay-Delta Plan and 
resulting environmental impacts. See also Master Response 3: “Water Supply” for relevant discussion. 

80-6 
See Response to Comment 76-6 for a discussion related to FERC licensing and certification for New 
Don Pedro Reservoir.  

80-7 
See Responses to Comments 76-6 and 76-7 for discussion related to FERC licensing and certification 
for New Don Pedro Reservoir.  

80-8 
See Response to Comment 76-8 for a discussion related to comments on Impact PUF-1 and Mitigation 
Measure PUF-1(A). 

80-9 
See Response to Comment 76-9 for a discussion related to comments on Impact PUF-2 and Mitigation 
Measure PUF-2(A). 

80-10 
See Response to Comment 76-10 for a discussion related to the 2020 UWMPs. 
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80-11 
Recirculation of a draft EIR is required when significant new information is added to the EIR. Examples 
of “significant new information” are defined in the CEQA Guidelines under Section 15088.5(a) as 
follows: 

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new 
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.  

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless 
mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.  

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others 
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the 
project’s proponents decline to adopt it.  

(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that 
meaningful public review and comment were precluded.  

Examples of such instances include identification of a new significant environmental impact, 
identification of a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact that cannot be 
mitigated, and consideration of a considerably different feasible alternative or mitigation measure 
than was considered in the EIR for an unmitigated effect, but that is not adopted. Recirculation is not 
required when information added to an EIR clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant modifications. 
The revisions described in the responses to the letter merely add information regarding the Bay-Delta 
Plan Amendment and do not change the project impact analysis or conclusions. Furthermore, as 
explained in Response to Comment 76-2, the EIR accounts for the Bay-Delta Plan Amendments 
indirectly through consideration of uncertainties around water supply impacts. Therefore, 
recirculation is not required. Because the responses to the referenced comments, 80-1 through 80-11, 
do not present any new significant information or substantial evidence of new significant information, 
recirculation is not required.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 81 
City of Fremont 
Hans F. Larsen, Public Works Director 
July 19, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

81-1 
This is a comment expressing support for the State Route 262 Safety and Interchange Improvement 
project included as part of Strategy T06, “Improve Interchanges and Address Highway Bottlenecks” 
and identified as RTPID #21-T06-046 in the Plan Bay Area 2050 Transportation Project List found on 
the Plan Bay Area website at www.planbayarea.org/reports. The SR 262 project was also included in 
Alternative 2 - HRA Focus Alternative but was removed from Alternative 1 - TRA Focus Alternative 
because of a modification to Strategy T06 to remove $3.4 billion in funding for interchange expansion 
projects, discussed under section 4.3.2 of the Draft EIR. Potential environmental impacts of the SR 262 
project, along with the proposed Plan’s other transportation projects and programs, are disclosed, 
programmatically, throughout Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 

http://www.planbayarea.org/reports
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Letter 82 
Cloverdale Racheria 
Patricia Hermosillo, Tribal Chairperson 
July 19, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

82-1 
The commenter is correct, as noted under section 2.2 of the Draft EIR, “The proposed Plan includes a 
fiscally constrained list of transportation projects and programs that are eligible for future federal and 
State funding but does not allocate funds to any specific transportation project or program.” See 
Response to Comment 94-1 for a discussion related to SMART extensions within the proposed Plan.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 83 
Contra Costa County 
John Kopchik, Director 
July 19, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

83-1 
The comment includes introductory information and refers to Attachment A for general comments 
on the Draft Plan Bay Area 2050. See Responses to Comment 83-2 to 83-6. 

83-2 
The commenter expresses comments and concerns regarding the proposed Plan, including the 
Executive Summary, Housing, and Economy chapters. The Plan Bay Area 2050 Implementation Plan 
focuses on short-term, tangible actions that ABAG, MTC and their partners can take to realize the 
proposed Plan’s vision. The comments do not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the 
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. The comments are noted for consideration 
during Plan review.  

83-3 
The commenter addresses the Transportation chapter of the Draft Plan Bay Area 2050. Please see the 
Plan Bay Area 2050 Transportation Project List found on the Plan Bay Area website at 
www.planbayarea.org/reports for additional detail on transportation investments included in the 
fiscally constrained Plan. Also see “Master Response 7: Fiscally Constrained Transportation Project 
List,” for discussion related to these comments. The comments are noted for consideration during 
Plan review.  

83-4 
The commenter addresses the Environment chapter of the Draft Plan Bay Area 2050 and includes 
suggestions for modifications. As noted on page 3.6-39 of the Draft EIR, Strategy EN02 and Strategy 
EN03 propose additional building retrofits on existing residential and commercial properties that 
would increase energy efficiency. 

83-5 
The commenter addresses the Technical Assumptions Report of the Draft Plan Bay Area 2050. The 
comment is noted. 

83-6 
The commenter questions why the No Project Alternative results in a higher household growth in 
Contra Costa relative to the proposed Plan. The proposed Plan and the three alternatives analyzed in 
the Draft EIR all use the same baseline data, model framework, and methodology to arrive at unique 
forecasted development patterns by simulating the cumulative effects of implementing specified 
housing and economic strategies. As stated in Section 2.2 of the Draft EIR, “Proposed Plan:” 

The land use strategies along with specific geographic areas—known as growth 
geographies—work in tandem to focus housing and job growth into existing 
communities well serviced by the transportation network, as well as communities with 
well-resourced schools and easy access to jobs, parks and other amenities. This core 
strategy is known as the “focused growth” strategy. 

http://www.planbayarea.org/reports
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The No Project Alternative does not assume strategies to focus housing growth into the growth 
geographies. As stated under Section 4.3.1 of the Draft EIR: 

Unlike the proposed Plan, the No Project Alternative includes no regional strategies to 
focus growth in specific geographic areas within the region. Instead, growth would 
occur consistent with current general plans and zoning, and without consideration of 
a consolidated strategy that considers all nine counties and 101 cities in the Bay Area.  

In this case, a lack of strategies such as H3, H4, or H5 under the No Project Alternative leads to a unique 
forecasted development pattern and Contra Costa County is forecasted to take on a greater share of 
regional housing demand, consistent with historic trends. As shown in Table 4-2 of the Draft EIR, the 
share of forecasted 2050 households in Contra Costa increases from 14 percent in the proposed Plan 
to 17 percent in the No Project Alternative.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan.  
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Letter 84 
Ferenc LK 
July 19, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

84-1 
The proposed Plan’s potential to affect emergency response plans or emergency evacuation plans is 
discussed under Impact HAZ-6 in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR, “Hazards and Wildfire.” Mitigation 
Measure HAZ-6 addresses the need for adequate emergency access through continued participation 
in MTC’s 2018 San Francisco Bay Area Regional Transportation Emergency Management Plan. The 
analysis in the Draft EIR is programmatic, and as a result, specific details regarding location-specific 
evacuations are not known at this time. For this reason, the impact discussions in the Draft EIR are 
general. See the discussion of programmatic assessment of potential impacts on page ES-3 of the 
Executive Summary in the Draft EIR. As noted in that discussion, the analysis in this EIR does not 
evaluate project-specific impacts of individual projects, although it provides environmental analysis 
and mitigation that is intended to address the range of impacts that may be associated with 
individual projects. This approach does not relieve local jurisdictions of responsibility for determining 
whether project-specific impacts require additional CEQA analysis. The mitigation measure would 
require individual projects to ensure that future development would not impair implementation of, 
or physically interfere with, an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. 
Regarding emergency response in the Town of Moraga City, please see the Emergency Operations 
Plan, which is located on the Moraga Police Department’s website at, 
www.moraga.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/513/Moraga-Emergency-Operations-Plan-PDF.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 

https://www.moraga.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/513/Moraga-Emergency-Operations-Plan-PDF
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Letter 85 
Grassetti Environmental Consulting 
Richard Grassetti, Principal 
July 19, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

85-1 
The comment introduces a series of comments that are addressed in the following responses. Please 
see Responses to Comments 85-2 to 85-77. 

85-2 
See “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” for a discussion related to the development, use, 
and legal requirements associated with the growth assumptions included in the Draft EIR, including 
the need to provide sufficient housing for the region's forecasted growth so commuting into the Bay 
Area is not increased. See “Master Response 2: COVID-19 Pandemic Considerations” for a discussion 
related to how changes in behavior related to the pandemic, including changes in commute options 
and preferences, were considered in preparation of the proposed Plan and could be incorporated into 
future versions of Plan Bay Area.  

Regarding the request for a range of error associated with the growth projections, the projections are 
informed predictions based on the various economic and demographic forecasts described in Master 
Response 1. While MTC understands the commenter’s request, there are virtually limitless possible 
future growth outcomes, based on the many factors that will shape the future. Changes to the 
underlying basis of the predictions, or external factors, will change the forecasts. The forecasted 
growth projections are reasonable, as discussed in Master Response 1. The proposed Plan is intended 
to provide for a reasonable growth forecast and a proposed development pattern that can 
accommodate the growth forecast in a way that reduces GHG emissions. The EIR analyzes the 
potential impacts associated with implementing the proposed Plan's development pattern, in 
compliance with CEQA. See Draft EIR Chapter 3, Sections 3.1 through 3.15 for discussions disclosing 
the impacts. As described in CEQA Guidelines Section 15144, “Drafting an EIR…necessarily involves 
some degree of forecasting. While forecasting the unforeseeable is not possible, an agency must use 
its best efforts to find out and disclose all that it reasonably can.” MTC has fulfilled this requirement, in 
the Draft EIR, in the discussion in Master Response 1, and in the supporting documentation for Plan 
Bay Area 2050 (see https://www.planbayarea.org/2050-plan/plan-bay-area-2050-blueprint).  

Regarding assumptions associated with the cumulative analysis, population projections 
contemplated for adjoining jurisdictions (i.e., surrounding counties), is derived from the California 
Department of Finance, as indicated in the notes of Table 5-1. Chapter 7 of the Draft EIR, “References,” 
contains the full citation for this source. Reference material used to prepare the Draft EIR was available 
upon request from MTC during the public comment period as required by CEQA Guidelines Section 
15087[c][5]). 

Please see “Master Response 4: EIR Alternatives” for a discussion related to alternatives that 
contemplate different growth scenarios. 

85-3 
Section 4.7 of the Draft EIR, “Ability to Meet Project Objectives,” provides an overview of how the 
proposed Plan and Plan alternatives would meet the project objectives. As discussed, the proposed 
Plan would house 100 percent of the region’s projected growth (see page 4-87 of the Draft EIR); would 
ensure sufficient housing options for current and future Bay Area residents and workers through 

https://www.planbayarea.org/2050-plan/plan-bay-area-2050-blueprint
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implementation of strategies that plan for sufficient housing at all income levels, lower transportation 
costs for those that are most burdened, and universal basic income provisions (pages 4-88 and 4-89 
of the Draft EIR); and would conserve the region’s natural resources, open space, clean water, and 
clean air (page 4-93 of the Draft EIR). The proposed Plan includes strategies to ensure that there is an 
affordable home for every low-income Bay Area households by the year 2050. Housing Element 
strategies H02, H04, and H05 would yield sufficient affordable housing to meet that threshold, helping 
to bring down housing costs for low-income Bay Area households to a greater degree than the region 
at large. The proposed Plan would meet all of the project objectives. MTC does not concur that 
changes to the document are required. It should be noted that the Plan development process, as 
described in Draft EIR section 1.7.5 and Response to Comment 8-1 of this Final EIR, included the 18-
month Horizon initiative. Conducted from spring 2018 to fall 2019, the Horizon initiative was a 
predecessor initiative to the proposed Plan. Horizon explored a suite of strategies to ensure a more 
resilient and equitable future in the face of uncertainty and considered how the Bay Area would 
achieve project objectives.  

See “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” for a discussion related to development of the 
growth assumptions for the proposed Plan. 

85-4 
The comment correctly notes that the Draft EIR analyzes two action alternatives in detail. See “Master 
Response 4: EIR Alternatives” for a discussion related to the CEQA requirements for an alternatives 
analysis as well as the alternatives that were considered for evaluation. As noted in Draft EIR Chapter 
4, “Alternatives to the Proposed Plan,” alternatives were considered during scoping of the proposed 
Plan, including suggestions from stakeholders. As explained in Chapter 4, an EIR need not consider 
every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially 
feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public participation. An EIR is not 
required to consider alternatives that are infeasible. Each of the alternatives is constrained by the 
same planning assumptions as the proposed Plan and housing units maintain the same regional 
growth forecasts—population, employment, households—and maintains the same forecast of 
reasonably available transportation revenues. In addition, the proposed Plan is obligated to set forth 
a forecasted development pattern for the region that includes the Regional Housing Control Total. 
Therefore, an alternative that substantially changes growth scenarios is not feasible.  

The commenter also suggests changes to proposed Plan strategies EN01 and EN05. The proposed 
Plan is supportive of many of the commenter’s recommendations. Regarding Strategy EN01 and 
prioritizing nature-based adaptation measures, the Draft Plan Bay Area 2050 states on page 91: 

While there is still important research to be done to understand the appropriateness and 
efficacy of various adaptation measures, Plan Bay Area 2050 emphasizes nature-based 
interventions, such as restoring degraded marshes or implementing ecotone levees — 
physical structures that protect communities and provide surface area where shoreline 
vegetation and habitats can slowly migrate up slope over time. These natural interventions 
have ecological benefits beyond stemming the impacts of sea level rise, as marshlands provide 
animal habitats, restore ecosystems and purify water. 

Similarly, the Draft Plan Bay Area 2050 states on page 91 that, “Plan Bay Area 2050 adds its efforts to 
an existing regional goal of restoring 100,000 acres of marsh.” 

The Draft Plan Bay Area 2050 highlights the specific ways MTC and ABAG can advance action 
including supporting adaptation planning at the local level and improving the Priority Conservation 
Area program to better prioritize the most critical areas for conservation. See page 145 of the Draft 
Plan Bay Area 2050 for a full list of the actions. 
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Regarding the environmentally superior alternative, please see Master Response 4. Please see also 
Responses to Comments 85-69 and 108-9 for further discussions relevant to the alternative suggested 
by this commenter. 

85-5 
The comment correctly states that the Draft EIR includes a range of mitigation measures that would 
require implementation by a city or county associated with approval of a specific project. This is 
because MTC does not have the authority to approve land use projects that may be proposed, even if 
they are consistent with the proposed Plan. Please see “Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and 
Authority” for discussion related to the lead agency’s roles. 

Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR contains a programmatic and comprehensive analysis of the potential 
environmental effects of the proposed Plan. As noted in the EIR, MTC and ABAG cannot require local 
implementing agencies to adopt the identified mitigation measures, and it is ultimately the 
responsibility of a lead agency to determine and adopt mitigation. The Draft EIR is considered a 
program EIR, as defined by CEQA Guidelines Section 15168. Program EIRs are first-tier documents; that 
is, they are used to consider approval of an overall plan or other program. When subsequent projects 
are proposed consistent with the approved plan, they are evaluated to determine if the program EIR 
adequately addressed the impacts and mitigation measures associated with the subsequent project, 
and whether additional CEQA compliance is necessary. If a later activity would have effects that were 
not examined in the program EIR, a project-specific CEQA document must be prepared. The project-
level CEQA documents may incorporate by reference general discussions from the broader EIR and 
focus on the impacts of the individual projects that implement the plan, program, or policy. Projects 
proposed subsequent to this program EIR would be required to either demonstrate that they have 
adopted the mitigation measures presented in this draft EIR and have effectively reduced potential 
impacts or undergo additional CEQA review. The CEQA statutes that authorize tiering for later transit 
priority projects consistent with the RTP/SCS specifically contemplate future environmental review 
incorporate “feasible” mitigation measures, as do the CEQA Guidelines for tiering from a program EIR. 
(See Public Resources Codes section 21155.2. (a) [A transit priority project that has incorporated all 
feasible mitigation measures, performance standards, or criteria set forth in the prior applicable 
environmental impact reports and adopted in findings made pursuant to Section 21081, shall be 
eligible for [streamlined environmental review]”]; see also CEQA Guidelines section 15168, subdivision 
(c)(3) ["[a]n agency shall incorporate feasible mitigation measures and alternatives developed in the 
program EIR into later activities in the program."].) 

The analysis in the Draft EIR complies with MTC and ABAG’s obligation to disclose potential impacts 
and identify feasible mitigation measures. The programmatic analysis in the Draft EIR does not allow 
for a precise description of the details of project-specific impacts or mitigation, because details related 
to the location, size, design, or setting of specific projects are unknown and therefore a meaningful 
evaluation could not occur at this time. The EIR discloses a menu of potential mitigation measures 
that could be applied at the project-level; however, for the reasons stated above, MTC acknowledges 
that application of such measures would be the responsibility of the lead agency conducting 
environmental review under CEQA. 

As a result, there is inherent uncertainty in the degree of mitigation that would ultimately be 
implemented to reduce potentially significant impacts identified in the Draft EIR. Consequently, the 
Draft EIR acknowledges this in its post-mitigation significance conclusions (i.e., concluding that 
feasible mitigation may not be sufficient) and discloses that potentially significant environmental 
impacts may be unavoidable, where appropriate. (See King & Gardiner Farms, LLC v. County of 
Kern (2020) 45 Cal.App.5th 814, 865-867 [with respect to mitigation measures of uncertain 
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effectiveness, a lead agency must identify and explain the uncertainty].) If a potentially significant 
environmental effect cannot be feasibly mitigated with certainty, the Draft EIR identifies it as 
potentially significant.  

The comment also suggests that mitigations measures identified in the Draft EIR would themselves 
result in impacts not addressed in the Draft EIR, but does not identify any such mitigation measure 
or impacts, and thus cannot be responded to in this respect. The comment is noted for consideration 
during project review. 

85-6 
The analysis presented in the Draft EIR identifies and focuses on the significant direct and indirect 
environmental effects from the adoption and implementation of the proposed Plan, including those 
related to sea level rise and the integration of sea level rise infrastructure projects into the proposed 
Plan. The analysis considers the short-term and long-term effects of the proposed Plan based on 
construction and operational assumptions. Please see Response to Comment 85-8 and “Master 
Response 5: Sea Level Rise.”  

85-7 
See “Master Response 5: Sea Level Rise” for a discussion related to the comment. 

85-8 
As described on pages 2-17 and 2-18 of the Draft EIR (“Project Description”), sea walls account for just 
6 percent of the sea level rise adaptation infrastructure footprint and are typically used on highly 
developed shorelines where impacts on wetlands would be minimal. Horizontal levees account for 58 
percent of the sea level rise adaptation infrastructure footprint. Horizontal levees can attenuate waves 
and provide a wetland-upland transition zone for marshland and species to migrate upslope. 
Traditional levees make up 30 percent of the total sea level rise adaptation infrastructure footprint. 
Because construction of these infrastructure archetypes may result in earthmoving activities, 
mitigation for impacts on wetlands would be required pursuant to Mitigation Measure BIO-2, on 
pages 3.5-48 through 3.5-50 of the Draft EIR, such that there would be no net loss of wetlands. As 
described in Mitigation Measure BIO-2, a biological resource assessment would be required for all sea 
level rise adaptation infrastructure projects to determine whether impacts on wetlands would occur. 
Mitigation Measure BIO-2 specifically states that mitigation would be required to “avoid and minimize 
direct and indirect adverse effects on State- or federally protected wetlands….” Additionally, the 
impact discussion regarding sea level rise adaptation infrastructure on pages 3.5-46 and 3.5-47 of the 
Draft EIR states that sea level rise adaptation infrastructure could have the potential to affect wetlands 
and other waters directly or indirectly.  

See the discussion of programmatic assessment of potential impacts on page ES-3 of the Executive 
Summary in the Draft EIR. As noted in that discussion, the analysis in this EIR does not evaluate 
project-specific impacts of individual projects, although it provides environmental analysis and 
mitigation that is intended to address the range of impacts that may be associated with individual 
projects. This approach does not relieve local jurisdictions of responsibility for determining whether 
project-specific impacts require additional CEQA analysis. However, to provide additional details 
regarding the potential indirect impact mechanisms resulting from construction of sea level rise 
adaptation infrastructure archetypes, the “Sea Level Rise Adaptation Impacts" discussion on page 3.5-
47 of the Draft EIR has been clarified. The clarification amplifies and adds detail to the existing 
discussion in the Draft EIR. Because the Draft EIR discloses that sea level rise adaptation infrastructure 
could have potentially significant direct or indirect impacts on wetlands (Draft EIR, pp. 3.5-46 to 3.5-
47), the revision does not identify a new or substantially more severe impact. These edits do not alter 
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the conclusions with respect to the significance of any environmental impact, because they add 
additional detail to an impact already included in the Draft EIR. 

The “Sea Level Rise Adaptation Impacts” discussion on pages 3.5-46 and 3.5-47 of the Draft EIR is 
revised as follows (new text is underlined and deleted text is shown in strikeout):  

Potential effects of sea level rise adaptation infrastructure projects on wetlands and other 
waters are generally similar to those described above for land use development under the 
proposed Plan. In this case, most impacts on wetlands and other waters would occur in 
association with sea level rise adaptation infrastructure projects that would result in 
earthmoving activities (e.g., elevated highway/roadway, levees, sea walls, tidal gates) in areas 
that contain or are adjacent to wetlands or other waters. Additionally, w While marshland 
restoration projects would likely result in an overall beneficial impact on wetlands and other 
waters, these projects could also result in temporary adverse effects on these resources. 
Additionally, if sea walls or levees are sited in areas containing or adjacent to wetland habitat 
(e.g., estuarine and marine wetlands), indirect effects on these resources may occur, including 
disruption of the existing hydrology of these habitats. 

Adverse effects on State- and federally protected wetlands would be addressed, if feasible, through 
avoidance of these resources. Where avoidance is not possible, and in accordance with USACE, 
EPA, USFWS, RWQCB, and CDFW guidelines, a standard of “no net loss” of wetland acreage and 
value is required. Mitigation for wetland impacts would be based on project-specific wetland 
mitigation plans, subject to approval by USACE, RWQCB, CDFW, BCDC, and CCC where applicable. 
Impacts on jurisdictional waters would be potentially significant (PS).  

85-9 
Recirculation of a draft EIR is required when significant new information is added to the EIR. Examples 
of “significant new information” are defined in the CEQA Guidelines under Section 15088.5(a) as 
follows: 

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new 
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.  

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless 
mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.  

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others 
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the 
project’s proponents decline to adopt it.  

(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that 
meaningful public review and comment were precluded.  

Because the responses to the referenced comments, 85-1 through 85-8 and revisions do not present 
any new significant information or substantial evidence of new significant information as defined in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required. The revisions and 
clarifications amplify and add detail to the existing discussion in the Draft EIR. The revisions no not 
identify a new or substantially more severe impact. These edits do not alter the conclusions with 
respect to the significance of any environmental impact, because they add additional detail to an 
impact already included in the Draft EIR. 
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85-10 
All of the mitigation measures included in the Draft EIR are considered implementable by local lead 
agencies. Table ES-1 presents a summary of the impacts and mitigation measures that are presented 
in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR. The “Significance after Mitigation” column presents the post-mitigation 
conclusion under two column headings. The column labeled “with MM” assumes that mitigation 
measures are implemented by the local agency approving the future proposed project. The column 
labeled “without MM” assumes that some or all of the listed mitigation measure(s) are not 
implemented because MTC and ABAG cannot require local implementing agencies to adopt 
mitigation measure(s). The “with MM” column in Table ES-1 reflects the significance after mitigation, 
as explained in the discussions included for each impact in Draft EIR sections 3.2 through 3.15. See 
Response to Comment 85-5 for a discussion related to the level of specificity needed in a program EIR 
as it relates to mitigation measures.  

85-11 
This comment states that the Draft EIR does not address indirect impacts on marshlands resulting 
from sea level rise adaptation infrastructure. See Response to Comment 85-8. Additionally, this 
comment states that the lead agencies do not have the ability to enforce the mitigation measures 
included in the Draft EIR. See Response to Comment 85-5. As explained on Draft EIR pages 3.5-39 and 
3.5-44, to the extent that a local agency requires an individual project to implement all feasible 
mitigation measures described in Mitigation Measures BIO-1(a) and BIO-1(b), Impacts BIO-1(a) and 
BIO-1(b) would be less than significant with mitigation. Further, because Mitigation Measure BIO-1(b) 
is tied to existing regulations that are law and binding on responsible agencies and project sponsors, 
it is reasonable to determine that they would be implemented. (Oakland Heritage Alliance v. City of 
Oakland (2011) 195 Cal.App.4th 884, 906.) Regarding Impact BIO-5, the Draft EIR states that projects 
taking advantage of the CEQA streamlining provisions of SB 375 (PRC Sections 21155.1, 21155.2, and 
21159.28) must apply Mitigation Measure BIO-5, as applicable, to address site-specific conditions. 
However, the Draft EIR acknowledges that MTC/ABAG cannot require local implementing agencies 
to adopt the mitigation measures, and it is ultimately the responsibility of a lead agency to determine 
and adopt mitigation. Impact BIO-5 is identified as significant and unavoidable for purposes of this 
program-level review. 

85-12 
The comment suggests that the proposed Plan would not be able to achieve GHG reduction targets, 
because the proposed Plan is not enforceable, and that the proposed Plan will result in population 
increase. The proposed Plan details housing and economic strategies (“land use”) to invest $702 billion 
in expected revenues to accommodate 2.7 million new persons, 1.4 million new households, 1.5 new 
forecasted housing units, and 1.4 million new jobs between 2015 and 2050. MTC and ABAG do not have 
land use authority over the projected growth. The proposed Plan includes advisory strategies for 
consideration by those nine counties and 101 cities that would consider future development 
applications. See “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” for a discussion regarding growth 
and "Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority" for a discussion of land use authority.  

The comment expresses concern that the Plan would not result in a 19-percent reduction in GHG 
emissions because MTC has limited authority over local land use. As discussed on pages 3.6-17 and 
3.6-18 of Section 3.6, “Climate Change, Greenhouse Gases, and Energy,” of the Draft EIR, the California 
Air Resources Board (CARB) set emission reduction targets for metropolitan planning organizations 
across the state, and MTC’s target for per-capita emissions from automobiles and light trucks in the 
Bay Area is a 19-percent reduction below 2005 levels by 2035. Impact GHG-2 found that Plan Bay Area 
2050 would not conflict with achieving this target. Refer to the calculation methodology presented 
on pages 3.6-34 through 3.6-36, which explains how the motor vehicle emissions affected by the Plan 
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were calculated. The Plan includes a land use development pattern and transportation projects that, 
as proposed, would result in at least a 19-percent reduction in per-capita CO2e emissions from 2005 to 
2035. This is consistent with the statutory mandate that the RTP/SCS must meet CARB’s GHG emission 
reduction target “if implemented.” (Gov. Code, § 65080(b)(2)(J)(ii); see also Bay Area Citizens v. 
Association of Bay Area Governments (2016) 248 Cal.App.4th 966, 982.) ABAG and MTC cannot 
mandate local implementation; rather, MTC and ABAG set forth a development pattern that, if 
implemented by local jurisdictions, will achieve the CARB greenhouse gas reduction targets. (Gov. 
Code, § 65080, subd. (b)(2)(K).) 

With respect to MTC’s level of land use authority, see “Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and 
Authority” for a discussion related to the comment. MTC is required by CARB to make a plan to achieve 
the SB 375 reduction targets in the SCS. As discussed under Impact GHG-2, MTC demonstrated that 
the Plan would reduce emissions by 19 percent if implemented.  

85-13 
The comment questions the conclusions regarding erosion, but no specific comments associated 
with the Draft EIR analysis are provided. As discussed under Impact GEO-5 (Result in substantial soil 
erosion or the loss of topsoil), State and federal requirements, such as the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System and California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen) requirements, have 
been designed to prevent or reduce discharges of sediment through best management practices, 
thereby substantially eliminating or reducing the potential for environmental effects related to 
erosion. The cumulative effects on erosion are presented under the subheading “Geology, Seismicity, 
and Mineral Resources,” on page 5-16 of the Draft EIR. As discussed, the effects of erosion occur 
independently of one another, related to site-specific and project-specific characteristics and 
conditions.  

85-14 
The comment questions the conclusions regarding groundwater recharge, but no specific comments 
associated with the Draft EIR analysis are provided. As stated under Impact Hydro-2, implementation 
of the proposed Plan’s forecasted land use development pattern, sea level rise adaptation 
infrastructure, and transportation projects could increase the total amount of impervious surfaces in 
the region and, as a result, redirect precipitation that might otherwise recharge groundwater. 
However, existing regulatory requirements at the local, State, and federal level include measures to 
minimize any increases in off-site stormwater runoff by encouraging on-site infiltration, which would 
effectively minimize the potential reduction in groundwater recharge to an acceptable level. 
Therefore, for this and the other reasons stated on pages 3.10-24 through 3.10-34, the proposed Plan 
would have a less–than-significant (LTS) impact.  

While the comment correctly states that MTC generally lacks authority to impose or implement 
mitigation strategies, existing regulations would reduce impacts related to groundwater recharge to 
a less-than-significant level. The discussion of cumulative effects on hydrology and water quality are 
included in Draft EIR Chapter 5, “Other CEQA-Mandated Sections.” 

85-15 
The comment is correct in stating that the Plan would increase aircraft noise and that impacts related 
to aircraft noise would be significant. As noted in Impact NOISE-4, starting on last paragraph of page 
3.12-38: 

Because implementation of the proposed Plan’s land use development pattern could 
potentially result in land use development being located in close proximity to existing airports 
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such that applicable exterior and interior noise thresholds would be exceeded. This would be 
a potentially significant (PS) impact. 

Additionally, the proposed mitigation under Mitigation Measure Noise-4 would reduce some noise 
associated with aircraft, but as noted on the last paragraph of page 3.13-39: 

Projects taking advantage of the CEQA streamlining provisions of SB 375 (PRC Sections 21155.1, 
21155.2, and 21159.28) must apply the mitigation measures described above, as applicable, to 
address site-specific conditions. However, MTC/ABAG cannot require local implementing 
agencies to adopt the above mitigation measures, and it is ultimately the responsibility of a 
lead agency to determine and adopt mitigation. Therefore, this impact would be significant 
and unavoidable (SU) for purposes of this program-level review. 

85-16 
Impact PUF-2 addresses water supply impacts associated with the proposed Plan. Mitigation 
Measures PUF-2(a), PUF-2(b), and PUF-2(c) address these impacts Mitigation Measure PUF-2(a) lists 
measures that would reduce water demand, and focus on water reclamation and re-use, as replicated 
below. 

 For projects that could increase demand for water, coordinate with the relevant water 
service provider to ensure that the provider has adequate supplies to accommodate the 
increase in demand. This can and should be documented in the form of an SB 610 Water 
Supply Assessment, an SB 221 Water Supply Verification, or other capacity analysis. 

 Implement water conservation measures which result in reduced demand for potable 
water. This could include reducing the use of potable water for landscape irrigation (such 
as through drought- tolerant plantings, water-efficient irrigation systems, the capture and 
use of rainwater) and the use of water-conserving fixtures (such as dual-flush toilets, 
waterless urinals, reduced flow faucets). 

 Coordinate with the water provider to identify an appropriate water consumption budget 
for the size and type of project and designing and operating the project accordingly. 

 For projects located in an area with existing reclaimed water conveyance infrastructure 
and excess reclaimed water capacity, use reclaimed water for non-potable uses, especially 
landscape irrigation. For projects in a location planned for future reclaimed water service, 
projects should install dual plumbing systems in anticipation of future use. Large 
developments could treat wastewater onsite to tertiary standards and use it for non-
potable uses onsite. 

 Apply Tier 1 or Tier 2 CALGreen standards as mandatory local requirements, which reduce 
water use by 12 and 20 percent, respectively, and require additional qualifying elective 
actions. 

As discussed in the last paragraph on page 3.14-46, mitigation measures are proposed to reduce 
impacts to water supply (Impact PUF-2) through on-site water conservation strategies, water 
budgeting, and incorporation of recycled water for non-potable use. However, it cannot be concluded 
with certainty that all impacts related to water supply would be mitigated to a less-than-significant 
level. Therefore, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable.  

An alternative that reduces water demand would require a reduction in the forecasted growth in the 
alternative. As noted in Draft EIR section 4, “Alternatives to the Proposed Plan,” each of the alternatives 
is constrained by the same planning assumptions as the proposed Plan and housing units maintain 
the same regional growth forecasts—population, employment, households—and maintains the same 
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forecast of reasonably available transportation revenues. In addition, the proposed Plan is obligated 
to set forth a forecasted development pattern for the region that includes the Regional Housing 
Control Total. Water reclamation and re-use efforts are implemented by water suppliers, or are 
conducted on a regional level, as noted on Draft EIR page 3.14-8 regarding the Bay Area Regional 
Water Recycling Program. These types of programs would continue to be implemented by local water 
agencies. See Response to Comment 85-18 and “Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and 
Authority” for discussions related to future funding opportunities and restrictions. 

85-17 
The comment correctly states that the proposed Plan’s land use development pattern, sea level rise 
adaptation infrastructure, and transportation projects have the potential to reduce the capacity of 
existing landfills, leading to earlier closure dates than currently anticipated and a need for increased 
landfill capacity (see Impact PUF-4). Mitigation Measure PUF-4 identifies project- and site-specific 
considerations, such as landfill diversion strategies, including reusing building materials, maintaining 
structures where applicable, developing construction waste management plans, and using guidance 
from the Construction Materials Recycling Association. However, impacts related to increased 
generation of solid waste would remain significant and unavoidable (last paragraph on page 3.14-52). 

85-18 
Please see “Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority” for discussion relevant to this 
comment.  

As discussed in Master Response 6, MTC funding programs continue to make progress toward 
lowering VMT across the region while balancing other federal and State requirements and regional 
goals. However, MTC discretionary funding is still limited to specific transportation investments and 
components, and the implementation of the RTP/SCS necessarily includes improvements beyond the 
eligibility requirements of those funds, making mitigation that would require certain funding 
decisions to remove or withhold funding infeasible. (See Public Resources Code Section 21061.1 
[defining “feasible” to mean capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a 
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social and technological 
factors”]; CEQA Guidelines Section 15364 [adding “legal” considerations as another factor in 
determining feasibility]; California Native Plant Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.App. 4th 
957 [the concept of “feasibility” also encompasses the question of whether a particular alternative or 
mitigation measure promotes the underlying goals and objectives of a project].) For these reasons, 
the strategic use of partnerships is employed to extend MTC’s ability to incentivize implementation of 
the Plan. See Master Response 6 for additional information related to the OBAG 2 framework and the 
Regional Early Action Planning (REAP) grants program. REAP 2.0 is still under development but is 
expected to be designed to support and fund infill housing, infrastructure investments (e.g., 
transportation), or other actions that reduce VMT and implement SCSs.  

85-19 
Section 2.4.2 of the Draft EIR, “Intended Uses of This EIR,” describes opportunities for tiering from this 
document. As stated on in the first three paragraphs on page 2-42: 

[t]his program EIR is a first-tier document that addresses the environmental impacts that may 
affect the nine-county Bay Area as a result of adoption and implementation of Plan Bay Area 
2050. Therefore, future programs or projects may “tier” from this program EIR, as stipulated in 
CEQA. “Tiering” refers to the coverage of general environmental analysis in broad, program-
level EIRs, with subsequent focused environmental documents for individual projects that 
implement the program. If the potential environmental effects of consistent subsequent 
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actions are adequately addressed by a certified program EIR, additional environmental 
analysis may be unnecessary. This finding can be substantiated using an initial study that 
evaluates whether the environmental effects of the subsequent project have already been 
adequately covered. 

The lead agencies for projects analyzed in this program EIR may use it as the basis for 
cumulative analysis of specific project impacts, together with the projected growth in the 
region. Cities and counties may use information in this EIR in their future housing elements. 
Bay Area congestion management agencies may incorporate information provided in this EIR 
into future county transportation plans, such as congestion management programs, 
countywide transportation plans, and county bike and pedestrian plans. Other agencies 
expected to use this EIR include the California Department of Transportation, county 
transportation authorities, transit providers in the region (such as Muni, BART, AC Transit, 
SamTrans, Caltrain, SolTrans, WestCAT, Altamont Corridor Express, and Water Emergency 
Transit Authority), the Bay Conservation and Development Commission, the Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District, and cities and counties. 

Mitigation measures described in this EIR may be incorporated into project-level 
environmental impact analyses by project sponsors or local agencies as appropriate to 
mitigate identified project-level impacts. 

This EIR is also intended to help activate the CEQA streamlining benefits of SB 375 for local 
jurisdictions and private development. As described in Section 1.9.1 of the Draft EIR, “Streamlining 
under SB 375,” of the Draft EIR (second paragraph on page 1-21): 

[p]rojects that use the SB 375 CEQA streamlining benefits would still need to obtain 
discretionary permits or other approvals from the lead agency and the local jurisdiction, in 
accordance with local codes and procedures, including any agreements related to zoning, 
design review, use permits, and other local code requirements. Other development projects 
that do not fall into any of these categories could still use this EIR for other CEQA tiering 
benefits. 

Lead agencies for specific projects would be subject to requirements under CEQA, including CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(2), which states that “mitigation measures must be fully enforceable 
through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally binding instruments.” The Draft EIR discloses 
that implementation of Plan Bay Area 2050 would result in 38 potentially significant impacts (see 
Table ES-1, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures, in the Draft EIR Executive Summary). 
Mitigation was included for all of those impacts in the EIR. Of the 38 impacts, 24 could not be 
determined to be reduced to less than significant with mitigation and are identified as significant and 
unavoidable. It was determined that 14 impacts could be reduced to a less-than-significant level with 
implementation of the mitigation shown in the Draft EIR. However, 36 impacts were ultimately 
determined to be significant and unavoidable because MTC and ABAG do not have jurisdiction over 
the approval of future projects. The Draft EIR impact discussions explain this under the heading 
“Significance after Mitigation.” The EIR explains that future projects that qualify for CEQA streamlining 
benefits must apply the mitigation measures in the impact discussion.  

85-20 
See “Master Response 5: Sea Level Rise” for a discussion related to the treatment of long-term sea 
level rise in the Draft EIR. 
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85-21 
As stated in Section 2.2.1, Project Objectives, of the Draft EIR: "The proposed Plan’s adopted vision is to 
'ensure by the year 2050 that the Bay Area is affordable, connected, diverse, healthy, and vibrant for 
all.'" (Draft EIR, p. 2-2.) "As part of the planning process, MTC and ABAG developed guiding principles 
and associated performance measures for the proposed Plan in conjunction with members of the 
public, partners, and elected officials." (Ibid.) Overall, the Project Objectives reflect MTC and ABAG's 
objectives that support its adopted vision and reflect input from the public, partners, and elected 
officials. Further, the objectives reflect SB 375 performance targets related to housing the population 
and achieving GHG emission reduction targets as well as their obligation under a settlement 
agreement with the Building Industry Association to achieve no net growth in in-commute into the 
region. (See also Draft EIR, p. 2-28.) These are reflected in Project Objectives 1 and 2, specifically.  

CEQA does not require objectives to address specific environmental issues. CEQA Guidelines Section 
15124(b) clarifies that the statement of objectives assists in developing alternatives and aids in 
preparing findings and/or a statement of overriding considerations. It also states that “[t]he statement 
of objectives should include the underlying purpose of the project and may discuss the project 
benefits.” Section 2.2.1 of the Draft EIR satisfies this provision by providing CEQA project objectives 
based on the proposed Plan’s guiding principles and performance metrics.  

85-22 
Resilience, in the context of the proposed Plan, is related to future uncertainties outside the region’s 
control, such as climate change, economic booms and busts, and changing technologies. As cited 
under the first paragraph under the heading “Advancing Equity” on page vi of the Draft Plan Bay Area 
2050, MTC and ABAG defined equity as “just inclusion in a Bay Area where everyone can participate, 
prosper and reach their full potential.” 

As discussed in the first paragraph in Section 2.1 of the Draft EIR, “Introduction”: 

[t]he proposed project is a long-range regional plan for the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area 
(Bay Area or region), encompassing housing, economic, transportation, and environmental 
strategies designed to make the Bay Area more equitable for all residents and more resilient 
in the face of unexpected challenges. Known as Plan Bay Area 2050, referred to herein as the 
“proposed Plan,” it serves as the region's 2021 RTP/SCS. 

Furthermore, as stated in the second paragraph in Section 2.2.2 of the Draft EIR, “Proposed Plan 
Strategies”: 

[t]he strategies detailed below are the proposed Plan’s 35 integrated strategies that will enable 
the Bay Area to accommodate future growth and make the region more equitable and 
resilient in the face of unexpected challenges, such as the uncertainties posed by rising sea 
levels, economic cycles, and new technologies 

Additional information can be found in the Draft Plan Bay Area 2050 document, specifically on page 
iii of the Executive Summary. 

85-23 
See Response to Comments 9-1 and 42-5 for a discussion on jobs-housing balance. See also “Master 
Response 4: EIR Alternatives” for a discussion of the range of alternatives selected. 

85-24 
Strategies in the Environment Element help to restore and adapt 100,000 acres of marshlands to 
achieve Baylands Ecosystem Habitat Goals (Strategy EN1), maintain urban growth boundaries and 
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protect high-priority natural lands to protect ecological functions (Strategy EN04 and Strategy EN05), 
and provide funding for new parks and open space (Strategy EN6), among other benefits.  

85-25 
The Plan considers nonresidential and residential development that is planned, approved, and under 
construction through the “Scheduled Development Events” model as part of the land use modeling. 
Further information can be found in the Draft Plan Bay Area 2050 Forecasting and Modeling Report 
(page 26-29). See Responses to Comments 9-1 and 42-5 for a discussion of jobs-housing balance. 

85-26 
The Draft EIR does include analysis of impacts of the proposed Plan related to new criteria pollutant 
emissions and toxic air contaminants emissions. (Draft EIR Impacts AQ-2 to AQ-4, pp. 3.4-38 to 3.4-57). 
Thus, this impact was not eliminated from review. 

With respect to climate change and sea level rise, please see “Master Response 5: Sea Level Rise.” 
Further, Chapter 3.6 addresses global climate change and states that transportation and land use 
projects generate GHG emissions and drive climate change. The chapter also explains in detail that 
climate change is causing sea level rise and provides projections for sea level rise in the proposed Plan 
area (Draft EIR, pp. 3.6-1 to 3.6-8). The Draft EIR quantifies projected GHG emissions from 
implementation of the proposed Plan (Draft EIR, pp. 3.6-39 to 3.6-42).  

Further, the impact of anticipated climate change effects, such as increased flooding risk and 
wildfires, on land uses in the Bay Area are addressed in Impact HAZ-7 of Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR, 
“Hazards and Wildfire.” However, connecting a specific quantity of emissions to specific impacts of 
climate change, such as sea level rise, is not scientifically feasible and would be speculative. (See CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15145). GHGs dissipate across the atmosphere, and emissions cumulatively 
contribute to global climate change. Modeling of sea level rise or other impacts of climate change 
estimates the likely magnitude of climate change impacts that will result from global emissions, but 
this cannot be confidently done for local emissions. The modeling and analysis of the effect of GHGs 
on climate change is complicated and occurs on a planetary basis. Global emissions totals, 
concentrations of GHGs in the atmosphere, and feedback mechanisms such as radiative forcing, 
ocean temperatures and currents, snow and rainfall patterns, polar cap loss, and many other factors 
are considered when determining effects of climate change. The fraction of emissions associated with 
the MTC region is an infinitesimal part of global GHG emissions, and the changes (reductions) in 
annual GHG emissions associated with the proposed Plan are too small, on a global basis, to 
reasonably be modeled, and if they were modeled, they would likely not show any changes in sea level 
rise or other effects because of the relatively small contribution of emissions from the Bay Area 
compared to global emissions. Thus, it is not feasible to accurately model or predict the proposed 
Plan's impact on climate change or sea level rise, and an attempt to do so would be speculative. 
Accordingly, this analysis is not required under CEQA. (See CEQA Guidelines, § 15145, 15151; see e.g., 
Sierra Club v. County of Fresno (2018) 6 Cal.5th 502, 521.)  

85-27 
The commenter requests revisions to the growth geographies to ensure avoidance of habitat and 
conservation areas. The Draft EIR appropriately analyzes the potential impacts from implementation 
of the Plan, as proposed. Impacts on habitat and conservation areas are disclosed in Draft EIR section 
3.5, “Biological Resources,” and mitigation is included, as needed, to address potential impact to these 
resources.  
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85-28 
See Response to Comment 85-24 for a discussion related to the comment. 

85-29 
See “Master Response 2: COVID-19 Pandemic Considerations” for a discussion related to 
consideration of how the pandemic changed employment, housing, and travel behaviors. As noted, 
many of the strategies were adjusted to reflect information learned from pandemic-related 
behaviors. Regarding the CEQA baseline for the EIR analyses, explanations of the baseline used are 
included in Draft Section 3.1, “Approach to the Analysis” as well as in individual technical sections. 
As noted on Draft EIR page 3.1-3: 

As the CEQA Guidelines make clear, ordinarily the appropriate baseline will be the actual 
environmental conditions existing at the time of CEQA analysis (typically when the Notice of 
Preparation [NOP] is published). In many cases, establishing this “existing conditions” baseline 
is a straightforward task. However, there may be times when a deviation from the use of the 
NOP date to establish the baseline is appropriate in order to present a fair and accurate 
description of the expected environmental impacts of a proposed project. In the case of the 
proposed Plan, the NOP was released on September 28, 2020, during a global pandemic 
caused by the COVID-19 coronavirus. From March 2020 up to, and beyond, the release of the 
NOP the nine-county Bay Area was in varying stages of compliance with shelter-in-place 
orders directed by various county health officers. These orders affected such things as 
commercial and office business operations, employee commutes, and travel behavior, 
resulting in secondary effects related to traffic and congestion, air quality, and energy use. In 
some cases in the following technical sections, the environmental baseline is more accurately 
represented as prior to March 2020. For physical conditions that were not altered by the global 
pandemic and shelter-in-place orders, the existing conditions for the analysis are generally 
September 2020. See the discussion under “Method of Analysis” for each technical section for 
a description of the baseline for the analysis.  

85-30 
The commenter notes that the amount of vehicle travel in the Plan, as measured in vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT), is not expected to grow as much as the region’s population and asks for an explanation 
of these unequal rates of growth. The Plan accomplishes this through the coordinated set of 
transportation, housing, economic, and environmental strategies. The impact of the Plan on VMT is 
assessed under Impact TRA-2 in Section 3.15 of the Draft EIR, “Transportation.” As described in the first 
paragraph in the "Land Use, Sea Level Rise Adaptation, and Transportation System Impacts" section 
of 3.15.3 Impact TRA-2: 

[t]he core land use strategy of the proposed Plan is to accommodate forecasted changes in 
population, households, and employment through “focused growth” in existing communities 
along the existing transportation network, particularly in communities with proximity to 
frequent, robust transit service. As discussed in detail in Chapter 2, “Project Description,”…[t]he 
growth geographies in the proposed Plan accommodate 85 percent of the 1.4 million new 
households and 55 percent of the 1.4 million new jobs. 

As described in the third paragraph of the same section, “implementation of the proposed Plan would 
lead to shorter auto trip distances.” The fourth paragraph states that “the proposed Plan’s land use 
strategies result in increases in higher density, multi-family housing units in developed areas, where 
services tend to be closer to residences, walking and biking become more viable travel options, and 
transit is relatively more available,” resulting in “higher shares of households with zero or one vehicle 
relative to existing conditions.” 
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In addition to the land use strategies, the fifth paragraph describes the suite of transportation and 
environmental strategies that support “transit capital, infrastructure, and operations and 
maintenance and…bicycle and pedestrian facilities” and “improvements to make transit and other 
non-auto modes more convenient and attractive through integrated fare policies, streamlined 
multimodal trip planning and fare payment, and transportation demand management (TDM) 
strategies.” These integrated strategies cumulatively have the effect of reducing VMT per capita and 
the rate of overall VMT growth compared to population growth.  

85-31 
The commenter requests the VMT impacts of each Plan strategy. However, the Plan is developed and 
analyzed as a set of 35 integrated Housing, Economy, Transportation, and Environment strategies; 
individual strategies are not generally modeled separately. A number of strategies have interactive or 
cumulative effects, and modeling single strategies alone may not accurately represent the impact of 
an individual strategy in the context of the full integrated set of strategies. For example, strategies to 
optimize and expand transit service have different regional impacts when paired with strategies to 
focus growth near transit and vice versa. However, the relative impacts of some strategies can be 
observed in the analysis that preceded the development of the final set of strategies in the Plan. 
Different strategies were explored in the Horizon initiative and analyzed under varying future 
scenarios. More information about Horizon can be found in Section 1.7.5 of the Draft EIR, “Plan 
Development Process,” and the Horizon Futures Final Report (available for download at 
planbayarea.org).  

85-32 
Please see “Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority,” for a discussion relevant to this 
comment. Projects taking advantage of the CEQA Streamlining provisions of SB 375 would be 
required to apply applicable mitigation measures, including MM AQ-2, to address site-specific 
conditions. (Draft EIR, pp. 3.4-56 to 3.4-57.) However, MTC and ABAG do not have authority to require 
implementing agencies to implement AQ-2 for all projects, thus it is not feasible for the mitigation to 
be mandated. See also Response to Comment 85-5.  

85-33 
Please see Responses to Comments 85-5, 85-18, and 85-32 for discussion related to this comment.  

85-34 
The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not address indirect off-site impacts on wetlands 
resulting from sea level rise adaptation infrastructure (e.g., sea walls, levees). See Responses to 
Comments 85-8 and 85-35 and “Master Response 5: Sea Level Rise” for discussion relevant to this 
comment. Please see Draft EIR Tables 3.5-8 and 3.5-9 for acreages of sea level rise adaptation 
footprints and transportation project footprints within each habitat type, and Draft EIR pages 3.5-9 
through 3.5-21 for a discussion of special status species in each habitat type that may potentially be 
affected by impacts to such habitat. 

85-35 
Implementation of Plan Bay Area 2050 would result in potential direct and indirect impacts from 
transportation projects, sea level rise resiliency infrastructure, and land use development projects 
developed consistent with the Plan. Therefore, the analysis presented in the Draft EIR identifies and 
focuses on the significant direct and indirect environmental effects from the adoption and 
implementation of the proposed Plan, including those related to sea level rise and the integration of 
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sea level rise infrastructure projects into the proposed Plan. The analysis considers the short-term and 
long-term effects of the proposed Plan based on construction and operational assumptions.  

The impact discussion for designated critical habitat on page 3.5-41 describes potential indirect 
impact mechanisms, including introduction of night lighting, increases in ambient noise levels, and 
introduction of invasive species and predators. As described in Mitigation Measure BIO-1(b), on pages 
3.5-43 and 3.5-44 of the Draft EIR, project-level coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries would be 
required to determine the need for further mitigation, consultation, or permitting. While the exact 
acreage of impact is not known at this time, because of the programmatic nature of the Draft EIR, 
sufficient mitigation is included to reduce direct and indirect impacts on designated critical habitat 
to less than significant at the project level. 

85-36 
This comment requests analysis of indirect impacts on the Sacramento–San Joaquin Delta and 
salmonids in rivers related to future increased water demand from forecasted population growth. 
Impacts resulting from construction and operations of transportation and land use development on 
Riverine habitats are evaluated on pages 3.5-44 through 3.5-47 of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR 
acknowledges that this development could impact habitat directly and indirectly. Thus, these impacts 
are analyzed in the EIR. Please see also Response to Comment 41-7. For a discussion relevant to the 
impacts of sea level rise on the project or its residents or users, please see “Master Response 5: Sea 
Level Rise.” 

85-37 
This comment states Mitigation Measure BIO-1(b) is not mitigation. Mitigation Measure BIO-1(b) 
requires coordination between project proponents and USFWS and NOAA Fisheries to determine 
whether formal consultation or permitting is required. It requires compliance with all local regulations 
and policies, including applicable habitat conservation plans/natural community conservation plans. 
Additionally, it requires implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1(a). Mitigation Measure BIO-1(a) 
requires, in part, biological assessments and biological surveys be performed and a habitat 
compensation plan be prepared to address unavoidable direct impacts to special status plant species. 
The habitat compensation plan contains detailed measures to ensure mitigation will be effective. 

Projects taking advantage of the CEQA streamlining provisions of SB 375 must apply Mitigation 
Measure BIO-1(b) to address site-specific conditions. Moreover, Mitigation Measure BIO-1(b) is tied to 
existing regulations that are law and binding on responsible agencies and project sponsors. Thus, future 
projects must commit to these measures. Court have repeatedly approved of and upheld mitigation 
measures similar to the above when there is a commitment or requirement to implement them (See 
Defend the Bay v. City of Irvine (2004) 119 Cal.App.4th 1261, 1275-1276; Rialto Citizens for Responsible 
Growth v. City of Rialto (2012) 208 Cal.App.4th 899, 945-947; see also Oakland Heritage Alliance v. City 
of Oakland (2011) 195 Cal.App.4th 884, 906.). CEQA does not restrict consideration of regulatory 
requirements as mitigation, so long as these requirements meet the definition of mitigation (avoids, 
minimizes, rectifies, reduces, or compensates for an impact; see Guidelines Section 15370).  

85-38 
See response to comment 85-37. Analysis of the potential impact is included in Draft EIR pages 3.5-40 
through 3.5-43. See Draft EIR section 3.1, “Approach to the Analysis,” for a discussion of the 
methodology used to determine the significance of impacts and the formulation or applicable 
mitigation measures. While the comment expresses skepticism that the mitigation is sufficient to 
reduce impacts to less than significant, no information is provided in the comment that refutes the 
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conclusions of the Draft EIR. Moreover, because the EIR covers potential development throughout the 
entire nine-county, 101-city Bay Area, the programmatic nature of the mitigation is not considered 
deferral. Performance standards are included, and where uncertainty exists, the EIR acknowledges 
that impacts may be significant (and unavoidable) after mitigation. See also Response to Comments 
85-35 and 85-39. 

85-39 
See Response to Comment 85-35. As described on page 3.5-45, proximity of project footprints to 
mapped wetlands and waters provides only a coarse indicator of actual impacts. Specific detail 
regarding the location of projects and project-specific details are not known at this time and the Draft 
EIR therefore provides a programmatic analysis. The impact discussion for State- and federally 
protected wetlands on page 3.5-46 describes potential indirect impacts, including stormwater runoff 
and sedimentation, and clarifying details regarding indirect impacts on wetlands resulting from sea 
level rise adaptation infrastructure have been added to the discussion on pages 3.5-46 and 3.5-47 (see 
Response to Comment 85-8).  

As described in Mitigation Measure BIO-2, on pages 3.5-48 through 3.5-50 of the Draft EIR, a biological 
resource assessment would be required at the project level to determine whether impacts on 
wetlands would occur. While the exact acreage of impact is not known at this time sufficient 
mitigation in the form of performance standards is included to reduce direct and indirect impacts on 
State- and federally protected wetlands to less than significant at the project level. 

85-40 
This comment states that “jurisdictional waters” is not a habitat type and that the Draft EIR needs 
revision to address loss of habitat types. The “Wetlands” section of the “Environmental Setting” section 
on pages 3.5-18 through 3.5-20 of the Draft EIR includes a section regarding jurisdictional waters. This 
section describes the definition of jurisdictional waters and the regulations that apply to these 
resources. The “Wetlands” section also includes detailed descriptions of coastal marsh and estuaries 
and freshwater emergent wetlands. Impact BIO-2, on pages 3.5-44 through 3.5-50, addresses impacts 
on State- and federally protected wetlands by qualitatively analyzing impacts on seven wetland 
habitat types based on National Wetlands Inventory mapping: estuarine and marine deepwater, 
estuarine and marine wetland, freshwater emergent wetland, freshwater forested/shrub wetland, 
freshwater pond, lake, and riverine.  

85-41 
See Response to Comment 85-37. Analysis of the potential impact is included in Draft EIR pages 3.5-
44 through 3.5-48. See Draft EIR section 3.1, “Approach to the Analysis,” for a discussion of the 
methodology used to determine the significance of impacts and the formulation or applicable 
mitigation measures. Mitigation Measure BIO-2 includes numerous measures in addition to 
compliance with existing state and federal laws. As stated on Draft EIR page 3.5-50, these measures 
would require that sensitive habitat (e.g., jurisdictional waters, sensitive natural communities) be 
avoided to the extent feasible and that sensitive habitats that cannot be avoided are restored 
following construction, or if the habitat cannot be restored, that the project proponent compensates 
for unavoidable losses in a manner that results in no net loss of sensitive habitats and meets applicable 
regulatory requirements. The establishment of performance standards, such as no net loss of sensitive 
habitats, is considered mitigation under CEQA. This impact analysis and discussion are sufficient, and 
no revisions or additions are needed.  
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85-42 
This comment states that indirect impacts on connectivity and essential connectivity areas (ECAs) 
should be addressed. See Response to Comment 107-10 for a discussion relevant to indirect impacts 
to connectivity. Impact BIO-3 evaluates the impact of the proposed Plan on connectivity and 
movement of wildlife species. As noted therein, ECAs are not regulatory designations, are mapped at 
a statewide level, and do not include a large degree of detail regarding the needs of particular species 
and ecological processes. The Draft EIR concludes that the proposed Plan’s land use development 
and ongoing operations, sea level rise adaptation infrastructure, and transportation projects would all 
have potentially significant impacts related to connectivity. Mitigation Measures BIO-3(a) and BIO-3(b) 
address these impacts. In particular, MM BIO-3(a) requires implementing agencies to prepare detailed 
analyses for specific projects affecting ECAs, and implement mitigation to reduce those impacts. 
Implementation of this mitigation would reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level. 
However, because MTC and ABAG cannot require local implementing agencies to adopt this 
mitigation the impact is considered significant and unavoidable. This analysis on pages 3.5-50 through 
3.5-55 encompasses both direct and indirect impacts of the proposed Plan, including those stated in 
the comment. 

See also Draft EIR pages 3.14-37 through 3.14-43 for a discussion relevant to the impacts related to 
electrical power and water supply infrastructure and Draft EIR pages 3.14-49 through 3.14-52 for a 
discussion relevant to impacts related to solid waste infrastructure. 

85-43 
The commenter notes that the sea level rise projections near the top of page 3.6-2 should be updated. 
The revisions to the sea level rise projections are presented in Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR.” 
The update does not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of any environmental 
impact, because as stated on page 3.6-39, “[t]he proposed Plan’s sea level rise adaptation 
infrastructure is not anticipated to generate or emit greenhouse gas emissions during operation.” 

The first full paragraph on page 3.6-2 is revised as follows (new text is underlined, deleted text is shown 
in strikeout): 

“IPCC predicts that the global mean surface temperature increase by the end of the 21st 
century (2081–2100), relative to 1986–2005, could range from 0.5 to 8.7 degrees Fahrenheit. 
Additionally, IPCC projects that global mean sea level rise will continue during the 21st century, 
very likely at a faster rate than observed from 1901 to 20151971 to 2010. By 2010 For the period 
2081–2100 relative to 1986–2005, the rise will likely range from 1810 to 3332 inches (0.480.26 to 
0.840.82 meters) (IPCC 2019:323-4 IPCC 2014:10, 13).” 

See “Master Response 5: Sea Level Rise” for discussion related to this comment.  

85-44 
Please see “Master Response 5: Sea Level Rise” for discussion related to the comment. 

85-45 
The commenter states that the table should be recalculated to show the vulnerability of potential 
development. The proposed Plan analyzes the effectiveness of all 35 strategies proposed as a part of 
the Plan, including the strategy “Adapt to Sea Level Rise.” The analysis identifies the percent of land 
areas that will be inundated with and without potential adaptation measures. Please see page 59 of 
the Draft Plan Bay Area 2050 Forecasting and Modeling Report for more information related to this 
comment. Table 3.6-4 accurately describes what it displays, projected sea level rise inundation zones 
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by County in 2050, and does not imply that it shows the distribution of development areas or other 
data the comment suggests, and therefore is not misleading. 

85-46 
This comment raises an issue related to environmental effects impacting the proposed Plan’s 
forecasted land use development pattern, sea level rise adaptation infrastructure, and transportation 
projects and programs. As explained in “Master Response 5: Sea Level Rise” the effects of the 
environment on a project are generally outside the scope of CEQA. 

85-47 
With respect to indirect impacts, high global warming potential (GWP) gases and large stationary 
sources area were excluded from the EIR because they are regulated by CARB. Agricultural emissions 
were also excluded as MTC does not have regulatory control over these sources. CARB’s Short-Lived 
Climate Pollutants (SLCP) strategy oversees the regulation of high GWP gases, such as in the 
regulation of high GWP content in consumer refrigerants. Emissions from large stationary sources are 
regulated through CARB’s cap-and-trade program. Both the SLCP strategy and the cap-and-trade 
program are key strategies under CARB’s Climate Change Scoping Plan, which accounts for growth 
in the entire state in addition to these regulations in meeting the State’s GHG reduction goals. 

85-48 
The commenter states that construction related GHG impacts must be found significant and 
unavoidable at the plan level because they will not be reduced to zero. This is reflected in the Draft EIR. 
Though Mitigation Measure GHG-1 provides several measures to avoid or minimize construction related 
GHG measures (Draft EIR, p. 3.6-42), the conclusion discloses that even if these measures were adopted 
by implementing agencies, there is no guarantee that construction related GHG impacts would be 
reduced to less than significant levels, i.e., net zero. (Draft EIR, p. 3.6-43.) Accordingly, the Draft EIR 
concludes this impact would be significant and unavoidable, as the comment states it must. (Ibid.)  

The commenter is correct in stating that construction emissions cannot be reduced to zero and that 
there are no requirements to offset these emissions. There are currently no GHG offset programs in 
place at Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Northern Sonoma County Air Pollution Control 
District, or Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District that would require the offset of construction 
emissions. However, GHG offsets can be purchased through private offset markets on a voluntary basis.  

85-49 
The commenter suggests that Tables 3.6-10, 3.6-11, 3.6-13, and 3.6-14 do not address current energy use 
trends and regulations. This interpretation is incorrect because the current modeling tool used for the 
analysis takes into account changes in the future use of electric vehicles and other projected changes 
in energy use. Land use emissions for the analysis use the latest available Title 24 standards, released 
in 2020. Please see page 3.6-33 of the Draft EIR, under the subheading “Method of Analysis,” for more 
information on land use emissions assumptions. Motor vehicle assumptions were calculated using 
the most up-to-date CARB Emission Factor (EMFAC) model, released in 2021, and additional analysis 
consistent with guidance from CARB. Please see page 3.6-34 of the Draft EIR for additional 
information on these motor vehicle assumptions, under the subheading “Motor Vehicle Emissions.” 
As noted on Draft EIR page 3.6-39, improved building energy efficiency standards and increased 
renewable energy sources for electricity would reduce future GHG emissions from new land use. Note 
that information in the column labeled “Net Change in Activity” does not indicate a reduction in 
electricity use, but information in the column labeled “Net Change in MTCO2e/year between 2015-
2050” indicates a decrease, in part because of the reasons noted above.  
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85-50 
The CEQA statutes that authorize tiering for later transit priority projects consistent with the RTP/SCS 
specifically contemplate future environmental review incorporate “feasible” mitigation measures, as 
do the Guidelines for tiering from program EIRs. (See Public Resources Codes section 21155.2. (a) [A 
transit priority project that has incorporated all feasible mitigation measures, performance standards, 
or criteria set forth in the prior applicable environmental impact reports and adopted in findings made 
pursuant to Section 21081, shall be eligible for [streamlined environmental review]”]; see also CEQA 
Guidelines section 15168, subdivision (c)(3) ["[a]n agency shall incorporate feasible mitigation 
measures and alternatives developed in the program EIR into later activities in the program.”) As such, 
the Draft EIR properly requires implementation of "feasible" mitigation.  

The analysis in the Draft EIR complies with MTC and ABAG’s obligation to disclose potential impacts 
and identify feasible mitigation measures. Because details related to the location, size, design, or 
setting of specific projects are unknown and cannot be known such that a meaningful evaluation 
could occur at this time, the Draft EIR provides a programmatic analysis of impacts. The EIR discloses 
a menu of potential mitigation measures that could be applied at the project-level; however, for the 
reasons stated above, MTC acknowledges that application of such measures would be the 
responsibility of the lead agency conducting environmental review under CEQA. As a result, there is 
inherent uncertainty in the degree of mitigation that would ultimately be implemented to reduce 
potentially significant impacts identified in the Draft EIR. Consequently, the Draft EIR acknowledges 
this in its post-mitigation significance conclusions (i.e., concluding that feasible mitigation may not 
be sufficient) and discloses that potentially significant environmental impacts may be unavoidable, 
where appropriate. (See King & Gardiner Farms, LLC v. County of Kern (2020) 45 Cal.App.5th 814, 865-
867 [with respect to mitigation measures of uncertain effectiveness, a lead agency must identify and 
explain the uncertainty].) If a potentially significant environmental effect cannot be feasibly mitigated 
with certainty, the Draft EIR identifies it as potentially significant. Mitigation Measure LU-1 includes an 
additional measure in cases where it has been determined that it is infeasible to avoid creating a 
barrier in an established community. As discussed under “significance after mitigation,” because 
project sites are unique, it cannot be concluded with certainty that all potentially significant divisions 
of established communities could be avoided, and this impact was identified as significant and 
unavoidable.  

85-51 
The commenter takes a position that implementation of the Plan would be growth inducing. MTC 
and ABAG disagree with this conclusion, and the EIR substantiates that the Plan is growth 
accommodating. The actions and decisions necessary to effectuate the land use components of the 
Plan lie solely with regional cities and counties through their land use authority. MTC and ABAG have 
no land use authority. The potential for the proposed Plan to induce growth is discussed in Section 5.3 
of the Draft EIR, “Growth-Inducing Impacts.” As stated in the section, “forecasted growth would be 
accommodated and managed, [and] the proposed Plan is not growth-inducing overall; rather, it 
reflects the regulatory mandate to house the forecasted population” (beginning on the last line of 
page 5-7 of the Draft EIR). This section also addresses the potential of the proposed Plan to eliminate 
obstacles to population growth. This analysis indicates that (second to last paragraph on page 5-8 of 
the Draft EIR): 

[i]n summary, the roadway investments of the proposed Plan are located and sized to achieve 
more sustainable forecasted growth. While obstacles to growth would be removed by 
providing more capacity in some instances, this growth is forecasted. In addition, sea level rise 
infrastructure has been planned to protect existing shoreline communities affected by sea 
level rise. 
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As discussed in Section 5.3 of the Draft EIR, “Growth-Inducing Impacts,” the proposed Plan accounts 
for growth forecasted to occur through 2050 and makes assumptions about location and design 
that promote regional environmental benefits. Growth is not under the authority or control of MTC 
or ABAG (see the “Summary” section on page 5-9 of the Draft EIR). 

See also “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” for discussion related to this comment. 

85-52 
Increased aircraft noise effects on regional growth under the Plan are addressed in Impact NOISE-4. 
Specifically, the third paragraph on page 3.12-38 states: 

However, given the regional scale of the proposed Plan and the high level of projected 
development throughout the region, it is possible that the Plan's forecasted land use 
development pattern could result in exposure to exterior and interior noise levels from existing 
airports or airstrips that exceed applicable thresholds. There would be a potentially significant 
(PS) impact resulting from excessive airport noise levels if projected development were to 
occur in close proximity to existing airports or airstrips that would require mitigation. 

Additionally, single-event noise impacts are addressed in the second paragraph on page 3.12-38: 

In addition to consideration of exterior CNEL noise levels, increases in interior noise levels near 
airports have the potential to result in sleep disturbance at nearby sensitive land uses. In 
accordance with FICAN guidance, aircraft-generated interior single-event noise levels of 65 
dBA could result in a 5-percent or less chance of awakening someone. 

Please refer to Response to Comment 85-15 for additional discussion of noise impacts from aircraft. 

85-53 
The comment states that Table 3.14-5 shows that the remaining capacity of the Redwood Road Landfill 
exceeds the total capacity of the landfill, which is inaccurate. As shown in column seven of Table 3.14-5, the 
Redwood Road Landfill currently has 136 percent more capacity to accommodate new solid waste. 
Column five of Table 3.14-5 summarizes the existing capacity of the various landfills operating within the 
proposed Plan area, not the total capacity. The data in the table was sourced from the California 
Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery, which constitutes the best available data. 

85-54 
As explained in “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” the EIR evaluates the impacts of the 
regional growth forecast. Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR addresses the development pattern proposed 
under the proposed Plan to accommodate the regional growth forecast. The development pattern 
includes a footprint in which development would occur, including infrastructure improvements 
necessary to address projected growth. Direct and indirect impacts associated with the proposed 
Plan are discussed throughout Sections 3.2 through 3.15 of the Draft EIR.  

UWMPs are adopted by urban water suppliers to ensure that available water supplies are adequate 
to meet their customers’ existing and future demands. (See Water Code, Sections 10631 and 10632.) 
Although the proposed Plan accommodates the forecasted regional population and economic 
growth overall, its growth patterns do not necessarily align with local planning assumptions; nor do 
they distribute growth evenly throughout the region (Draft EIR, p. 3.14-44). This means that growth in 
some areas may exceed the level of growth assumed within the boundaries of existing UWMPs. See 
Response to Comment 76-2 regarding impacts that are speculative in nature, and the Urban Water 
Management Plan Guidebooks 2020 guidance on water supply characterization.  

See “Master Response 3: Water Supply” for more information related to this comment. 
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85-55 
The commenter addresses the organization of Impact PUF-1 and points out a mislabeling of a 
discussion. Regarding the discussion of construction impacts under the “Operation” subheading, the 
text of Impact PUF-1 on page 3.14-38 is corrected to add “Construction” as a separate heading as 
follows (new text shown in underline): 

Construction 
Environmental impacts could occur from both construction and the conversion of 
undeveloped land to accommodate new, expanded, or relocated water, wastewater treatment 
or stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities. The 
construction process could result in environmental impacts related to air quality, greenhouse 
gas emissions, hazardous materials, stormwater runoff, cultural and tribal cultural resources, 
and noise. Moreover, it may be necessary to relocate existing electrical, natural gas, and 
telecommunication infrastructure if the proposed Plan's development pattern would require 
re-routing infrastructure. It is foreseeable that the removal or relocation of this infrastructure 
could result in potentially significant construction impacts related to aesthetics, agriculture 
and forest land, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, hazardous materials, emergency 
response or evacuation plans, wildfire, stormwater runoff, cultural resources, and noise. 

85-56 
Regarding sea level rise, please see discussions under “Sea Level Rise” in Draft EIR Section 3.6, “Climate 
Change, Greenhouse Gases, and Energy.” The discussions describe the estimated extent of sea level 
rise expected to occur as a result of climate change. As discussed in Draft EIR Chapter 2, “Project 
Description,” the proposed Plan has integrated the issue of sea level rise-caused inundation and 
identifies a strategy to adapt the shoreline of the San Francisco Bay. Environmental strategy EN1, 
“Adapt to Sea Level Rise,” was included to protect shoreline communities affected by sea level rise by 
identifying a series of adaptation infrastructure strategies. Archetype adaptation infrastructure was 
identified for regularly inundated shoreline areas. Archetypes include elevated roadways, a variety of 
levees, seawalls, tidal gates, and marsh restoration. These archetypes include both green (i.e., natural) 
and gray (i.e., human-made) infrastructure. The proposed Plan includes strategies to protect 
infrastructure against future sea level rise, and future resiliency projects would be conducted by the 
operators/owners of the infrastructure and the lead agency for future approval of those projects would 
make a determination regarding the need for additional environmental review at the tie of approval. 
For a discussion of the impacts of sea level rise on the project or its residents and users, please see 
“Master Response 5: Sea Level Rise.”  

85-57 
The comment inquires about impacts on utilities from transportation projects. Transportation projects 
constructed and operated under the proposed Plan would not induce new water demand requiring the 
construction of new water treatment facilities. Stormwater and communications infrastructure impacts 
are addressed under Impact PUF-1 on pages 3.14-37 through 3.14-43 of the Draft EIR. Natural gas and 
electrical infrastructure impacts are discussed on page 3.14-40 of the Draft EIR, which notes that operation 
of transportation projects could result in the relocation of natural gas and electrical infrastructure in 
addition to communications infrastructure. While Impact PUF-1 appropriately addresses potential 
impacts to utilities, the language in the discussion could be clarified. Therefore, the text on page 3.14-41 is 
revised to read as follows (new text is underlined and deleted text is shown in strikeout):. 
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Conclusion 
Potential impacts on water, wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, 
natural gas, or telecommunications facilities would occur primarily from the land use 
development pattern that would result from implementation of the proposed Plan and 
increased electricity demand related to electrification of the transportation fleet. Relocation 
impacts on electrical, natural gas, and telecommunications infrastructure could occur from 
transportation projects. Stormwater iImpacts from transportation projects would only be 
expected to occur in the case of a combined stormwater and wastewater conveyance system. 
Development outside of urbanized areas could require the construction of new stormwater 
drainage systems, and this impact would be potentially significant. Transportation projects 
that aren’t subject to Caltrans NPDES Stormwater Regulations or in areas lacking adequate 
stormwater drainage capacity or hardened sea level rise adaptation infrastructure could result 
in impacts that would be potentially significant. Additionally, implementation of the proposed 
Plan may require new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or stormwater drainage, 
electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities or the relocation of existing 
facilities. The construction or relocation of these facilities may have effects related to 
construction and to conversion of undeveloped land. Therefore, these impacts would be 
potentially significant (PS). Mitigation Measures PUF-1(a) through PUF-1(f) address these 
impacts and are described below. 

85-58 
The comment provides feedback on certain language used in the mitigation measures 
recommended for the proposed Plan. The Draft EIR includes mitigation for water supply, drainage, 
and sewer infrastructure impacts. As noted on Draft EIR page 3.14-43, implementation of Mitigation 
Measure PUF-1(a)) would reduce impacts associated with exceeding existing water and wastewater 
treatment capacity because application of such mitigation would require that land use and 
transportation projects comply with project-level CEQA review and identify infrastructure improvements 
to ensure adequate capacity. Implementation of Mitigation Measures PUF-1(b), and PUF-1(c), and PUF-
1(d) would reduce impacts associated with exceedances of existing stormwater drainage capacity 
because application of such mitigation would require that land use, sea level rise, and transportation 
projects comply with project-level CEQA review, incorporate on-site stormwater control practices, and 
develop and implement stormwater management plans or stormwater control design features. 
Additionally, implementation of Mitigation Measures PUF-2(a), PUF-2(b), and PUF-2(c) would lower water 
demand and wastewater generation, thus reducing the potential need for facilities. Mitigation Measure 
PUF-3 requires that project-specific design and CEQA review projects for wastewater treatment capacity 
and coordinate with service providers to accommodate increased demand, or provide infrastructure 
improvements. See Response to Comment 85-18 regarding the feasibility of implementing mitigation 
measures in the EIR.  

As further discussed in Response to Comment 85-5, the CEQA statutes that authorize tiering for later 
transit priority projects consistent with the RTP/SCS specifically contemplate future environmental 
review incorporate “feasible” mitigation measures, as do the Guidelines for tiering from program EIRs. 
(See Public Resources Codes section 21155.2. (a) [A transit priority project that has incorporated all 
feasible mitigation measures, performance standards, or criteria set forth in the prior applicable 
environmental impact reports and adopted in findings made pursuant to Section 21081, shall be 
eligible for [CEQA streamlined environmental review]”]; ]”]; see also CEQA Guidelines section 15168, 
subdivision (c)(3) ["[a]n agency shall incorporate feasible mitigation measures and alternatives 
developed in the program EIR into later activities in the program."].) As such, the Draft EIR properly 
requires implementation of "feasible" mitigation.  
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The fact that measures require coordination with relevant service providers does not mean that they 
fail to assure mitigation will occur. (See CEQA Guidelines 15091, subdivision (a)(2) [acceptable findings 
for projects that involve significant and unavoidable impacts include that mitigation is under the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency making the approval and 
such measures have been, or can and should be, adopted by such other agency].) Mitigation Measures 
PUF-1(a), PFU-2(a), and PUF-3(a), which require coordination, also require that the appropriate 
agencies ensure existing services, supplies, and capacity exists or is planned, and if it is not adequate, 
project sponsors must ensure infrastructure improvements are identified and the relevant service 
provider must undertake the appropriate level of CEQA review. The discussion for Impact PUF-3 finds 
that impacts related to wastewater capacity would be mitigated to less than significant if all feasible 
mitigation is implemented because it requires that land use and transportation projects comply with 
project-level CEQA review and incorporate on-site water conservation strategies, which would reduce 
the generation of wastewater. (Draft EIR, p. 3.14-49.) The discussion for Impact PUF-3 acknowledges 
that wastewater capacity impacts must be considered significant and unavoidable for purposes of 
the program level review because MTC and ABAG cannot require adoption of specified mitigation 
measures. (Ibid.) 

The discussions for Impact PUF-1 and PUF-2 explain that it is uncertain whether the provided 
mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 3.14-43, 3.14-46; see 
King & Gardiner Farms, LLC v. County of Kern (2020) 45 Cal.App.5th 814, 865-867 [with respect to 
mitigation measures of uncertain effectiveness, a lead agency must identify and explain the 
uncertainty].) Accordingly, it is appropriate for Mitigation Measure PUF-1(e) to require "consideration" 
of onsite electrical and storage systems because the Draft EIR discloses that it is uncertain whether 
mitigation will reduce impacts to less than significant. 

See Response to Comment 9-6 for a discussion on the validity of Travel Model 1.5. Similarly, regarding 
emission modeling, further technical documentation on CARB’s EMFAC model can be found at the 
following link, https://content.govdelivery.com/accounts/CARB/bulletins/2d48287. While a range of 
error of the EIR’s VMT model and GHG model outputs is not available, the modeling tools used to 
evaluate the proposed Plan are appropriate because they have been extensively reviewed by federal 
and State agencies. 

85-59 
The commenter requests information regarding individual TDM measures in Strategy EN09. The TDM 
initiatives explicitly analyzed in the proposed Plan are bike sharing, car sharing, vanpools, parking fees, 
and targeted transportation alternatives, an outreach and incentive program to encourage shifting 
trips to more sustainable modes. While the VMT reductions per strategy are not disclosed in the Draft 
EIR, Table 3.6-14 of the Draft EIR discloses the effectiveness of each TDM strategy in reducing on-road 
passenger vehicle emissions in 2035. As noted in the methodology, Travel Model 1.5 is not sensitive to 
the full range of strategies in the proposed Plan. As a result, the emissions reduction benefits of 
Strategy EN09 are calculated off-model consistent with guidance from CARB. The analysis 
methodology and the per-capita greenhouse gas emission reduction percentages of each of these 
strategies, along with MTC and ABAG's implementation activities, are described in the Draft Plan Bay 
Area 2050 Forecasting and Modeling Supplemental Report pages 104 to 125. Unlike the other Strategy 
EN09 TDM initiatives, parking fees are incorporated into the travel model.  

85-60 
As further discussed in Response to Comment 85-5, the CEQA statutes that authorize tiering for later 
transit priority projects consistent with the RTP/SCS specifically contemplate that future 
environmental review will incorporate “feasible” mitigation measures, as do the Guidelines for tiering 

https://content.govdelivery.com/accounts/CARB/bulletins/2d48287
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from a program EIR. (See Public Resources Codes section 21155.2. (a) [A transit priority project that has 
incorporated all feasible mitigation measures, performance standards, or criteria set forth in the prior 
applicable environmental impact reports and adopted in findings made pursuant to Section 21081, 
shall be eligible for [CEQA streamlined environmental review]”]; see also CEQA Guidelines section 
15168, subdivision (c)(3) ["[a]n agency shall incorporate feasible mitigation measures and alternatives 
developed in the program EIR into later activities in the program."].) As such, the Draft EIR properly 
requires implementation of "feasible" mitigation.  

While Mitigation Measure TRA-2(a) requires MTC to "work with" state and local agencies to implement 
the Plan and reduce regional VMT, the measure does not violate CEQA. The Draft EIR consistently 
discloses that local jurisdictions retain authority over future land use development. As indicated by 
the mitigation measure, MTC and ABAG must work with local jurisdictions to ensure the proposed 
Plan is implemented, they have no authority to mandate implementation. Further, the discussion for 
Impact TRA-2 explains that even with implementation of Mitigation Measure TRA-2(a)-(c), it is 
uncertain whether the regional reductions necessary to attain statewide 2050 targets would be 
achieved; accordingly, it determines the impact would be significant and unavoidable. (Draft EIR, pp. 
3.15-30 to 3.15-31; see King & Gardiner Farms, LLC v. County of Kern (2020) 45 Cal.App.5th 814, 865-867 
[with respect to mitigation measures of uncertain effectiveness, a lead agency must identify and 
explain the uncertainty].)  

85-61 
See Response to Comment 85-3, regarding concerns related to the project objectives. 

85-62 
An evaluation of how the proposed Plan and Plan alternatives would meet the project objectives is 
presented in Section 4.7 of the Draft EIR, “Ability to Meet Project Objectives.” The information 
presented in that section is based on the Draft Plan Bay Area 2050 Performance Report, which 
evaluated the direction, magnitude, and diversion of change of the proposed Plan and Plan 
alternatives.  

The proposed Plan is a stand-alone plan, rather than an update to Plan Bay Area 2040. It includes a 
different development pattern based on changed conditions and reevaluated objectives and a 
different growth forecast. Strategies have been changed, and a new strategy to adapt to risks of sea 
level rise has been added, which is a substantial change from the previous plan. Nor is evaluation of 
the effectiveness of the previous plan required. Federal law simply requires the plan be updated every 
four years, and state law requires that, if implemented, the proposed Plan would meet the region's 
GHG emission reduction target and house all economic segments of the population. The proposed 
Plan satisfies these requirements. The integrated Priority Development Area/One Bay Area Grant 
Assessment, which was presented to the Programming and Allocations Committee at its July 2021 
meeting, presented an assessment of its effectiveness.  

85-63 
The proposed Plan is composed of 35 integrated strategies across the 4 elements that provide a 
blueprint for how the Bay Area can accommodate future growth and make the region more equitable 
and resilient in the face of unexpected challenges and achieve regional GHG emissions reduction 
targets established by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) pursuant to SB 375. Cities and 
counties, not MTC or ABAG, are ultimately responsible for the manner in which their local 
communities continue build out in the future. For this reason, cities and counties are not required to 
revise their “land use policies and regulations, including [their] general plan, to be consistent with the 
regional transportation plan or an alternative planning strategy” (Government Code Section 
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65080(b)(2)(K)). The proposed Plan merely provides a transportation and land use vision that “if 
implemented, [would] achieve the GHG emissions reductions targets” for the region (Public 
Resources Code Section 21155(a) (emphasis added)). The land use portion of the proposed Plan will be 
implemented only insofar as local jurisdictions act upon the Plan’s policies and recommendations. 
Please see “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast,” “Master Response 4: EIR Alternatives,” 
Response to Comment 85-64, and Draft EIR pages 5-5 to 5-9 for discussions relevant to this comment. 

85-64 
Federal and State regulations require MTC as the Bay Area’s MPO to plan for a period of not less than 
20 years into the future using the most recent assumptions of population growth. Accordingly, the 
proposed Plan and Plan alternatives are designed to accommodate the same growth in jobs, as well 
as population and households. An alternative that adjusted the forecast to assume less business and 
employment growth would not be a potentially feasible alternative that contributes to a reasonable 
range of alternatives. Please also see “Master Response 4: EIR Alternatives.”  

85-65 
An EIR is required to identify and assess feasible alternatives that would lessen a project’s significant 
impacts (Public Resources Code Section 21002). The EIR must consider a “reasonable range of 
potentially feasible alternatives,” and “[t]here is no ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the 
alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of reason” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6).  

The Draft EIR states that the alternatives listed in Sections 4.2.4, 4.2.9, and 4.2.11 were not considered 
further because they were expected to perform similar to the proposed Plan or alternatives evaluated 
and therefore would not contribute to a reasonable range of alternatives.  

“When an EIR discusses a reasonable range of alternatives sufficient to foster informed decision-
making, it is not required to discuss additional alternatives substantially similar to those discussed” 
(Cherry Valley Pass Acres & Neighbors v. City of Beaumont (2010) 190 Cal.App.4th 316, 355.; see also 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) [“An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a 
project.”]). 

The Wildland-Urban Interface Avoidance Alternative (WUI Alternative), as suggested, would shift all 
growth geographies outside of the wildland-urban interface (WUI) zone. The Draft EIR concludes 
that this alternative would perform similar to the proposed Plan and the TRA Focus Alternative 
(Draft EIR, p. 4-7).  

As with the WUI Alternative, the proposed Plan would have the effect of shifting development away 
from the WUI zone because the proposed Plan’s “core strategy” is to focus growth in “existing 
communities along the existing transportation network, as well as communities with well-resourced 
schools and easy access to jobs, parks, and other amenities.” The proposed Plan acknowledges that 
“there could be increased wildfire hazards if development expands into the wildland-urban interface” 
and addresses this issue by excluding very high and high fire hazard severity areas from the proposed 
Plan’s growth geographies (Draft EIR, p. 3.9-38). The growth geographies also explicitly exclude 
“locations within a county-adopted wildland-urban interface area” (Draft EIR, p. 2-35). The Plan’s 
environmental strategies also reduce ecological impacts because they “would limit new construction 
outside of existing development or areas otherwise suitable for growth and would protect high-
priority natural lands (e.g., wildland-urban interface lands)” (Draft EIR, p. 3.5-36). Therefore, the WUI 
Alternative would perform similar to the proposed Plan. 

Likewise, the TRA Focus Alternative would have the effect of shifting development away from the WUI 
zone because it would concentrate growth in areas that contain high-quality transit services (Draft 
EIR, p. 4-11). As high-quality transit services generally exist in urbanized areas, and not within the WUI 
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zone, the TRA Focus Alternative would have the effect of further shifting development away from the 
WUI zone. This would also further reduce ecological impacts. The TRA Focus Alternative would “result 
in a lesser area of land being converted from undeveloped to developed uses compared to the 
proposed plan” and therefore would have the potential to further reduce impacts on special-status 
species compared to the proposed Plan (Draft EIR, p. 4-37). Therefore, the WUI Alternative would 
perform similar to the TRA Focus Alternative. 

For these reasons, the WUI Alternative would perform similar to the proposed Plan or the TRA Focus 
Alternative. Thus, the analysis supports Draft EIR’s determination to not to study this alternative 
further because it would not meaningfully add to the range of alternatives evaluated. 

85-66 
Please see Response to Comment 85-65 regarding the meaning of “perform” in the context of 
alternatives and for a discussion related to the comment. Please also see “Master Response 4: EIR 
Alternatives.” 

The suggested Climate-Smart Alternative would “incorporate climate mitigation and adaptation 
measures into all proposed Plan strategies, including a focus on natural solutions for climate 
resilience” (Draft EIR, p. 4-8). The proposed Plan has a strong focus on climate mitigation, adaptation, 
and resilience, reflected in its 35 strategies. (See, for example, Draft EIR pages 2-9 and 2-10.) The 
proposed Plan’s environmental strategies “promote conservation, adaptation and climate mitigation” 
(Draft EIR, p. 2-9; see also Draft EIR, p. 2-2 [“the proposed Plan…details environmental strategies to 
invest $102 billion in expected revenues to protect the region from at least two feet of future 
permanent sea level rise inundation, reduce climate emissions, and maintain and expand the region’s 
parks and open space system.”]). Nonetheless, the proposed Plan would result in a substantial and 
unavoidable impact with regard to GHG emissions (Draft EIR, Impacts GHG-1 and GHG-3, at pages 3.6-
38 to 3.6-47).  

The proposed alternative contains four strategies designed to reduce GHG emissions (Draft EIR, 
Appendix B, Letter of Together Bay Area, Save the Bay, and Greenbelt Alliance, p. 2]). One is to commit 
to net negative GHG emissions by 2030. However, the proposed Plan already accomplishes this for 
land use and transportation sources, resulting in a net reduction of more than 2,000,000 metric tons 
of carbon dioxide equivalent per year (MTCO2e/year) by 2030 (Draft EIR, p. 3.6-42). By 2050, the 
proposed Plan would result in a net reduction for land use and transportation emissions of more than 
4,000,000 MTCO2e/year (Draft EIR, p. 3.6-42). Despite this, because construction emissions may not be 
reduced below baseline levels in all cases, the Draft EIR conservatively concludes that Impact GHG-1 
is significant and unavoidable. (See Draft EIR, pp. 3.6-38 to 3.6-43.) Because the proposed Plan would 
largely achieve net reductions in GHG emissions by 2030—since GHG emissions from land use and 
transportation would be lower than the 2015 baseline—the proposed alternative would perform 
similar to the proposed Plan.  

The proposed Plan would also result in a significant and unavoidable impact under Impact GHG-3 
because it would not reduce target 2050 GHG emissions to 83 percent below 2015 levels and therefore 
would not meet targets under Executive Order S-3-05 and the 2017 Scoping Plan (Draft EIR, p. 3.6-46). 
CARB states that the Bay Area is not unique in this and anticipates that such a reduction would be 
extremely difficult absent additional State legislation and regulation (Draft EIR, p. 3.6-45). Meeting this 
target would require a GHG emission reduction of roughly 37,000,000 MTCO2e/year by 2050, whereas 
the proposed Plan would reduce such emissions by only roughly 4,000,000 MTCO2e/year, leaving a 
shortfall of roughly 33,000,000 MTCO2e/year (Ibid). Given the magnitude of the shortfall, the proposed 
alternative would not be expected to perform differently than the proposed Plan. Its strategies would 
not significantly reduce the 33,000,000 MTCO2e/year shortfall, meaning it also would not meet the 
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Executive Order S-3-05 and 2017 Scoping Plan targets. Accordingly, the proposed alternative would 
not substantially reduce this significant and unavoidable impact. 

Thus, the proposed Plan would perform similar to the suggested Climate-Smart Alternative. For these 
reasons and those stated in Response to Comment 85-65 and “Master Response 4: EIR Alternatives” 
the Draft EIR is not required to evaluate the Climate-Smart Alternative further. 

85-67 
Please see Responses to Comments 85-65 and 85-66 for a discussion of why the alternatives discussed 
in Sections 4.2.4 and 4.2.9 of Chapter 4, “Alternatives to the Proposed Plan” of the Draft EIR were not 
evaluated further.  

The suggested alternatives listed in Section 4.2.11 were rejected because they are anticipated to 
perform similar to the proposed Plan or project alternatives. Many are variations of the proposed Plan 
or project alternatives. Because these suggested alternatives are not considerably different from the 
proposed Plan or project alternatives, they are not considered in further detail. Please see also “Master 
Response 4: EIR Alternatives” for further relevant discussion. For these reasons and those stated in 
Responses to Comments 85-65 and 85-66, the Draft EIR is not required to evaluate these suggested 
alternatives further. 

The comment also states that the range of alternatives selected for further consideration is not 
adequate. The Draft EIR considered a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed Plan, as 
explained in “Master Response 4: EIR Alternatives.” 

85-68 
Federal and State regulations require MTC as the Bay Area’s metropolitan planning organization to 
plan for a 20-year horizon using the most recent assumptions of population growth. Please see 
“Master Response 4: EIR Alternatives” and Response to Comment 85-64. 

The proposed Plan seeks to invest in existing transit infrastructure serving existing communities, 
following the “Fix It First” commitment (Draft EIR, p. 3.15-19). Implementation of the proposed Plan 
would lead to a smaller share of workers across the region relying on autos to access work, and a larger 
share using bike and transit modes (Draft EIR, p. 2-29). It would also increase working from home 
(“telecommuting”) (Draft EIR, p. 2-29). The net impact of implementation of the proposed Plan’s 
transportation strategies would be an overall reduction in VMT per capita across the region relative to 
baseline conditions (Draft EIR, p. 3.15-27).  

Furthermore, while there was strong public support for telecommuting strategies in the proposed 
Plan, concerns were also raised from businesses, elected officials, and transit agencies about 
economic impacts of telecommuting. See Response to Comment 18-1 for a discussion on 
telecommuting strategies.  

The comment requests that the proposed Plan discourage the growth of jobs in general and housing 
in non-urbanized areas. Per statutory mandate, the proposed Plan must accommodate not only 
population growth, but also job projections. Accordingly, an alternative that did not accommodate 
the forecasted growth in jobs would be infeasible based on legal factors. (Guidelines section 15364.) 
The proposed Plan details how the region can accommodate the forecasted growth in population, 
households, housing units, and jobs, and shapes the projected growth using growth geographies 
(Draft EIR, p. 2-1). The core strategy of the proposed Plan is “focused growth” (Draft EIR, p. 2-1). The 
proposed Plan’s grow geographies “promote compact development in established communities with 
high-quality transportation access while placing less development pressure on the region’s vast and 
varied open spaces and agricultural lands.” (Draft EIR, p. 2-38). One of the proposed Plan’s strategies 
is also to maintain urban growth boundaries, “focus[ing] new development within the existing 
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footprint or areas otherwise suitable for growth, as established by local jurisdictions” (Draft EIR, p. 2-
10). As such, the proposed Plan does address the comment’s concerns. 

85-69 
Please see “Master Response 4: EIR Alternatives.” As discussed below, the alternative proposed by this 
comment is not materially different from the proposed Plan or the alternatives examined in the Draft 
EIR and would not substantially reduce significant impacts of the proposed Plan. Therefore, it is not 
necessary to separately consider the proposed alternative. 

“[T]he proposed Plan incorporates environmental strategies that would limit new construction 
outside of the existing development or areas otherwise suitable for growth and would protect high-
priority natural lands (e.g., wildland-urban interface lands). These strategies include environmental 
corridors, stream conservation areas, and riparian buffers” (Draft EIR, p. 3.5-36). The Draft EIR also 
contains proposed mitigation to address impacts to protected species and their habitats, including 
to reconfigure project designs to avoid sensitive habitats (Draft EIR, p. 3.5-38). As such, these measures 
would serve to limit the amount of development and pavement in habitat areas. However, as 
MTC/ABAG cannot require local implementing agencies to adopt these measures, such impacts are 
found to be significant and unavoidable for purposes of the program-level review (Draft EIR, pp. 3.5-
39 to 3.5-40). Even so, eliminating development within high-value habitat areas would not 
significantly reduce this significant and unavoidable impact, as the significance stems from a number 
of causes, not solely from development in high-value habitat areas (Draft EIR, p. 3.5-36). 

Both the TRA Focus and HRA Focus Alternatives would reduce impacts to biological resources 
compared to the proposed Plan, including those related to species habitat and wetlands (Draft EIR, p. 
4-82). Thus, the proposed alternative is not substantially different from those studied in the Draft EIR. 

The proposed Plan does minimize the impacts of transportation systems by concentrating 
transportation projects along existing transportation corridors in areas of degraded habitat value due 
to past and ongoing disturbance (Draft EIR, p. 3.5-37). As such, the proposed Plan anticipates that 
habitat loss and fragmentation from transportation system impacts would be lower than if projects 
were entirely new construction or sited on previously undeveloped areas. (Ibid.) 

Impervious surfaces, such as pavement, are also addressed by the proposed Plan, which “would guide 
the forecasted land use development pattern away from undeveloped locations… and this total 
acreage of potential development is largely within developed areas that may currently include 
impervious surfaces” (Draft EIR, p. 3.10-31). Automobile use as a percentage of commute trips would 
be reduced under the proposed Plan, whereas walking, biking, transit and other low- or zero-emission 
commute options are increased (Draft EIR, p. 2-29). 

The proposed Plan currently incorporates nature-based sea level rise adaptation measures, making 
marsh restoration one of its five archetypes for sea level rise adaptation infrastructure (Draft EIR, p. 2-18).  

Finally, the proposed Plan provides significant funding for protecting the environment. The proposed 
Plan allocates roughly $100 billion in funding to its environmental strategies (Draft EIR, pp. 2-9 to 2-10). 
This includes $15 billion to protect and manage high-value conservation land. (Draft EIR, p. 2-10). 

85-70 
Please see “Master Response 4: EIR Alternatives.” The TRA Focus and HRA Focus Alternatives are 
substantively different planning scenarios and are also different in terms of their impacts The proposed 
Plan is composed of 35 integrated strategies across 4 elements (Draft EIR, p. 2-1). Discussion of the 
differences in strategies across the alternatives begins under sections 4.3.1, 4.3.2 and 4.3.3 of the Draft 
EIR. The TRA Focus and HRA Focus Alternatives each modify a substantial number of those strategies. 
The TRA Focus Alternative modifies 10 strategies and adds one strategy (Draft EIR, pp. 4-12 to 4-13). 
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Alternative 2 modifies 10 strategies and removes one (Draft EIR, pp. 4-13 to 4-14). As disclosed in the 
second paragraph under Section 4.3: 

 “Similar to the proposed Plan, the alternatives are defined by a unique set of strategies 
across the four elements—housing, the economy, transportation, and the environment—
to accommodate future growth. These differences in strategies result in different future 
conditions, including forecasted land use development pattern (“land use growth 
footprint”), sea level rise adaptation infrastructure (“sea level rise adaptation footprint”), and 
transportation projects and programs (“transportation projects footprint”).” 

Furthermore, as stated on the second paragraph of Page 2-11 of the Draft EIR: 

 The proposed Plan prioritizes these designated growth geographies to accommodate the 
regional growth forecast by applying a series of land use strategies (a subset of the housing, 
economic, and environmental strategies discussed in Section 2.2.2, “Proposed Plan 
Strategies”) to these select geographies to make individual parcels of land more attractive 
for both development and redevelopment. The proposed Plan uses the growth 
geographies and land use strategies to influence the forecasted development pattern by 
affecting the location, use, intensity, and density of forecasted development.  

In the case of the TRA Focus and HRA Focus Alternatives, the TRA and HRA growth geographies are 
prioritized, respectively, to accommodate the regional growth forecast. The ensuing forecasted 
development patterns are differentiated by their location of growth (“growth footprint,” Draft EIR, 
Table 4-10) and the type and intensity of development summarized by the number of households 
(Draft EIR, Table 4-3) and jobs Draft EIR, Table 4-6). Thus, contrary to this statement in the comment, 
the alternatives would be substantially different from one another and from the proposed Plan.  

Table 4-34 (Draft EIR, p. 4-81 to 4-86) shows a comparison of the impacts of the proposed Plan and 
the alternatives. As the table shows, either of the two alternatives would affect, and generally reduce, 
most of the proposed Plan’s substantial unavoidable impacts. This is consistent with CEQA 
requirements that alternatives be evaluated that “substantially lessen [a Project’s] significant effects.” 
(Pub. Resources Code, Section 21002). 

The impacts and impact reductions of the two alternatives would also differ from each other. The TRA 
Focus Alternative would result in less land use growth within toxic air contaminant risk areas, and 
therefore reduce the level of exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, 
which is a significant and unavoidable impact under the proposed Plan (Draft EIR, p. 4-34) It would 
also reduce the impacts related to displacement of people and housing compared to the proposed 
Plan because it increases the amount of deed-restricted affordable housing (Draft EIR, p. 4-66). 
Alternative 2 does not accomplish either of these.  

However, Alternative 2 would reduce the per capita GHG emissions more than the proposed Plan, due 
to the concentration of household and job growth in HRA areas (Draft EIR, p. 4-43). This leads to a 
reduction in impact GHG-3, which is significant and unavoidable under the proposed Plan (Draft EIR, 
p. 4-43). The TRA Focus Alternative would not accomplish this (Draft EIR, p. 4-42). 

Please see Response to Comment 85-6 regarding analysis of indirect impacts relevant to this 
comment. 

85-71 
Please see “Master Response 4: EIR Alternatives” as well as Response to Comment 85-70, which 
addresses the differences between the proposed Plan and the alternatives considered in the Draft 
EIR, and Responses to Comments 85-64 to 85-69, for further discussion. As explained in those 
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responses, proposed and considered alternatives were not carried forward for further analysis for a 
number of permissible reasons, including: 

 The suggested alternative would not meet most project objectives. 

 The suggested alternative would be legally infeasible because it would not comply with statutory 
mandates. 

 The suggested alternative would not reduce significant and unavoidable impacts of the proposed 
Plan. 

 The suggested alternative is expected to perform similarly to the proposed Plan or to one of the 
studied alternatives.  

85-72 
It is unclear which comment is being referred to as being the same. Please see previous relevant 
responses.  

85-73 
It is unclear which comment is being referred to as being the same. Please see previous relevant 
responses. 

85-74 
See Response to Comment 85-4. 

85-75 
This comment requests that the loss of tidal wetlands be added as a significant and unavoidable 
impact of the Plan. See Response to Comment 108-6, regarding the Draft EIR’s analysis of tidal 
wetlands. Tidal wetlands are addressed in Impact BIO-2. See Response to Comment 85-41. 

85-76 
The proposed Plan does not approve or entitle growth, nor does it remove constraints to growth. It 
is a framework under which forecasted regional growth can occur while meeting statutory 
obligations to house all economic segments of the population and achieve the region's GHG 
reduction targets. The proposed Plan does not supersede local land use authority, which is retained 
by cities and counties. To approve growth, or remove constraints to growth, approvals and 
entitlements must be made by local jurisdictions and accommodated by their general plans. Please 
see "Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority" for additional relevant discussion. 

The EIR evaluates the impacts of the regional growth forecast. Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR addresses 
the development pattern proposed under the proposed Plan to accommodate the regional growth 
forecast. The development pattern includes a footprint in which development would occur, 
including infrastructure improvements necessary to address projected growth. Direct and indirect 
impacts associated with the proposed Plan's development footprint are discussed throughout 
Sections 3.2 through 3.15 of the Draft EIR. Impacts related to infrastructure improvements for the 
forecasted growth are addressed in Chapter 3.14, in impact analyses Impact PUF-1 through Impact 
PUF4. (Draft EIR, pp. 3.14-37 to 3.14-52.)  

85-77 
As discussed in Section 5.4.1 of the Draft EIR, “Methodology,” the proposed Plan is a cumulative plan 
by design and therefore the Draft EIR analyzes cumulative impacts throughout Sections 3.2 through 
3.15 (see second paragraph page 5-10 of the Draft EIR). Nevertheless, Section 5.4 of the Draft EIR, 
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“Cumulative Impacts,” examines impacts associated with implementation of the proposed Plan, plus 
implementation of projected development for jurisdictions adjoining the Bay Area, to assess the 
potential for cumulative impacts from growth extending beyond the region. Population projections 
contemplated for adjoining jurisdictions (i.e., surrounding counties), is derived from the California 
Department of Finance (DOF), as indicated in the notes of Table 5-1. Chapter 7 of the Draft EIR, 
“References,” contains the full citation for this source. Reference material used to prepare the Draft 
EIR was available upon request from MTC during the public comment period as required by CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15087[c][5]). 

The comment expresses concerns that the population projections are low. As noted above, population 
projection data presented in this Table are based on information provided by DOF at the time of 
release of the NOP. According to the DOF, the methodology used to develop population projections 
in California (DOF 2020): 

The 2019 baseline projections incorporate the latest historical population, birth, death, 
and migration data available as of December 2019 for information through July 1, 2019. 
Historical trends from 1990 through 2019 for births, deaths, and migration are 
examined. County populations by age, sex, and race/ethnicity are projected to 2060.  

The DOF acknowledges that projections were published before the COVID-19 pandemic and 
do not reflect possible effects on future economic and demographic trends. However, data 
shown in Table 5-1 represents the best information available at the time of release of the Draft 
EIR because they contain assumptions developed by the State Demographic Research Unit of 
DOF, which is the single official source of demographic data for state planning and budgeting 
(DOF 2021). Further, population projections from the State have not been updated as of 
September 2021, and thus, the data presented in the Draft EIR remain the best available data 
from DOF. The comment does not contain recommendations for alternate data sources to 
consider. Please see “Master Response 2: COVID-19 Pandemic Considerations.” 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 86 
Terry Holzemer 
July 19, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

86-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR. Please see Response to Comment 13-1 and “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” 
for a discussion of RHNA methodology. See Response to Comment 9-1 for a discussion on strategies 
to address the intraregional jobs-housing imbalance and the public forums in which they were 
discussed. Please see Draft EIR pages 4-94 to 4-95 for a discussion of how the proposed Plan would 
satisfy Objective 7: Support the creation of quality job opportunities for all and ample fiscal resources 
for communities by more evenly distributing jobs and housing in the Bay Area and by enabling the 
regional economy to thrive.  

86-2 
See Response to Comment 86-. Please see also Response to Comment 8-1 for discussion related to 
public outreach conducted for the preparation of the proposed Plan and Draft EIR. 

86-3 
See Response to Comment 86-1. See also Response to Comment 86-2 for a discussion on public 
outreach conducted for the proposed Plan and Draft EIR. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 87 
Margaret Kallman 
July 19, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

87-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR. Please see Response to Comment 13-1 and “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” 
for a discussion of RHNA methodology. See Response to Comment 9-1 for a discussion on strategies 
to address the intraregional jobs-housing imbalance and the public forums in which they were 
discussed. See Response to Comment 8-1 for discussion related to public outreach associated with 
the proposed Plan and Draft EIR.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 88 
John J. McLaughlin 
July 19, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

88-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR.  

Approval of the proposed Plan would not affect the independent land use authority of local 
jurisdictions. Rather, CEQA streamlining benefits would become available to lead agencies that carry 
out or approve future projects consistent with the Plan. See “Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles 
and Authority” for discussion related to this comment. Air quality effects of Plan implementation are 
addressed in Draft EIR Section 3.4, “Air Quality,” and Section 3.6, “Climate Change, Greenhouse Gases, 
and Energy,” Water supply effects are addressed in Draft EIR section 3.14, “Public Utilities and 
Facilities.” See also “Master Response 3: Water Supply” in this Final EIR.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 89 
Santa Clara County Parks and Recreation Department 
Kimberly Brosseau, AICP, Senior Planner 
July 19, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

89-1 
This comment is an NOP comment letter and provides recommendations related to development of 
the proposed Plan as it relates to open space, trails, and parks. The comment addresses potential open 
space and park impacts. The Draft EIR addresses at a programmatic level regional impacts related to 
agriculture and forestry resources (section 3.3); and land use and planning and population and 
housing (section 3.11). Impacts related to open space and recreational facilities are addressed in Draft 
EIR section 3.13, “Public Services and Recreation.” See “Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and 
Authority for discussions of the OBAG program, including the OBAG 2 framework.  

89-2 
Impact LU-2 describes the potential effects on access to parks and open space and presents a 
discussion of the strategies to expand access to parks and open space. This is discussed as follows in 
the last paragraph on page 3.11-22 of the Draft EIR: 

Two of the proposed Plan’s environmental strategies—Strategy EN04, “Maintain Urban 
Growth Boundaries,” and Strategy EN05, “Protect and Manage High-Value Conservation 
Lands”—expand access to parks and open space and seek to reduce conflicts with applicable 
open space protection policies by focusing new growth in existing urban areas to help 
preserve natural areas. Furthermore, Strategy EN06, “Modernize and Expand Parks, Trails, 
and Recreation Facilities,” would invest in parks, trails, and open spaces to expand access 
across the region. However, portions of the proposed Plan’s land use growth footprint 
(approximately 740 acres) could overlap with open space/parklands. The largest overlaps are 
anticipated in Santa Clara, Sonoma, Contra Costa, and San Francisco Counties (Table 3.11-4). 
In TPAs [transit priority areas], open space/parklands included in the land use growth 
footprint are smaller, totaling 150 acres regionwide. While TPAs are areas in which growth is 
focused, they would not be developed in their entirety and would include diverse land uses, 
in addition to jobs and housing, that could include preservation of open space and parklands. 

In addition, impacts related to sea level rise adaptation projects and transportation projects are 
discussed on pages 3.11-25 through 3.11-28. Section 3.13 of the Draft EIR, “Public Services and 
Recreation,” addresses the proposed Plan’s potential impacts on recreation facilities. Note that 
Implementation Plan Action 9e proposes to “[d]evelop a sea-level rise funding plan to support the 
implementation of projects that reduce sea level risk risks to communities, infrastructure and ecology, 
prioritizing green infrastructure wherever possible.” The recommendations regarding management 
and maintenance of parkland and trail routes is noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers 
for their consideration. 

89-3 
The Draft EIR addresses at a programmatic level regional impacts related to aesthetics (section 3.2); 
agriculture and forestry resources (section 3.3); air quality (sections 3.4 and 3.6); biological resources 
(section 3.5); cultural resources (section 3.7); hydrology and water quality (section (3.9); land use and 
planning and population and housing (section 3.10); noise and vibration (section 3.12); and 
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transportation (section 3.15).Impacts related to open space and recreational facilities are addressed in 
Draft EIR section 3.13, “Public Services and Recreation.”  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 90 
Santa Clara Valley Open Space Authority 
Andrea Mackenzie, General Manager 
July 19, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

90-1 
The comment is an introductory statement. Please see Responses to Comments 90-2 and 90-3.  

90-2 
The commenter provides recommendations for the proposed Plan that will be considered by the MTC 
Commission and ABAG Executive Board in their decision-making regarding the proposed Plan. These 
comments do not raise a specific issue related to the Draft EIR or the analysis of environmental 
impacts.  

Proposed Plan Strategy EN01, “Adapt to Sea Level Rise” does focus actions to address shoreline 
flooding from sea level rise. Strategy EN05, “Protect High-Value Conservation Lands” and Strategy 
EN04, “Maintain Urban Growth Boundaries” is anticipated to provide hillside protection, reduce 
flooding, and achieve other benefits listed by the commenter. 

Additionally, the proposed Plan includes Strategy EN02, “Provide Means-Based Financial Support to 
Retrofit Existing Residential Buildings” which would support regional efforts to replace inefficient 
water fixtures and non-drought tolerant landscapes in properties built before current codes and 
standards. 

Measures to address wildfire were integrated into both the proposed Plan’s growth framework and 
into multiple strategies. Page 96 of Draft Plan Bay Area 2050 highlights the different ways wildfire 
measures are incorporated. Beyond the proposed Plan, MTC and ABAG are helping Bay Area cities 
integrate wildfire considerations into their housing element updates. 

Access to open space is an area of increased emphasis for the proposed Plan. Strategy EN6, 
“Modernize and Expand Parks, Trails and Recreation Facilities” envisions a full buildout of the Regional 
Trail Network, entailing over 1,500 new trail miles. Transit operators and parks departments are 
exploring ways to improve access to open spaces as well – for example, Sonoma County Regional 
Parks provides shuttle access to several Russian River destinations. The proposed Plan supports the 
operation and expansion of services like this through the $31 billion envisioned for investment in local 
transit through Strategy T10, “Enhance Local Transit Frequency, Capacity and Reliability.” Finally, 
Strategy T02, “Support Community-led Transportation Enhancements in Equity Priority 
Communities” includes $8 billion in targeted investments that could go toward shuttles to open 
spaces in communities that identify access to open space as a local priority. 

MTC/ABAG staff agree that access to middle class career opportunities are an essential element of 
improving economic mobility through the region. Strategy EC2, “Expand Job Training and Incubator 
Programs” envisions $5 billion over 30 years to “support training for high-growth in-demand 
occupations in collaboration with local community colleges in disadvantaged communities, working 
with community colleges and other training partners.” As part the Plan Bay Area 2050 
Implementation Plan process, MTC/ABAG staff are considering revisions to further emphasize the 
importance of apprenticeships and skilled and trained labor. Labor and the trades could be key 
partners in exploring job training and workforce needs in the region. 
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90-3 
The commenter’s support for Alternative 1 is noted for the record.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 91 
Gregory Schmid 
July 19, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

91-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR. The commenter remarks on the cost of housing in the Bay Area. The comment references 
development of an alternative that would explore the dispersal of jobs. See Response to Comment 9-
1 and 8-1 for discussions on strategies to address the intraregional jobs-housing imbalance and the 
public forums in which they were discussed, respectively. See the “Economy” section in Section 2.2.2 
of the Draft EIR, “Proposed Plan Strategies,” for a discussion of housing and economy strategies and 
Section 2.2.3, “Conditions Under the Proposed Plan” for a discussion on housing and locations. See 
"Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority" for a discussion of local control over density, 
housing, and development. The proposed Plan includes economic strategies (EC04, EC05, and EC06) 
that work in tandem with the proposed Plan’s growth geographies to shift jobs. Other strategies to 
shift jobs were evaluated during the Horizon initiative and Plan development process.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 92 
Jim Schmidt 
July 19, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

92-1 
While the Draft EIR does not estimate occupancy of seat miles, it does disclose forecasted increases 
in transit use; including a 133 percent increase in daily transit boardings and 168 percent increase in 
daily transit passenger miles (Table 2-11 on page 2-27 of the Draft EIR), 110 percent increase in transit 
trips (Table 2-14 of the Draft EIR); and a 7 percent shift in the share of workers using transit in their 
journey to work (Table 2-15 of the Draft EIR). In addition, transit crowding was forecasted as part of the 
supplemental Plan Bay Area 2050 Performance Report (page 39 for methodology, p. 56 for findings) 
found on the Plan Bay Area website at www.planbayarea.org/reports. The Plan Bay Area 2050 
Performance Report discloses that, “while increased ridership supports critical climate goals, 
overcrowding on transit vehicles, which risks denial of boardings, is anticipated to rise.” The 
performance report defines crowded conditions as the vehicle operating at a capacity over 85 percent 
of the combined seated and standing capacity.  

92-2 
As the commenter has noted, the Draft EIR discloses forecasted increases in transit use in 2050. Please 
see Response to Comment 92-1 for more information on transit use. See also Response to Comment 
8-2 for more information on benefits of focused development around transit. The combination of 
strategies in the proposed Plan–especially focused housing and employment growth in transit-rich 
areas; enhanced transit frequency, capacity and reliability; operational improvements to transit, such 
as fare policy and seamless mobility; introduction of per mile tolling on freeways and expansion of 
transportation demand management initiatives such as parking fees–enable this shift in modeshare. 
Further discussion of the proposed Plan’s transportation system begins on page 2-20 of the Draft EIR. 
Additional details on the simulation and mode choice models used can be found in the supplemental 
Plan Bay Area 2050 Forecasting and Modeling Report found on the Plan Bay Area website at 
www.planbayarea.org/reports.  

92-3 
The commenter references information contained in the supplemental Plan Bay Area 2050 
Performance Report. This comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the 
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. 

92-4 
The commenter references information disclosed in the supplemental Plan Bay Area 2050 
Performance Report and asks a question about the job accessibility metric. This job accessibility 
metric represents the share of the region’s jobs accessible to an average household. Households in 
Equity Priority Communities do not have the same accessibility as all households, but have better 
access with transit, both in the base year (2015) and as a result of the proposed Plan (2050). A 
substantial share of Equity Priority Communities are in transit-rich locations, and enhancements to 
the transit system under the proposed Plan would further increase this accessibility. Please see 
Response to Comment 92-1 for more information on transit use.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 

http://www.planbayarea.org/reports
http://www.planbayarea.org/reports
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Letter 93 
Laura Seitel and Loy Martin 
July 19, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

93-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR. Please see Response to Comment 13-1 and “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” 
for a discussion of RHNA methodology. See Response to Comment 9-1 for a discussion on strategies 
to address the intraregional jobs-housing imbalance and the public forums in which they were 
discussed. See Section 3.15 of the Draft EIR, “Transportation” for a discussion on the proposed Plan’s 
potential effects on transportation conditions. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 94 
Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit 
Farhad Mansourian, General Manager 
July 19, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

94-1 
The commenter requests that three Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit (SMART) passenger rail extension 
projects be added to the proposed Plan: (1) from Windsor to Healdsburg, (2) from Healdsburg to 
Cloverdale, and (3) from Novato to Suisun City (to Solano). As presented on page 1-16 in Section 1.7.5, 
“Plan Development Process,” of the Draft EIR, a Project Performance Assessment was conducted to 
evaluate major transportation projects considered for inclusion in the proposed Plan. The Project 
Performance Assessment evaluated nearly 100 projects for societal benefit-cost ratios, equity impacts, 
and alignment with the proposed Plan’s guiding principles. Among the projects evaluated were 
SMART’s extensions to Cloverdale and to Solano (between Novato and Suisun City). SMART’s extension 
to Windsor was assumed as a committed project and was not evaluated in the assessment and thus 
was ultimately integrated into the Plan Bay Area 2050 Transportation Project List found on the Plan 
Bay Area website at www.planbayarea.org/reports. Both the Cloverdale and Solano extension projects 
had benefit-cost ratios less than 0.5, indicating that the costs significantly outweighed the societal 
benefits of the project. Further, both projects had an equity score of “Challenges” based on 
quantitative modeling analysis, indicating that transportation accessibility benefits of the projects 
accrued in higher proportion to higher-income populations. The performance of these two extensions 
were evaluated against three different potential futures, including a high-growth transit-supportive 
future, and the results were similar across all futures, indicating that these projects would not perform 
well under a wide range of future conditions. 

In general, the assessment found that, “High-cost commuter rail projects have mixed performance 
outcomes, predominantly benefitting higher-income groups.” It was recommended that, “Rail 
projects should be evaluated alongside lower-cost bus improvements. Rail projects should be paired 
with complementary fare policy and land use strategies to ensure that all Bay Area residents benefit 
from them.” While the SMART projects were considerably lower in cost than other evaluated rail 
projects, their performance outcomes were similar. These findings were released in winter 2020 and 
can be found on online at: https://mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2021-
08/ProjectPerformance_FinalFindings_Jan2020_editAug2021.pdf. 

In addition, the Confidence Assessment within the Project Performance Assessment considered other 
factors that may not be captured in the modeling analysis of these projects: 

 SMART to Cloverdale: Analysis was performed for a typical weekday, but many of the project's 
benefits may occur on weekends due to recreational use and tourism. Further, the analysis does 
not capture some potential benefits of the project such as allowing freight rail service and 
providing infrastructure redundancy during emergency evacuations. Other potential benefits of 
the project may include providing rural broadband infrastructure and dark fiber access. 

 SMART to Solano: The analysis does not capture the cost of investment necessary for protection 
from sea level rise, and may therefore overestimate the benefit-cost ratio. The analysis does not 
capture some potential benefits of the project such as allowing freight rail service and providing 
infrastructure redundancy during emergency evacuations. Other potential benefits of the project 
may include providing rural broadband infrastructure and dark fiber access. 

http://www.planbayarea.org/reports
https://mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2021-08/ProjectPerformance_FinalFindings_Jan2020_editAug2021.pdf
https://mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2021-08/ProjectPerformance_FinalFindings_Jan2020_editAug2021.pdf
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After the release of the Project Performance Assessment findings, a shortlist of high-performing 
projects were integrated into the Draft Blueprint, and MTC and ABAG identified performance 
challenges in terms of cost-effectiveness, alignment with the adopted Guiding Principles, and support 
for equitable outcomes for the remaining projects. Project sponsors were then asked to submit 
tangible policy commitments or scope revisions to address these issues by April 2020. In June 2020, 
MTC and ABAG discussed the performance commitments made by project sponsors. SMART staff 
identified commitments to reduce fare burden through participation in a regional means-based fare 
program and to discount transfers to several local transit systems, but did not identify any broader, 
more substantive actions to address poor performance results. As a result, because of the limited 
future funding available for major transportation projects and the legal requirement that the 
proposed Plan's transportation project list be fiscally constrained, the two SMART extension projects 
were not prioritized for inclusion in the proposed Plan as part of Strategy T11. See “Master Response 7: 
Fiscally Constrained Transportation Project List” for additional discussion of this topic. 

Apart from funding for maintaining and operating existing SMART service operations from Larkspur 
to Santa Rosa, extending service to Windsor, and adding an infill station in Petaluma, proposed Plan 
investments that benefit SMART would preserve existing SMART right-of-way from sea level rise 
inundation. The SMART corridor was found to be vulnerable to sea level rise, with key portions of the 
existing line susceptible to closures within the proposed Plan’s 30-year period. Without the 
implementation of adaptation infrastructure, analysis found that SMART service would be unable 
to operate between the San Rafael and Petaluma Downtown stations due to potential sea level rise 
inundation occurring in multiple locations. Strategy EN01, Adapt to Sea Level Rise, includes a set of 
multi-benefit adaptations in Marin County that would protect the SMART corridor in these crucial 
segments, as well as Highway 101, and a number of neighboring homes and businesses. It is 
estimated that it could cost at least $260 million for the protection of the existing SMART right-of-
way within the Plan period. These adaptation investments would also provide benefits beyond 2050, 
as they would maintain the existing communities that support the SMART service, including 
downtown San Rafael. For more information on the Adapt to Sea Level Rise strategy, please see the 
Plan Bay Area 2050 and Sea Level Rise Adaptation document found at 
https://www.planbayarea.org/sites/default/files/pdfs_referenced/PBA2050_SLR_Brief_102120_Final_0.pdf. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.planbayarea.org%2Fsites%2Fdefault%2Ffiles%2Fpdfs_referenced%2FPBA2050_SLR_Brief_102120_Final_0.pdf&data=04%7C01%7Cfran.ruger%40ascentenvironmental.com%7C3a53a8cdc0e84644ce9f08d9628f1f50%7C3e93c60a23514d15b2aa0753fd321028%7C0%7C1%7C637649189125123915%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=Mx7F5kfE%2Ffkaq9oQHk8uFj%2FAejI%2BB%2B6ghOavsxJmnd4%3D&reserved=0
https://www.planbayarea.org/sites/default/files/pdfs_referenced/PBA2050_SLR_Brief_102120_Final_0.pdf
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Letter 95 
Ranganath Tirumala 
July 19, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comment is now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

95-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR. Approval of the proposed Plan would not affect the independent land use authority of local 
jurisdictions. Rather, CEQA streamlining benefits would become available to lead agencies that carry 
out or approve future projects consistent with the Plan. See Draft EIR page 1-11 for an explanation of 
the regional planning agencies, MTC and ABAG. See Response to Comment 8-1 for a discussion related 
to public outreach associated with the proposed Plan and Draft EIR. Response to Comment 9-1 for a 
discussion on strategies to address the intraregional jobs-housing imbalance and the public forums 
in which they were discussed. See the “Economy” section in Section 2.2.2 of the Draft EIR, “Proposed 
Plan Strategies,” for a discussion of housing and economy strategies and Section 2.2.3, “Conditions 
Under the Proposed Plan” for a discussion on housing and locations. See “Master Response 6: MTC 
and ABAG Roles and Authority” for a discussion related to this comment. Please see Draft EIR section 
3.14, “Public Utilities and Facilities” for an analysis of the potential for implementation of the proposed 
Plan to have an impact on public utilities, facilities, and services within the nine counties of the Bay 
Area. The public utilities, facilities, and services addressed in the Draft EIR are water supply, 
wastewater (sanitary sewer), stormwater, solid waste, telecommunications, electric power, and 
natural gas. Public parks and schools are addressed in Draft EIR section 3.13, “Public Services and 
Recreation.” 

The proposed Plan includes strategies to ensure that there is an affordable home for every low-income 
Bay Area household by the year 2050. See Response to Comment 16-1 for a discussion on the proposed 
Plan’s strategies for affordable housing. Please see Response to Comment 13-1 and “Master Response 
1: Regional Growth Forecast” for a discussion of RHNA methodology. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 96 
Yerba Buena Neighborhood Consortium 
John Elberling, Manager 
July 19, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

96-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan and provides recommendations related to 
social equity, social justice, smart growth, and environmental sustainability. The proposed Plan 
includes strategies to ensure that there is an affordable home for every low-income Bay Area 
household by the year 2050. See Response to Comment 16-1 for a discussion on the proposed Plan’s 
strategies for affordable housing. The proposed Plan Strategies H06, “Transform Aging Malls and 
Office Parks into Neighborhoods” promotes the reuse of shopping malls and office parks, including 
their parking. Similarly, Strategy H08, “Accelerate Reuse of Public and Community-Owned Land for 
Mixed-Income Housing and Essential Services” promotes the accelerated development of mixed-
income affordable housing. 

96-2 
MTC and ABAG respectfully disagree with the position taken by the commenter that the EIR is “legally 
insufficient.” The analysis and substantial evidence in the EIR demonstrate adequacy. Please see 
“Master Response 4: EIR Alternatives” regarding the adequacy of the Project Alternatives. CEQA is 
limited to analyzing adverse changes to the physical environment and does not require analysis of 
social or ethical issues. (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a); Preserve Poway v. City of Poway (2016) 
245 Cal.App.4th 560, 579.) While these issues are certainly important from a policy and decision-making 
perspective the Draft EIR and alternatives are not required to address socially or ethically superior 
alternatives. However, the proposed Plan itself incorporates numerous strategies and goals relevant 
to the prior Equity, Environment, and Jobs Alternative. As explained in the Draft EIR, equity and 
resilience are integrated into each element, theme, and strategy of the proposed Plan. (Draft EIR, p. 
2-3.) As explained in Section 2.2.2, the proposed Plan includes strategies and funding to protect 
current residents from displacement, preserve existing affordable housing, and produce new housing 
to secure long-term affordability to address the Bay Area’s housing crisis (the “three Ps”). It also 
includes funding and strategies to improve economic mobility and fund transportation 
enhancements in Equity Priority Communities. In sum, CEQA does not require inclusion of the Equity, 
Environment, and Jobs Alternative, but the goals of that alternative did influence the proposed Plan.  

The Environment, Equity, and Jobs Alternative was analyzed in the EIR for Plan Bay Area 2040, and 
was also referred to as Alternative 4, or the EEJ Alternative. As summarized on Page ES-8 of the Draft 
EIR for Plan Bay Area 2040: 

The Environment, Equity, and Jobs (EEJ) Alternative includes strategies to focus more growth 
in suburban communities than the proposed Plan, in part to reduce risk of displacement in 
urban areas. In addition, the EEJ Alternative includes more funding for bus operations in 
suburban areas to serve lower-income residents and reduces funding for highway expansion 
and efficiency projects with the objective of reducing adverse environmental impacts. This 
alternative would encourage intensification of land use beyond PDAs to include jobs-rich, 
high-opportunity TPAs not currently identified as PDAs. This alternative seeks to strengthen 
public transit by boosting service frequencies in most suburban and urban areas, other than 
on Muni, BART or Caltrain, and providing free transit passes to youth throughout the region. 
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The strategies analyzed under the EEJ Alternative align with the strategies analyzed in the Draft EIR 
under the proposed Plan, TRA Focus Alternative, and HRA Focus Alternative as discussed in Section 
4.3 of the Draft EIR “Alternatives Selected For Detailed Analysis.” Both the proposed Plan and HRA 
Focus Alternative include strategies to focus more growth in suburban communities than past 
iterations of Plan Bay Area. The proposed Plan also includes a suite of housing strategies to reduce 
the risk of displacement and achieve more equitable outcomes for all residents. The proposed Plan 
and two alternatives include substantial investments to expand funding for bus operations to serve 
suburban areas through Strategies T01, T10, and T12, while the TRA Focus Alternative analyzes 
increases in investments to Strategy T10, and the HRA Focus Alternative analyzes increases in 
investments to Strategies T10 and T12. The TRA Focus Alternative analyzes the impacts of reduced 
funding for highway expansion projects through a modification of Strategy T06. As discussed under 
Section 2.3.4 of the Draft EIR, “Proposed Plan Growth Geographies” the proposed Plan expands 
growth areas from PDAs to include High-Resource Areas and Transit-Rich Areas. The proposed Plan 
and the two alternatives include Strategy T04, “Reform Regional Transit Fare Policy” to streamline fare 
payments and provide discounted fare programs. See “Master Response 4: EIR Alternatives” for a 
discussion on this comment. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 97 
Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District 
Ramakirshna Pochiraju, PE, Executive Director of Planning and Engineering 
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now a part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

97-1 
The comment summarizes the proposed Plan, and lists AC Transit’s projects and other bus frequency 
and transit improvements included in the proposed Plan. The commenter provides support for 
Strategy T01, which would restore transit service hours to pre-COVID (2019) levels but noted that 
transit service in 2019 may have been inadequate in parts of the region. As a regional long-range plan, 
the proposed Plan presents a high-level vision for funding transit service across the region. Strategy 
T01 directs transportation revenues toward restoring transit service hours to pre-pandemic levels and 
sets aside funding to operate and maintain that service through the remainder of the Plan’s horizon 
of 2050. However, the proposed Plan does not allocate funds to any specific transportation project or 
program, nor does it dictate how or when funds would be available to transit operators. Key 
implementation actions for proposed Plan Strategy T01 include implementing the recommendations 
of the Blue Ribbon Transit Recovery Task Force. 

The commenter expresses concern that funding for some of the proposed Plan’s Strategy T11 projects 
may be better used for other uses such as bus service. See “Master Response 7: Fiscally Constrained 
Transportation Project List” for a discussion of the projects selected to be included in the 
transportation program. In addition, the HRA-Focus Alternative modifies proposed Plan Strategy T11 
by removing $33.8 billion in funding and instead reinvesting in local transit frequency improvements.  

Through the Project Performance Assessment process of 2018 and 2019, commuter rail service along 
the Dumbarton corridor was analyzed. The project was found to have benefit-cost ratio below 1, 
indicating benefits were outweighed by costs. In response, the project sponsor, SamTrans, explored 
opportunities to lower project costs, and put forward a Group Rapid Transit concept for consideration 
for inclusion into the proposed Plan. Dumbarton Group Rapid Transit is expected to open after 2035; 
in the intervening years, project development activities can continue and a different mode or 
multimodal package of investments may be considered in future long-range plans. In the near-term, 
the proposed Plan envisions new, high-frequency express bus service (ReX) connecting downtown 
Oakland and Redwood City via the Dumbarton Bridge, complemented by express lanes on I-580, I-
880, and the East Bay approach to the Dumbarton Bridge. 

After discussions with Capitol Corridor staff, the South Bay Connect project, represented as RTP ID# 
21-T11-111 in the Plan Bay Area 2050 Transportation Project List found on the Plan Bay Area website at 
www.planbayarea.org/reports, remains combined with the Ardenwood park-and-ride project. 
However, each component can be implemented on different timelines.  

The commenter expresses support for the proposed Plan’s Strategy T09. 

The commenter expresses support for the proposed Plan’s Strategy T04. Findings from the Horizon 
initiative suggested that implementation of the fare integration component of Strategy T04 could be 
revenue-neutral to transit operators, by incentivizing enough new transit ridership to balance out any 
losses from the simplified fare system. Overall, implementation of Strategy T04 is estimated to cost 
approximately $10 billion over the plan period, discussed on page 46 of the Draft Plan Bay Area 2050 
Technical Assumptions Report found at https://www.planbayarea.org/reports. Key implementation 
actions for proposed Plan Strategy T04 include implementing the recommendations of the Fare 
Integration Task Force. 

http://www.planbayarea.org/reports
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The commenter expresses support for the proposed Plan’s Strategy T09. 

97-2 
Please see “Master Response 4: EIR Alternatives” for a discussion related to this comment. As noted in 
Draft EIR Chapter 4, “Alternatives to the Proposed Plan,” each of the alternatives is constrained by the 
same planning assumptions as the proposed Plan and housing units maintain the same regional 
growth forecasts (for population, employment, and households) and maintain the same forecast of 
reasonably available transportation revenues. In addition, the proposed Plan is obligated to set forth 
a forecasted development pattern for the region that includes the Regional Housing Control Total. 
See also Response to Comment 85-70. 

97-3 
The commenter expresses support for placing funding priority on low-cost high-benefit projects. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 98 
Alameda County Transportation Commission 
Tess Lengyel, Executive Director 
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

98-1 
The comment is an introductory statement that also expresses support for the proposed Plan. The 
commenter introduces a series of comments that are addressed in the following responses. The 
comment letter does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, 
or completeness of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for consideration during the review of the 
merits of the proposed Plan. Please see Responses to Comments 98-2 and 98-3. 

98-2 
The commenter provides support for, offers considerations, and recommends partnerships to ensure 
the successful implementation of the proposed Plan strategies, including Strategy T02, “Support 
Community-Led Transportation Enhancements in Equity Priority Communities;” Strategy T05, 
“Implement Per-Mile Tolling on Congested Freeways with Transit Alternatives;” Strategy T08, “Build a 
Complete Streets Network;” Strategy T09, “Advance Regional Vision Zero Policy through Street Design 
and Reduced Speeds;” Strategy T10, “Enhance Local Transit Frequency, Capacity, and Reliability;” 
Strategy T11, “Expand and Modernize the Regional Rail Network;” Strategy T12, “Build an Integrated 
Regional Express Lane and Express Bus Network; Strategy EN07, “Expand Commute Trip Reduction 
Programs at Major Employers;” Strategy EN08, “Expand Clean Vehicle Initiatives;” and Strategy EN09, 
“Expand Transportation Demand Management Initiatives.”  

98-3 
The commenter provides comments and suggested revisions to the Plan Bay Area 2050 
Transportation Project List found on the Plan Bay Area website at www.planbayarea.org/reports. After 
receipt of the July 20th comment letter, MTC staff have coordinated with Alameda CTC staff to refine 
the Plan Bay Area 2050 Transportation Project List and address the suggested revisions. These 
refinements will be incorporated into the final transportation project list. The recommended revisions 
add clarity and do not change the substance of the proposed Plan as it relates to environmental 
impacts.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 

http://www.planbayarea.org/reports
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Letter 99 
Marjorie Alvord  
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

99-1 
The proposed Plan includes approximately $400 billion in investments to operate, maintain, and 
expand public transit service and access, including the restoration of transit operations to 2019 service 
levels. Please see Response to Comment 92-1 for a discussion of transit use. Regarding the reduction 
of parking, the proposed Plan envisions reduced parking development as part of Strategy H03 to 
encourage more dense and diverse housing development in Growth Geographies (see "Spur Housing 
Production at All Income Levels" strategies in Section 2.2.2 of the Draft EIR, “Proposed Plan Strategies,” 
page 2-5). The proposed Plan also includes Strategy T03, “Enable a Seamless Mobility Experience” and 
Strategy T04, “Reform Regional Transit Fare Policy” that when combined, would provide discounted 
fares and a simplified way to pay them. The proposed Plan also looks at businesses to offer transit 
incentives. The Bay Area Commuter Benefits Program, codified into law in 2016, mandates that all 
employers in the Bay Area with 50 or more full-time employees offer their employees benefits that 
encourage alternatives to solo car commuting. Strategy EN07, “Expand Commute Trip Reduction 
Programs at Major Employers” also intends to reduce solo driving commute trips across the region. 
Rather than transit passes being subsidized by new residential developments, Strategy EN07 would 
require that all large Bay Area employers ensure that no more than 40 percent of their workforce 
commutes by car on an average workday. To accomplish this, employers could provide free or 
subsidized transit passes to encourage transit use over car commuting, for example, or provide direct 
cash subsidies for employees who choose to walk, bike or telecommute. Strategy EN09, “Expand 
Transportation Demand Management Initiatives,” also invests in transportation demand 
management initiatives to support and encourage the use of transit, active transportation, and other 
shared modes in place of making single-occupancy vehicle trips (see the "Reduce Climate Emissions" 
section on page 2-10 of the Draft EIR). The comment is noted for consideration during project review.  

99-2 
As discussed under Impact AQ-1 in Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR, “Air Quality,” on page 3.4-33, many of 
the proposed Plan’s 35 integrated housing, economic, transportation, and environmental strategies 
align and would help implement many of the 85 control measures in the BAAQMD 2017 Clean Air 
Plan. This includes urban heat island mitigation; BAAQMD’s Control Measure BL4 is intended to 
reduce the “urban heat island” phenomenon by increasing the application of “cool roofing” and “cool 
paving” technologies, as well as increasing the prevalence of urban forests and vegetation, through 
voluntary approaches and educational outreach. The proposed Plan includes environmental strategy 
EN6: Modernize and expand parks, trails, and recreation facilities. As noted in Chapter 5 of the 
proposed Plan, research has shown that greening efforts like planting street trees and expanding 
parks provide important long-term public health benefits, including providing shade to reduce 
extreme heat.  

99-3 
See “Master Response 4: EIR Alternatives” for a discussion on this comment. The comment suggests 
a variation of the TRA Focus Alternative should be considered. The TRA Focus Alternative analyzed in 
the Draft EIR, and discussed under Section 4.3.2 of the Draft EIR, includes proposed Plan Strategy 
EN04, “Maintain Urban Growth Boundaries,” reduces highway funding by modifying Strategy T06, 
“Improve Interchanges and Address Highway Bottlenecks,” increases transit funding by modifying 
Strategy T10, “Enhance Local Transit Frequency, Capacity and Reliability,” and includes the proposed 
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Plan Strategies T08, “Build and Complete Streets Network” and T09, “Advance Regional Vision Zero 
Policy.” The comment does not provide detail sufficient to indicate how the proposed alternative 
would perform differently from the TRA Focus Alternative or substantially reduce any significant and 
unavoidable environmental impacts of the proposed Plan differently from the TRA Focus Alternative. 
The comment is noted for consideration during review of the merits of alternatives. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 



2. Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR Plan Bay Area 2050 

Final EIR | October 2021 Metropolitan Transportation Commission & 
2-474 Association of Bay Area Governments 

 



Plan Bay Area 2050 2. Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission & Final EIR | October 2021 
Association of Bay Area Governments 2-475 

 



2. Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR Plan Bay Area 2050 

Final EIR | October 2021 Metropolitan Transportation Commission & 
2-476 Association of Bay Area Governments 

 



Plan Bay Area 2050 2. Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission & Final EIR | October 2021 
Association of Bay Area Governments 2-477 

 



2. Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR Plan Bay Area 2050 

Final EIR | October 2021 Metropolitan Transportation Commission & 
2-478 Association of Bay Area Governments 

 



Plan Bay Area 2050 2. Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission & Final EIR | October 2021 
Association of Bay Area Governments 2-479 

Letter 100 
Bay Area Rapid Transit 
Val Joseph Menotti, Chief Planning and Development Officer 
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

100-1 
The comment is an introductory statement that also expresses support for the proposed Plan. The 
commenter introduces a series of comments that are addressed in the following responses. The 
comment is noted for consideration during the review of the merits of the proposed Plan. Please see 
Responses to Comments 100-2 and 100-3. 

100-2 
The comment includes several comments on the proposed Plan, but does not raise environmental 
issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. The 
commenter provides support for proposed Plan transportation strategies T01, T02, T04, T08, T09, and 
T11, and provides consideration for their successful implementation. The comment also expresses 
suggestions regarding project categorizations in the Plan Bay Area 2050 Transportation Project List. 
The recommended revisions would add clarity and do not change the substance of the proposed Plan 
as it relates to environmental impacts. Strategy T01 directs transportation revenues toward restoring 
transit service hours to pre-pandemic levels and sets aside funding to operate and maintain that 
service through the remainder of the Plan period. However, the proposed Plan does not allocate funds 
to any specific transportation project or program, nor does it dictate how or when funds would be 
available to transit operators. Key implementation actions for proposed Plan Strategy T01 include 
implementing the recommendations of the Blue Ribbon Transit Recovery Task Force. Findings from 
the Horizon initiative suggested that implementation of the fare integration component of Strategy 
T04 could be revenue-neutral to transit operators, by incentivizing enough new transit ridership to 
balance out any losses from the simplified fare system. Overall, implementation of Strategy T04 is 
estimated to cost approximately $10 billion over the Plan period, discussed in the Plan Bay Area 2050 
Technical Assumptions Report found at https://www.planbayarea.org/reports. Key implementation 
actions for proposed Plan Strategy T04 include implementing the recommendations of the Fare 
Integration Task Force. Strategy T08 is outlined on page 63 of the Draft Plan Bay Area 2050, "Plan Bay 
Area 2050 envisions a well-connected network with 10,000 new miles of protected bike lanes and off-
street paths, with particular emphases on connections to transit and investments in Equity Priority 
Communities." Key implementation actions for proposed Plan Strategies T08 and T09 include 
implementing the recommendations of the Active Transportation Plan. Presently, MTC and ABAG are 
developing an update to the region’s Active Transportation Plan. This plan will have a stronger 
emphasis on implementation, identifying gaps in the active transportation network, exploring 
funding opportunities to support new projects, and outlining policy approaches to enhance equity 
and safety. 

The integrated Priority Development Area/One Bay Area Grant Assessment, which was presented to 
the Programming and Allocations Committee at its July 2021 meeting, presented an assessment of 
its effectiveness. Below is the link to the staff report to which a summary of the assessment is attached: 
https://mtc.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=9604139&GUID=4ACB4EBC-75AF-4ED1-BBB1-
F00A5591463E. Strategy H05 calls for the production of deed-restricted affordable housing units, as 
opposed to in-leu fees, as part of market-rate housing developments. 

https://www.planbayarea.org/reports
https://mtc.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=9604139&GUID=4ACB4EBC-75AF-4ED1-BBB1-F00A5591463E
https://mtc.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=9604139&GUID=4ACB4EBC-75AF-4ED1-BBB1-F00A5591463E
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The commenter provides support for proposed Plan Strategy EC05 and offers considerations for 
Strategy EC04. Please refer to the Plan Bay Area website at www.planbayarea.org/reports for 
additional information on Strategy EC04, including the Plan Bay Area Technical Assumptions Report 
and the Plan Bay Area 2050 Forecasting and Modeling Report. 

The commenter provides support for proposed Plan Strategy EN07, which was revised between the 
release of the Notice of Preparation and the release of the Draft EIR. The commenter identifies a typo 
in the Draft Plan Bay Area 2050. This error has been corrected. 

The commenter provides support for the proposed Plan’s Implementation Plan and requests 
continued discussions on implementation of Strategy H08. The final recommendations of the Bay 
Area Transit Transformation Action Plan have been more deeply woven into the Final Implementation 
Plan. These recommendations are broadly supportive of a number of proposed Plan strategies. The 
Final Implementation Plan further identifies strategic partners and proposed implementation 
timeframes for all plan strategies and actions. The Final Implementation Plan is expected to include 
a refinements to strategy EC2: Expand Job Training and Incubator Programs related to ensuring there 
is an adequate workforce to support the plan’s ambitious infrastructure goals. The revisions would 
add clarity and do not change the substance of the proposed Plan as it relates to environmental 
impacts. One of the key implementation actions identified in the housing element of the Plan is the 
completion and implementation of the Expanded Regional Housing Portfolio and Bay Area Housing 
Finance Authority Business Plan. The Final Implementation Plan further calls out that working to 
ensure more equitable implementation of TDM-based strategies will be a continued focus during the 
Plan’s implementation period. The commenter identifies considerations for TDM-based strategies. 

100-3 
The commenter’s support for the components of the proposed Plan and Alternative 1, and concerns 
regarding Alternative 2 are noted for the record. See “Master Response 4: EIR Alternatives.” 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 

http://www.planbayarea.org/reports
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Letter 101 
Keith Bennett  
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

101-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR. Please see Response to Comment 13-1 and “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” 
for a discussion of RHNA methodology. Please see Response to Comment 9-1 for a discussion on jobs-
housing balance. Please see Draft EIR section 3.14, “Public Utilities and Facilities” for an analysis of the 
potential for implementation of the proposed Plan to have an impact on public utilities, facilities, and 
services within the nine counties of the Bay Area. The public utilities, facilities, and services addressed 
in the Draft EIR are water supply, wastewater (sanitary sewer), stormwater, solid waste, 
telecommunications, electric power, and natural gas. Implementation of impact fees for office 
development is a strategy that was included in Alternative 1, the TRA Focus Alternatives. See Chapter 
4 of the Draft EIR, “Alternatives to the Proposed Plan” and “Master Response 4: EIR Alternatives” for a 
discussion of this alternative. See “Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority” for 
discussions of affordable housing and funding for affordable housing. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 102 
California Coastal Commission 
Peter Allen  
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

102-1 
The comment indicates that the Plan and Draft EIR overlook coastal areas and resources. The 
proposed Plan includes both coastal and bayshore vulnerabilities. The proposed Plan used sea level 
rise data from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Association to identify areas vulnerable to sea 
level rise along the Pacific coast of the region, including along Sonoma, Marin, San Francisco, and San 
Mateo Counties. Shoreline areas where homes, jobs, or infrastructure were vulnerable to 2 feet of 
permanent inundation from sea level rise were flagged for adaptation. The proposed Plan assumes 
that adaptation measures would address these vulnerabilities as a part of EN1: Adapt to Sea Level Rise. 
Traditional levees are assumed along low-lying areas in Bolinas Lagoon and Stinson Beach to protect 
local communities and Highway 1. 

Please see Figure 2-3 in the Draft EIR to view the coastal and Bayshore vulnerabilities assumed within 
the timeline of the plan, including the vulnerabilities on the western coast of Marin County.  

Please note that the regional scope of the proposed Plan also includes coastal assets, such as the 
California Coastal Trail and other coastal recreation areas, which are included in the scope of the 
strategies “Protect and Manage High-Value Conservation Lands,” and “Modernize and Expand Parks, 
Trails, and Recreation Facilities.” See “Master Response 5: Sea Level Rise” for discussion related to this 
comment. Regarding the effects of sea level rise on low-coast recreation, Master Response 5 explains 
that the effects of the environment on a project are generally outside the scope of CEQA. The Draft 
EIR undertakes a programmatic analysis of the environmental impacts of the proposed Plan and does 
not undertake project-level environmental analysis, as is appropriate for the proposed Plan’s level of 
planning.  

102-2 
The Draft EIR discusses sea level rise adaptation infrastructure beginning on page 2-17 of the Draft 
EIR, as well as more generally in Section 3.6, “Climate Change, Greenhouse Gases, and Energy.” Page 
2-17 of the Draft EIR provides a description of the various sea level rise adaptation infrastructure 
archetypes, under the subheading “Sea Level Rise Adaptation Infrastructure.” Figure 2-3 of the Draft 
EIR depicts the general locations of archetypes assumed in the Plan and in the Draft EIR’s analyses. 
While Figure 2-3 of the Draft EIR generalizes features, the Plan assumes that natural solutions, such 
as marsh restoration, would be utilized wherever possible. Table 23 on page 62 of the Draft Plan Bay 
Area 2050 Technical Assumptions Report describes the cost assumptions for adapting to sea level rise, 
with over 71 percent of the $19.2 billion regional sea level rise need attributed to natural ("green") 
strategies. It states that 34 percent of the regional sea level rise need is attributed to marsh restoration, 
25 percent for elevated roadways that would maintain critical habitat connections, and 13 percent for 
ecotone levees. Seawalls are assumed for dense areas with space constraints, totaling only 5 percent 
of the regional need. It is important to note that the narrow set of adaptations used for the proposed 
Plan analysis are not intended to represent the full universe of adaptation solutions. Advanced local 
planning should consider other solutions, including additional nature-based strategies. See “Master 
Response 5: Sea Level Rise” for a discussion related to the comment. 
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102-3 
A discussion of the Plan’s strategies to invest in healthy and safe streets begins on page 2-8 of Chapter 
2, “Project Description,” of the Draft EIR. The Plan directs $13 billion to Strategy T08 to allow for building 
10,000 miles of bike lanes or multi-use paths to support walking or biking. Additionally, Action 2c on 
page 135 of Chapter 7, “Draft Implementation Plan,” of the Draft Plan Bay Area 2050, proposes to 
"Complete and implement the recommendations of the Regional Active Transportation Plan." This 
Regional Active Transportation Plan is anticipated to provide an overall vision for active transportation 
in the region with greater specificity on routes and corridors for these exempt investments than the 
long-range regional plan. The comment is noted for consideration during project review but does not 
raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is necessary. 

102-4 
A discussion of the potential effects on VMT from implementing the Plan’s 35 integrated strategies 
begins on page 3.15-22 of the Draft EIR under Impact TRA-2. On page 3.15-28, the Draft EIR concludes 
that the Plan’s “forecasted land use growth pattern, sea level rise adaptation infrastructure, and 
proposed transportation projects and strategies result in an increase in total regional VMT and a 
decrease in regional per-capita VMT between the base year and 2050…” The Draft EIR goes on to 
conclude that Impact TRA-2 is potentially significant and identifies mitigation measures. However, the 
Draft EIR also concludes that the Plan “would not impede achievement of additional Statewide VMT 
reductions required to meet the State’s statutory GHG emission targets.” Mitigation Measure TRA-2a 
and TRA-2b include transportation demand management measures that overlap with suggestions in 
this comment letter. In Section 3.6, “Climate Change, Greenhouse Gases, and Energy,” the Draft EIR 
also concludes under Impact GHG-2 that implementation of the Plan would result in the region 
achieving its assigned GHG emissions reduction target. No changes to the document are necessary.  

As noted in Draft EIR section 3.6, “Climate Change, Greenhouse Gases, and Energy,” the EN09 strategy 
includes a car share program, the development of a regional electric vehicle charger network, and other 
strategies aimed at reducing GHG emissions. In addition, the proposed Plan also includes strategies to 
increase the energy efficiency of existing development. EN02, “Provide Means-Based Financial Support 
to Retrofit Existing Residential Buildings” would result in building ordinances and incentivizing building 
retrofits to meet higher energy standards. Strategy EN03, “Fund Energy Upgrades to Enable Carbon 
Neutrality in All Existing Commercial and Public Buildings” would support the electrification and 
resilient power system upgrades leading to lower building emissions. See Response to Comment 102-2 
regarding additional suggestions. The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these 
comments as part of their overall consideration of the proposed Plan. 

With respect to incorporating carbon sequestration in the mitigation measures, although the 
proposed mitigation measures do not specifically address carbon sequestration, GHG-3 supports the 
development of climate action plans (CAP) throughout the Bay Area. These CAPs could include 
measures that reduce GHG emissions through increased carbon sequestration. For example, CAPs 
could sequester carbon through measures such as tree planting, soil amendments, and habitat 
restoration. See Draft EIR pages 3.6-27 to 3.6-30 for further discussion about CAPs. 

102-5 
The commenter’s support for the proposed Plan and statement about future opportunities to work 
with MTC and ABAG are noted and appreciated. MTC and ABAG will continue to work with agency 
partners during implementation of the proposed Plan. Thank you for your comments.  
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Letter 103 
California Department of Transportation 
Jean C.R. Finney, Deputy District Director 
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

103-1 
The comment recommends that the CTP 2050 be discussed in the “State Regulations” section in 
Section 3.15, “Transportation.” The summary of the CTP 2050 has been added in this final EIR in 
response to this comment. The addition is presented in Chapter, “Revisions to the Draft EIR.” The 
change does not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of any environmental impact, 
because it provides additional setting information to enhance the existing text in the EIR.  

Page 3.15-12 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows (new text is underlined): 

California Transportation Plan 2050 

The California Transportation Plan (CTP) serves as the state's comprehensive long-range 
transportation plan and provides a common framework for guiding transportation decisions 
and investments in the state. CTP 2050 was adopted February 2021 as the state transportation 
plan, as required by federal and state law. CTP 2050 defines performance-based goals, policies, 
and strategies to achieve the state's vision for a statewide integrated multimodal 
transportation system over a 25-year timeframe. The CTP must plan for a system that reduces 
greenhouse gas emissions 80 percent below the 1990 levels by 2050 as described by Assembly 
Bill 32 and Executive Order S-03-05. Unlike, regional transportation plans, CTP 2050 is not 
fiscally constrained. CTP 2050 identifies opportunities for coordinating planning between 
major metropolitan areas, rural areas, and state agencies to achieve shared goals. 

103-2 
The commenter expresses support for Mitigation Measure TRA-2a. The comment is noted for 
consideration during the review of the project. 

103-3 
The Draft EIR evaluates cumulative transportation impacts on page 5-21. It concludes, “The potential 
for cumulative impacts related to… increased hazards… would not be cumulatively considerable, and 
these impacts would be less than significant (LTS).” The impacts of conversion of highway shoulders 
on safety is localized, and not found to be cumulatively considerable.  

Further, the design details of proposed transportation projects are not known because the projects 
are in the early stages of planning. However, any projects will have to meet all applicable design and 
safety standards and ensure adequate passage for emergency vehicles. This would ensure no 
significant impacts, including, to the extent that they are possible, cumulative impacts. 

The Plan includes investments in the regional Bay Area Forward Program as Plan ID number RTPID 
21-T06-049, which includes numerous actions, including a comprehensive strategy to implement bus 
lanes on the shoulders of Bay Area highways. Other bus on shoulder projects are proposed in tandem 
with express bus improvements, including on Interstate-680 in Contra Costa County as part of project 
21-T12-122, U.S.-101 in Marin County as part of 21-T12-124, and on State Route-29 in Napa County as part 
of project 21-T12-118. 
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Comment 103-3 also requests that Figure 3.15-3 be retitled “Regional Bike Network.” The figure name 
has been revised in this final EIR. This change is presented in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, “Revisions to 
the Draft EIR.” The correction does not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of any 
environmental impact. It is a clarification that does not affect the EIR analysis or conclusions. See 
Response to Comment 102-3 for more information on active transportation. 

103-4 
In response to this comment, the text in the first paragraph on page 3.15-6 has been modified as 
follows: 

Amtrak provides long-distance passenger rail services to the Bay Area via the Capitol Corridor, 
San Joaquin, Coast Starlight, and California Zephyr lines, connecting the region to the Central 
Valley, Southern California, the Pacific Northwest, and the Midwest. 

Amtrak provides once-daily long-distance passenger rail service to the Bay Area via the Coast 
Starlight and California Zephyr lines, connecting the region to southern California, the Pacific 
Northwest, and the Midwest. The two State-supported intercity routes in the region, the 
Capitol Corridor and the San Joaquins, provide more frequent regional and interregional 
service and provide additional connections to the Central Valley.  

The changes presented above do not increase the severity of an environmental impact disclosed in 
the Draft EIR or result in a new environmental impact. It clarifies language in the environmental 
setting. No other changes to the document are necessary. 

103-5 
The commenter recommends that freight operation plans, including the California Freight Mobility 
Plan 2020 and San Francisco Bay Area Seaport Plan, be discussed in the “State Regulations” and 
“Regional and Local Settings” sections in Section 3.15, “Transportation” and Section 3.11, “Land Use, 
Population, and Housing,” respectively, and recommends the inclusion of a goods movement figure. 
The summary of these plans and the requested figure have been added in this final EIR in response 
to this comment. The changes are presented in Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR.” These additions 
do not alter the conclusions with respect to the significant of any environmental impact, because the 
proposed Plan would not conflict with the implementation of these additional plans.  

Page 3.15-12 is revised as follows (new text is underlined): 

California Freight Mobility Plan 2020 

The California Freight Mobility Plan (CFMP) 2020 serves as the state's immediate and long-
range freight plan, identifying activities and capital investments that support statewide goals 
associated with freight movement in California. The CFMP complies with freight provisions 
included in the Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Act. The CFMP’s vision is to plan 
for sustainability, in terms of economic vitality, environmental stewardship, and social equity, 
in the freight sector. The CFMP articulates a vision of having “the world’s most innovative, 
economically-competitive multimodal freight network that is efficient, reliable, modern, 
integrated, resilient, safe, and sustainable, where social and environmental impacts are 
considered equally.” The CFMP is guided by goals to improve efficiency, reduce pollution, and 
increase capacity in its freight facilities, equipment, and operations. The assesses current 
conditions and performance, identifies trends and challenges, and lays out immediate and 
long-range strategies to achieve the identified goals. 



2. Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR Plan Bay Area 2050 

Final EIR | October 2021 Metropolitan Transportation Commission & 
2-500 Association of Bay Area Governments 

Page 3.11-15 is revised as follows (new text is underlined): 

San Francisco Bay Area Seaport Plan 

The San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) developed the 
San Francisco Bay Area Seaport Plan in 1996, last amended in 2012, to forecast cargo activity, 
assess port terminal handling capacity, and coordinate port area development. The plan assists 
in coordinating Bay Area maritime activities with the region's surface transportation system. 
The plan uses Port Priority Use Areas as a land use designation for port development planning 
and establishing policies to achieve goals for the port system and surrounding areas. However, 
the projections and plan horizon was 2020, and BCDC is in the process of updating the plan.  

Finally, detailed outreach information is included in the supplemental Plan Bay Area 2050 Public 
Engagement Report on the Plan Bay Area website at www.planbayarea.org/reports. 

103-6 
The commenter recommends revision to Impact AES-2 to require landscaping and replacement 
planting on all routes, including urban scenic routes. In response to this recommendation, the sixth 
bulleted item under Mitigation Measure AES-1, on page 3.2-14 of the Draft EIR, is revised as follows 
(new text is underlined): 

 Where highway screening is a required element of a development, design landscaping 
along all highways, including State-designated scenic highways, locally designated scenic 
highways, and highway corridors in rural and open space areas to add natural elements 
and visual interest to soften the hard-edged, linear travel experience that would otherwise 
occur. Retain or replace trees bordering highways so that clear-cutting is not evident.  

This change in the mitigation measure does not increase the severity of an environmental impact or 
result in a new environmental impact. 

The commenter recommends revision to Mitigation Measure AES-3 to acknowledge the “importance 
of potential changes to the visual character for urban areas.” Potential visual impacts on urban areas 
are evaluated under Impact AES-3, specifically on Draft EIR pages 3.2-16 to 3.2-17 as follows: 

In many cases, the existing visual character within urban built-up lands would not be 
substantially altered because dense compact development would be similar to existing 
conditions. Implementation of the proposed Plan’s land use growth footprint could cause 
substantial localized visual impacts by disrupting the local character of the built environment 
if new development intensity, densities, and heights are substantially higher than existing 
development. Local standards and design guidelines (discussed below) would ultimately be 
the primary tools in shaping neighborhood character. 

The commenter further states that scenic vistas in the Plan study area include urban areas with views 
to San Francisco Bay and other natural and built visual resources. This is acknowledged under Impact 
AES-1, which specifically notes that changes in land use could result in changes to views of important 
landscape features, such as the Golden Gate Bridge, or landforms, such as mountains, which would 
be experienced regionally (Draft EIR, p. 3.2-10). The analysis goes on to state that important public 
views are protected based on locally adopted land use policies and/or regulations (Draft EIR, p. 3.2-11). 
The commenter recommends revision to Mitigation Measure AES-3 to require highway planting and 
aesthetic treatment of structures in urban areas. Regarding the aesthetic treatment of structures, 
Mitigation Measure AES-3 recommends that agencies and/or project sponsors require that the scale, 
massing, and design of new development provide appropriate transitions in building height, bulk, 
and architectural style that are sensitive to the physical and visual character of surrounding areas. 

http://www.planbayarea.org/reports
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The commenter expresses an opinion that the Draft EIR “does not consider the cumulative loss in 
scenic vistas from public spaces.” As stated on page 3.2-17 of the Draft EIR, all cities and counties have 
policies (e.g., general plan), regulations (e.g., zoning), and other guidance (e.g., design guidelines) that 
control the size and scale of new development and serve to maintain its visual compatibility with the 
natural and built environments. Further, local jurisdictions maintain land use and design control over 
discretionary development projects and would be responsible for approving development plans. The 
proposed Plan uses the growth geographies and land use strategies to influence the forecasted 
development pattern by affecting the location, use, intensity, and density of forecasted development. 
The proposed Plan does not change local land use policies, and individual jurisdictions would retain 
all local land use authority. See also Section 5.4.1 in the Draft EIR, which explains that the analysis of 
the proposed Plan is cumulative by design in that it considers impacts at the regional level. (Draft EIR, 
p. 5-10.) 

103-7 
The commenter emphasizes that the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is seeking 
opportunities to collaborate with partner agencies and jurisdictions to evaluate the effects of 
transportation projects on wildlife connectivity and sensitive habitats. This comment is noted for 
consideration during project review.  

See Response to Comment 41-6 regarding lighting. Mitigation Measure BIO-1(a), on pages 3.5-38 and 
3.5-39 of the Draft EIR, has been edited to include recommendations from this comment. This edit 
does not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of any environmental impact, because 
it adds measures recommended by a commenter to an existing mitigation measure. See also 
Mitigation Measure AES-4, which includes measures in addition to the incorporation of lighting 
standards, including designing projects to minimize light and glare from lights, buildings, and 
roadway facilities.  

See Response to Comment 41-5 for revisions to Mitigation Measure BIO-3(a), on pages 3.5-53 and 3.5-
54 of the Draft EIR. Mitigation Measure BIO-3(a), on pages 3.5-53 and 3.5-54 of the Draft EIR, has been 
edited for clarification to include recommendations from this comment. This edit does not alter the 
conclusions with respect to the significance of any environmental impact, because it adds measures 
recommended by a commenter to an existing mitigation measure. Regarding enforcement of 
elements of Mitigation Measure BIO-3(a), future projects under the Plan would be required to 
undergo individual environmental review. As outlined in Mitigation Measure BIO-3(a), future projects 
would be required to analyze potential impacts on wildlife movement corridors and consult with the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife to determine appropriate measure to minimize direct and 
indirect impacts on wildlife movement corridors if significant impacts cannot be avoided.  

103-8 
The comment offers suggestions for the Climate Change, Greenhouse Gases and Energy regulatory 
setting. The comment recommends that Assembly Bill (AB) 1482 be referenced on Draft EIR page 3.6-
15. AB 1482 requires the Natural Resources Agency to update the state’s climate adaptation strategy 
every three years. The following text is added to Draft page 3.6-26 (new text shown in underline): 

California Climate Adaptation Strategy  
In response to EO S-13-08, the California Natural Resources Agency released the California 
Climate Adaptation Strategy (CAS) in 2009. Pursuant to the directive under AB 1482, the CAS 
is updated every three years. The strategy proposes a comprehensive set of recommendations 
designed to inform and guide State agencies in their decision-making processes as they begin 
to develop policies to protect the State, its residents, and its resources from a range of climate 
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change impacts. The CAS presents recommendations for seven sectors, including Ocean and 
Coastal Resources and Transportation and Energy Infrastructure.  

In response to the comment’s recommendations regarding county sea level rise programs, the San 
Mateo County Sea Level Rise Vulnerability Assessment is included in this section on Draft EIR page 
3.6-31, which notes that the San Mateo Sea Level Rise Resiliency District coordinates with the county’s 
Flood Resilience Program, created in 2016, which helps address cross-jurisdictional flood risks (San 
Mateo 2018a). The Draft EIR text goes on to note that the San Mateo County Sea Level Rise 
Vulnerability Assessment, which the agency completed in 2018, found that a midlevel 2100 sea level 
rise scenario could inundate property assessed at $34 billion. Regarding the San Mateo County Sea 
Level Rise Vulnerability Evaluation, the following text is added to Draft page 3.6-33 (new text is 
underlined): 

San Mateo County Sea Level Rise Vulnerability Assessment 
Point Blue Conservation Science and the San Francisco Estuary Institute, in partnership with 
the County of Marin, developed a framework and resources to enable planners and other 
coastal decision makers to identify, evaluate, and prioritize adaptation strategies to manage 
risk in a way that transparently considers multiple benefits. The resources in the user guide are 
intended to help coastal decision-makers (1) efficiently identify a range of natural and nature-
based, landscape-scale adaptation strategies that can address coastal climate change 
vulnerabilities, and (2) evaluate how well these adaptation strategies achieve coastal 
community and stakeholder objectives, and prioritize their implementation. The framework, 
case studies, and resources presented in the Sea Level Rise Adaptation Framework are a step 
toward addressing the challenges in transitioning from community vulnerability assessment 
to action. The adaptation phase of Marin County’s Bay Waterfront Adaptation and Vulnerability 
Evaluation (BayWAVE) project was used as a test case with the intent that the framework 
developed be applicable around the entire San Francisco Estuary and beyond. 

In response to the comment’s recommendations regarding Local Coastal Programs, consistency with 
Local Coastal Programs is discussed in Draft EIR section 3.11, “Land Use, Population and Housing.” 

103-9 
As described in Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21080.3 and on page 3.7-27 of the Draft EIR, 
under AB 52, the lead agency “must provide formal notification, in writing, to the tribes that have 
requested notification of proposed projects in the lead agency’s jurisdiction. If it wishes to engage in 
consultation on the project, the tribe must respond to the lead agency within 30 days of receipt of the 
formal notification.” PRC Section 21080.3 does not require further outreach if no replies are received 
from tribes, and MTC and ABAG’s outreach and AB 52 notifications comply with requirements. Native 
American coordination is described in the Draft EIR, beginning on page 3.7-13. As shown in Table 3.7-
2, AB 52 notification letters were sent to more than one representative of most tribes. Also shown in 
Table 3.7-2, for the two tribes that had requested consultation, two follow-up emails were sent to the 
tribes, with no response. MTC also sent a copy of the Notice of Preparation to tribal representatives. 
As noted in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” of this Final EIR, tribal representatives also received the Notice 
of Availability of the Draft EIR on June 4, 2021. Additionally, as described under Impact CUL/TCR-4 on 
page 3.7-38, because this is a programmatic document, subsequent discretionary projects may 
include additional AB 52 consultation. 

The recommendation for MTC and ABAG to budget and hire Native American tribal representatives 
by region is noted; however, this would not reduce significant and unavoidable tribal cultural 
resources impacts. As described on page 3.7-39 of the Draft EIR, the mitigation measures included in 
the Draft EIR would reduce the impact to less than significant by avoiding or preserving in place tribal 
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cultural resources through project design. However, if the design of a subsequent project could not 
avoid or preserve a tribal cultural resource, the impact would be significant and unavoidable. The 
presence of a Native American tribal representative would not make a difference with respect to the 
decision to redesign a project to avoid a tribal cultural resource. Subsequent discretionary projects 
subject to additional AB 52 consultation could also include additional project-specific mitigation, as 
appropriate.  

103-10 
In accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4, mitigation measures are feasible 
actions that would avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce, or compensate for significant or potentially 
significant impacts. Mitigation measures must be fully enforceable through permit conditions, 
agreements, or other legally binding instruments; must have an essential nexus to a legitimate 
governmental interest, and must be roughly proportional to the impacts of the project. BMPs are 
actions, or a suite of potential actions, that are commonly required to achieve specific permit 
conditions. As described in Section 3.10, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” many existing regulations 
specify BMPs that are enforced through a permitting process. For example, the Construction General 
Permit requires project-specific identification of BMPs and a program to implement them. 

Existing permitting requirements and typical BMPs are acknowledged throughout the analyses in 
Section 3.10, “Hydrology and Water Quality.” As described in Section 3.1, “Approach to Analysis,” (page 
3.1-2) where existing regulatory or permitting requirements exist that are law and binding on 
responsible agencies and project sponsors, it is reasonable to assume they would be implemented, 
thereby reducing impacts. 

The comment also notes that 1999 NPDES Permit cited in Section 3.10, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” 
was superseded by Caltrans NPDES Permit, Order No. 2012-0011-DWQ. The specific permit reference 
has been corrected in this Final EIR and the additional, applicable plans have been added to the 
regulatory discussion. These changes are presented in Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR.” The 
updated permit information does not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of any 
environmental impact because the program-level analysis does not rely on the specific requirements 
of the permit. 

The first paragraph under the heading “California Department of Transportation NPDES Permit” 
beginning on page 3.10-18 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows (new text is underlined and deleted text 
is shown in strikeout): 

The California Department of Transportation’s (Caltrans’) was originally issued a current 
Statewide NPDES permit (Order 112-0011 99-06-DWQ) in 1999, which requires Caltrans to 
regulate nonpoint-source discharge from its properties, facilities, and activities, became 
effective in July of 2013 and has been subsequently amended. The Caltrans permit requires 
development of a program for communication with local agencies, and coordination with 
other MS4 programs where those programs overlap geographically with Caltrans facilities. As 
part of the permit, Caltrans is required to create and annually update maintain and implement 
a Stormwater Management Plan (SWMP) that is used to outline the regulation of pollutant 
discharge caused by current and future construction and maintenance activities. SWMP 
requirements apply to discharges from Caltrans stormwater conveyances, including catch 
basins and drain inlets, curbs, gutters, ditches, channels, and storm drains. The SWMP applies 
to discharges consisting of stormwater and non stormwater resulting from: 

 maintenance and operation of State-owned highways, freeways, and roads; 

 maintenance facilities; 
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 other facilities with activities that have the potential for discharging pollutants; 

 permanent discharges from subsurface dewatering; 

 temporary dewatering; and 

 construction activities. 

In addition, the fourth paragraph under the heading “California Department of Transportation NPDES 
Permit” on page 3.10-19 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows to mention the Caltrans plans noted in 
the comment: 

The SWMP must be approved by SWRCB, and as specified in the permit, it is an enforceable 
document. Compliance with the permit is measured by implementation of the SWMP. 
Caltrans’ policies, manuals, and other guidance related to stormwater are intended to facilitate 
implementation of the SWMP. Caltrans also requires all contractors to prepare and implement 
a program to control water pollution effectively during the construction of all projects. Caltrans 
projects must also meet the requirements in the Caltrans San Francisco Bay Trash Work Plan 
to meet San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board Cease and Desist Order No. 
R2-2019-0007. Caltrans continues to modify its policies and procedures to be consistent with 
the SWRCB’s General Construction Permit, described above. 

The text under the heading “California Department of Transportation Project Planning and Design 
Guide” on page 3.10-19 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

The Project Planning and Design Guide provides guidance on the process and procedures for 
evaluating project scope and site conditions to determine the need for and feasibility of 
incorporating BMPs into projects within Caltrans right-of-way. It provides design guidance for 
incorporating those stormwater quality controls into projects during the planning and project 
development process. The Project Planning and Design Guide was prepared in support of the 
Statewide Stormwater Management Plan. The document addresses key regulatory, policy, and 
technical requirements by providing direction on the procedures to incorporate stormwater 
BMPs into the design of all Caltrans projects. Construction projects within Caltrans’ right-of-
way that would disturb less than 1 acre of soil would be subject to Caltrans’ Project Planning 
and Design Guide requirement to implement a Water Pollution Control Plan. 

103-11 
The commenter provides recommendations related to the proposed Plan, including suggested 
revisions to the Plan Bay Area 2050 Transportation Project List, found on the Plan Bay Area website at 
www.planbayarea.org/reports. The recommended revisions add clarity and highlight relevant State 
activities. The recommendations generally align with the intent of the proposed Plan’s project and do 
not change the substance of the proposed Plan as it relates to environmental impacts. Suggested 
additions for passenger rail service expansion for SMART in Sonoma County and Express Lane on I-80 
in Solano County have not been included in the proposed Plan nor were their impacts considered in 
the Draft EIR. Please see Response to Comment 94-1 for a discussion on SMART extensions. The 
express lane segment on I-80 east of I-505 was not recommended as part of the Bay Area’s express 
lane network as disclosed in Connecting the Bay Area, Express Lanes Network 2021 Strategic Plan 
dated April 2, 2021, and subsequently was not recommended for inclusion in the proposed Plan. More 
information on the process used to develop the Plan Bay Area 2050 Transportation Project List may 
be found in “Master Response 7: Fiscally Constrained Transportation Project List.” 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 

http://www.planbayarea.org/reports
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Letter 104 
This letter number is not used.  
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Letter 105 
California High Speed Rail 
Boris Lipkin 
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

105-1 
The comment is an introductory statement that also expresses support for the proposed Plan. It does 
not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR, but it does introduce a series of comments that are addressed in the following responses.  

105-2 
This is a comment expressing support for the TRA Focus Alternative, recommending inclusion of high-
speed rail in Alternative 2, and providing information on the benefits of implementing high-speed rail. 
Please see “Master Response 4: EIR Alternatives” for a discussion related to this comment. The 
comment is noted for consideration during the review of the merits of the alternatives. 

The comment also recommends changes to incorporate high-speed rail in MTC’s Transportation 
Project List. See “Master Response 7: Fiscally Constrained Transportation Project List” for a discussion 
related to this comment. After receipt of the July 20th comment letter, MTC staff made refinements to 
the Plan Bay Area 2050 Transportation Project List to address the suggested revisions. The 
refinements add clarity and do not change the substance of the proposed Plan as it relates to 
environmental impacts. 

105-3 
The commenter requests a formal review process to move up projects on the 2050 Transportation 
Project List. See “Master Response 7: Fiscally Constrained Transportation Project List” for a discussion 
related to this comment. 

105-4 
The commenter expresses support for MTC. The comment is noted and appreciated.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 



Plan Bay Area 2050 2. Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission & Final EIR | October 2021 
Association of Bay Area Governments 2-511 

 



2. Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR Plan Bay Area 2050 

Final EIR | October 2021 Metropolitan Transportation Commission & 
2-512 Association of Bay Area Governments 

 



Plan Bay Area 2050 2. Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission & Final EIR | October 2021 
Association of Bay Area Governments 2-513 

Letter 106 
Catalysts for Local Control 
Susan Kirsch  
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

106-1 
The comment poses several questions regarding the proposed Plan as compared to Alternative 1. The 
proposed Plan has been so designated by MTC and ABAG as a result of an extensive process that 
started with the 18-month Horizon Initiative to explore a suite of strategies to ensure a more resilient 
and equitable future. This was followed by preparation of the Draft Blueprint, which integrated 
recommendations from Horizon and preparation of the Final Blueprint, which integrated feedback 
received during the summer of 2020. See Response to Comment 8-1 for additional information. The 
Commission has not yet taken an action to adopt a Plan. That is expected to occur on October 21, 2021. 
Based on the deliberations of the MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board, certification of the 
EIR and Plan approval will require the preparation of a detailed set of CEQA findings of fact that 
explain the reasons for the decision, including rejection of other alternatives.  

Please see “Master Response 4: EIR Alternatives” for discussion related to this comment.  

106-2 
The comment poses several questions regarding the draft Implementation Plan. Pages 117 and 121 of 
the Draft Implementation Plan describe the process and considerations used to prepare it. Please see 
section 1.7.5, “Plan Development Process,” in the Draft EIR for a detailed description of the 
development of the proposed Plan. As explained there, the decision to move forward with analysis of 
the current proposed Plan was made by MTC and ABAG on September 11, 2020 when they approved 
the Final Blueprint. Records of this meeting are available on the “Meetings and Events” portion of 
MTC’s website at: mtc.ca.gov/meetings-events. Also as described in section 1.7.5, the Final Blueprint 
was advanced by MTC and ABAG in January 2021 as the proposed Plan for analysis in the EIR. See 
MTC’s webpage, https://www.planbayarea.org/2050-plan/plan-bay-area-2050-final-blueprint, for 
more information. It should be noted that the EIR is not a decision-making document. It is an 
information document intended to explain the potential environmental effects of a proposed project 
or plan. Decision-makers retain the authority and responsibility to balance environmental impact 
information with other relevant decision-making considerations, include economic, social, and legal 
considerations.  

Please see also “Master Response 4: EIR Alternatives,” and Draft EIR section 4.1 for discussion relevant 
to the comment’s question regarding development of Alternative 1. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 

https://www.planbayarea.org/2050-plan/plan-bay-area-2050-final-blueprint
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Letter 107 
Center for Biological Diversity 
Tiffany Yap and Elizabeth Reid-Wainscoat  
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

107-1 
The comment is an introductory statement. In addition to generally introducing the contents of the 
letter, it introduces several issues that are addressed specifically in the following responses. 

107-2 
The commenter requests that the proposed Plan include specific goals and funding to reduce wildlife 
vehicle collisions and preserve and enhance wildlife connectivity, citing the negative impacts of 
development in and adjacent to open space. The proposed Plan’s housing and environmental 
strategies encourage infill development as opposed to greenfield development, reducing the 
likelihood of interference with natural habitat for wildlife. This is evident on page 2-16 of the Draft EIR, 
which discloses that 69 percent of the plan's land use growth footprint would be located on land 
designated as "urban built-up." The Draft EIR discloses the plan’s potential impacts to parks and open 
space in Section 3.11, “Land Use, Population, and Housing.” Table 3.11-4 discloses the potential overlap 
of for land use growth footprints within parks open space, identifying potentially 740 acres of the 
region’s 1.4 million acres of parks and open space could be affected by future land use development. 
Similarly, Table 3.11-8 discloses where the plan’s proposed transportation infrastructure improvements 
overlap with parks and open space. The Draft EIR states that Plan implementation could result in 
inconsistencies with regional conservation plans. Mitigation Measure LU-2 includes a measure for 
MTC to provide technical assistance and regional leadership to encourage implementation of the Plan 
goals and strategies that integrate growth and land use planning with the existing and planned 
transportation network. See Response to Comment 107-10 for a discussion of edge effects associated 
with the proposed Plan. As noted in Response to Comment 107-6, the text of Impact BIO-3 has been 
expanded to reflect potential impacts from vehicle-related wildlife mortalities and injuries of common 
and special-status wildlife species. 

107-3 
The comment provides information related to wildlife connectivity areas. Migratory corridors and 
linkages are discussed on page 3.5-22 of the Draft EIR and includes discussion on Essential 
Connectivity Areas (ECAs). The Plan’s potential effects on ECAs are disclosed under Impact BIO-3 
beginning on page 3.5-50, and concludes that land use development, sea level rise adaptation 
infrastructure, and transportation projects consistent with the Plan would have a potentially 
significant impact on wildlife corridors or nursery sites. As a result, Mitigation Measure BIO-3(a) 
requires a detailed analyses for specific projects affecting essential connectivity areas to determine 
the wildlife species that may use these areas and the habitats those species require. Potential 
measures to address impacts includes construction of "wildlife-friendly overpasses and culverts.” See 
response to comments 107-10 for further discussion of edge effects associated with the proposed Plan. 
The recommendation for revisions to the proposed Plan is noted for consideration during the Plan 
review and approval process. 

107-4 
The commenter recommends additional studies to inform areas the proposed Plan designates as 
ECAs. The Draft EIR explains that the ECAs identify lands likely important to wildlife movement. 
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Though primarily based on the California Essential Habitat Connectivity Project, the ESAs also reflect 
the degree of conservation protection and areas known to support high biological values, such as 
mapped critical habitat and hotspots of species endemism (page 3.5-22 of the Draft EIR). Thus, the 
designation of ECAs and analysis of impacts are based upon scientific evidence, and they considered 
and incorporated scientific evidence from multiple sources (e.g., Davis et al. 2003). Because the 
analysis in the Draft EIR is programmatic, evaluation of connectivity impacts on a programmatic level 
is appropriate. CEQA does not require an EIR to survey all available scientific data on a given topic but 
be based to the extent possible on scientific and factual data. As explained, the ECA designations and 
impact analysis are based on scientific data from multiple sources. Further, the Draft EIR specifically 
acknowledges the coarse-scale of the ECA designations and cautions that while they can inform 
planning efforts, they need to be “replaced by more detailed linkage designs, developed at finer 
resolution at the regional and ultimately local scale based on the needs of particular species and 
ecological processes” (Draft EIR, page 3.5-22; see also, Draft EIR, page 3.5-51). MTC and ABAG agree 
more information and detailed data are appropriate at the local and project specific level. Accordingly, 
Mitigation Measure BIO-3(a) has been revised to include some of the listed studies as examples to 
inform project-level development and mitigation. However, future projects would not be limited by 
these examples, and would be encouraged to consult more recent or locally-applicable studies 
regarding habitat connectivity or wildlife corridors. See Response to Comment 41-5 for revisions to 
Mitigation Measure BIO-3(a), on pages 3.5-53 and 3.5-54 of the Draft EIR. 

107-5 
This comment states that the importance of the Bay Area’s habitats to wildlife connectivity and 
migration is not adequately disclosed in the Draft EIR. Pages 3.5-9 through 3.5-21 describe the 
terrestrial and aquatic natural communities in the Bay Area and emphasize the importance of each 
natural community to common and special-status wildlife in the region including the importance of 
these natural communities for migration and wildlife movement. For example, the description of San 
Francisco Bay Aquatic Resources on page 3.5-17 states that “…the San Francisco Bay also supports 
millions of birds that depend on the bay for rest and refueling on migratory routes” and that 
“Anadromous fish also use San Francisco Bay seasonally during their migrations to and from 
spawning grounds…” Each natural community of the Bay Area is fully described in the Draft EIR. These 
descriptions include the flora, fauna, and other features that generally compose each habitat. The 
Draft EIR further describes all special status plants and wildlife expected to occur in each habitat. 
Table C-1 in Appendix C of the Draft EIR additionally provides a comprehensive list of special-status 
species with the potential to occur in the Plan area. The comment does not suggest that any species 
have been erroneously omitted from these descriptions.  

107-6 
This comment states that there is not enough information in the Draft EIR to understand where the 
growth footprints and footprint of the sea level rise adaptation projects and transportation projects 
overlap with Essential Connectivity Areas or whether these projects are designed to avoid or minimize 
impacts on wildlife connectivity. The programmatic analysis in the Draft EIR does not allow for a 
precise description of project details related to wildlife habitat connectivity because details related to 
the location, size, design, or setting of specific projects are unknown and, therefore, a meaningful 
evaluation could not occur at this time. As noted on Draft EIR page 3.5-22 and in the discussion of 
Impact BIO-3 (pp. 3.5-50 to 3.5-53), ECAs are mapped on a statewide level and should be considered 
coarse-scale polygons that can inform land planning efforts but that should eventually be replaced 
by more detailed linkage designs, developed at a finer resolution at the regional and ultimately local 
scale based on the needs of particular species and ecological processes. As noted in Draft EIR section 
3.1.3, “General Methodology and Assumptions,” the precise footprints and other design details of most 
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transportation projects are unknown because the projects are in the early stages of planning; 
therefore areas of effect were estimated. Mitigation Measure BIO-3(a), on pages 3.5-53 and 3.5-54 of 
the Draft EIR, requires projects be designed to minimize impacts on wildlife movement and habitat 
connectivity and that design phase include consultation of relevant guidance documents regarding 
wildlife movement and habitat connectivity. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4 the 
Draft EIR includes feasible mitigation measures that would reduce the potentially significant impacts 
of the proposed Plan as appropriate for a programmatic analysis under CEQA. The programmatic 
analysis provided in the Draft EIR is considered adequate and appropriate under CEQA. 

The comment also states that additional maps and models were not used in this assessment. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-3(a) would ensure analysis of site-specific conditions 
based on existing conditions.  

107-7 
The comment states that the Draft EIR makes unfounded assumptions that areas within or adjacent 
to built-up areas and along existing transit corridors “have already been fragmented and degraded to 
the point that their function as linkages is either limited or lost entirely” (Draft EIR at 3.5-51) and states 
that such areas may have wildlife connectivity value that should be prioritized. Regional studies and 
large-scale review studies have demonstrated that urbanization, including roadways and buildings, 
have a detrimental effect on wildlife movement, often resulting in injury or mortality of wildlife species 
(Loss et al. 2014, Shilling et al. 2018). However, it is incorrect to assert the Draft EIR dismisses the value 
of fragmented or degraded linkages. As stated on page 3.5-51: “On a local level, waterways, riparian 
corridors, and contiguous or semicontiguous expanses of habitat are likely to facilitate wildlife 
movement, even through urbanized areas in the region” (emphasis added). Thus, the Draft EIR does 
recognize that degraded (semicontiguous), urban habitat can facilitate wildlife movement. While 
some measures in Mitigation Measure BIO-3(a) prioritize wider or better functioning corridors, most 
measures do not distinguish between fragmented/degraded corridors and pristine corridors. Further, 
it requires projects be designed to minimize impacts on wildlife movement and habitat connectivity, 
regardless of the quality of the corridor, and that the potential to preserve or improve habitat linkages 
be analyzed.  

However, while Mitigation Measure BIO-3(a) does include measures that would specifically apply to 
wildlife corridors in urban areas (e.g., wildlife-friendly overpasses and culverts, wildlife-friendly 
fencing), it does not explicitly include potential urban wildlife movement corridors. Accordingly, 
Mitigation Measure BIO-3(a) has been revised to include these movement corridors. See Response to 
Comment 41-5 for revisions to Mitigation Measure BIO-3(a), on pages 3.5-53 and 3.5-54 of the Draft EIR. 

The comment further states that the Draft EIR fails to adequately describe, assess, and mitigate 
impacts to wildlife connectivity for mountain lions and other species. Because the analysis in the Draft 
EIR is programmatic, evaluation of connectivity impacts on a programmatic level is appropriate. ECAs 
are mapped on a Statewide level and should be considered areas identified at a coarse scale that can 
inform land-planning efforts, but which do not include more detailed linkage designs developed at a 
finer resolution based on the needs of particular species. This level of analysis is appropriate when 
project level review is undertaken. 

107-8 
This comment states that impacts on Santa Cruz mountain lions must be analyzed and that impacts 
on this species must be mitigated. Page C-20 of Appendix C of the Draft EIR identifies the Central 
Coast and Southern California Evolutionarily Significant Units of mountain lion as a candidate for 
listing as threatened under the California Endangered Species Act and thus a special-status species. 
The Draft EIR also states that mountain lions are special status species associated with both 
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woodlands and forest, and riparian habitats (Draft EIR, pp. 3.5-13, 3.5-15). As described in Mitigation 
Measure BIO-1(a), on pages 3.5-38 and 3.5-39 of the Draft EIR, a biological resource assessment will be 
required at the project level to determine whether a project may result in adverse effects on special-
status species and whether mitigation measures would be required to avoid impacts. Please also see 
Master Response 6; as described, MTC and ABAG do not have land use approval authority; that 
authority lies with local lead agencies. If, at the project level, it is determined that a project may result 
in adverse effects on mountain lions, mitigation and coordination with the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife would be required. See also Response to Comment 107-7 regarding discussion of 
connectivity impacts to mountain lions. 

107-9 
This comment states that information is not provided in the Draft EIR regarding where transportation 
projects would be located, what species and habitats may be adversely affected, how these projects 
would affect connectivity, and how these impacts would be mitigated. Specific detail regarding the 
exact location of many of the specific transportation projects and potential impacts on wildlife habitat 
connectivity and specific species are not known at this time and therefore the Draft EIR provides a 
programmatic analysis. To the extent project-specific information is known or is available, the Draft 
EIR evaluates the impacts of transportation projects on wildlife connectivity. As noted in Draft EIR 
section 3.1.3, “General Methodology and Assumptions,” the precise footprints and other design details 
of most transportation projects are unknown because the projects are in the early stages of planning; 
therefore areas of effect were estimated around the center line of proposed roadway and transit 
projects. On pages 3.5-52 to 3.5-53, Table 3.5-12 displays the total acreage of transportation project 
footprints within Essential Connectivity Areas, by County, resulting from the proposed Plan. The 
analysis concludes on page 3.5-53: 

[P]roposed transportation projects may directly encroach on wildlife corridors, particularly 
when direct habitat removal occurs or when sites are located adjacent to open space or 
streams. Additionally, as described above, transportation projects may result in loss or 
abandonment of wildlife nursery sites. Substantial encroachment on local wildlife corridors or 
loss of wildlife nursery sites would be a potentially significant (PS) impact. 

Mitigation Measures BIO-3(a) and BIO-3(b) are proposed to address impacts to connectivity. See Draft 
EIR pages 3.5-53 through 3.5-34 as well as Response to Comment 41-6 for revisions to MM Bio-3(a). 
Implementation of these measures by local agencies would render impacts (including impacts of 
transportation projects) less than significant. However, because MTC and ABAG lack authority to 
require this (see “Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority”), the Draft EIR concludes 
that the impacts would be significant and unavoidable. 

107-10 
This comment states that impacts on essential connectivity areas related to edge effects (e.g., traffic, 
lighting, noise, domestic pets, pollutants, invasive weeds, increased fire frequency) were not 
mentioned in the Draft EIR. These impacts were referenced in Impact BIO-1a (page 3.5-37: “vehicle-
related wildlife mortalities and injuries of common and special-status wildlife species”) and in Impact 
BIO-1b (page 3.5-41: “introduction of night lighting, increases in ambient noise levels, and the 
introduction of invasive species and predators”). While these discussions are included in Impact BIO-
1a and BIO-1b (as described above), they are not included in the impact discussion regarding essential 
connectivity areas in Impact BIO-3, on pages 3.5-50 through 3.5-55 of the Draft EIR. The Impact BIO-3 
“Land Use Impacts” discussion on pages 3.5-50 and 3.5-51 of the Draft EIR has been updated to include 
these discussions. This revision does not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of any 
environmental impact because it involves adding detail to an impact already disclosed in the Draft 
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EIR. This clarifies the existing discussion and not constitute new information. It does not result in a 
new significant impact, nor does it substantially increase the severity of that impact. Mitigation 
Measure BIO-3(a) as edited (See Response to Comment 41-5 for revisions to Mitigation Measure BIO-
3(a), on pages 3.5-53 and 3.5-54 of the Draft EIR) addressed impacts related to edge effects as 
described above. 

The Land Use Impacts discussion in Impact BIO-3 on page 3.5-51 is revised as follows (new text is 
underlined): 

Land Use Impacts 

Construction and Operation 
As discussed in Section 3.5.1, “Environmental Setting,” the Bay Area encompasses large areas 
of wildlands that provide habitat for both common and rare plants and wildlife, and some of 
these areas were mapped as Essential Connectivity Areas (ECAs). The ECAs are not regulatory 
delineations but have been identified by the California Essential Habitat Connectivity Project 
as lands likely important to wildlife movement between large, mostly natural areas at the 
Statewide level. ECAs were mapped on a Statewide level and should be considered areas 
identified at a coarse scale that can inform land-planning efforts; however, ECAs do not include 
more detailed linkage designs developed at a finer resolution based on the needs of particular 
species and ecological processes. As shown in Figure 3.5-5, a total of 15 ECAs occur within the 
nine Bay Area counties and are typically centered along the region’s mountain ranges. These 
areas are composed primarily of wildlands but may also include some agricultural and 
developed areas (mostly rural residential) and many are bisected by major roadways. 

The proposed Plan’s land use growth footprint overlaps with approximately 1,700 acres of 
mapped ECAs, primarily in Contra Costa (700 acres), Solano (330 acres), Santa Clara (210 acres), 
San Mateo (170 acres), Alameda (150 acres), and Napa Counties (150 acres) (Table 3.5-10). 
However, the land use growth footprint is concentrated primarily in or adjacent to already 
urban and built-up areas and along existing transit corridors where migratory corridors for 
wildlife have already been fragmented and degraded to the point that their function as 
linkages is either limited or lost entirely. On a local level, waterways, riparian corridors, and 
contiguous or semicontiguous expanses of habitat are likely to facilitate wildlife movement, 
even through urbanized areas in the region. In some cases, land use development projects 
may directly encroach on wildlife corridors, particularly when direct habitat removal occurs or 
when sites are located adjacent to open space or streams.  

Long-term increases in the volume of vehicular traffic and major expansions of existing roads 
or development of new roads in rural areas are expected to result in increased vehicle-related 
wildlife mortalities and injuries of common and special-status wildlife species. Degradation of 
areas that have high value as wildlife movement corridors could also occur in association with 
proposed Plan development, where such development occurs adjacent to these corridors, 
through increases in ambient noise levels and fire frequency, as well as the introduction of 
lighting, domestic pets, pollution, and invasive species. 

107-11 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1(a) has been clarified as suggested by the commenter. This revision does not 
alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of any environmental impact. It involves 
clarifying a mitigation measure already included in the Draft EIR.  
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The third bullet of Mitigation Measure BIO-1(a) on page 3.5-38 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows (new 
text is underlined):  

 A species and habitat compensation plan shall be prepared and implemented for 
unavoidable direct impacts on special-status plant species and shall be reviewed and 
approved by the resource agencies and lead agency prior to project approval. The plan shall 
identify effective methods for reestablishing the affected species and habitat, including 
but not limited to seed collection, salvage of root masses, and planting seeds and/or root 
masses in an area with suitable conditions. The plan shall also specify a monitoring 
program designed to evaluate success in reestablishing the affected species and habitat, 
and remedial measures that shall be followed if the project is not meeting specified 
performance criteria. The monitoring program shall be designed and implemented to 
evaluate the current and probable future health of the resources, and their ability to sustain 
populations in keeping with natural populations following the completion of the program. 
Remedial measures are highly dependent upon the species and habitats in question, but 
generally shall include but not be limited to invasive species management, predator 
control, access control, replanting and reseeding of appropriate habitat elements, 
regarding, and propagation and seed bulking programs. 

The comment states that it is unclear how compensatory mitigation through RAMP would be 
implemented. Conservation and mitigation banking, natural community conservation planning, and 
RCISs are examples of RAMP. Therefore, advance mitigation was included in the Draft EIR as an option 
for addressing potential impacts on biological resources. For clarification, Mitigation Measure BIO-1(a) 
has been edited to include the specific RAMP methods provided in the comment as examples of 
advance mitigation. The nature of compensatory mitigation, including the location (e.g., in-kind, 
offsite) and the mitigation ratio, will be determined at the project level in consultation with the 
appropriate resource agency. Please see Response to Comment 41-4 for relevant discussion and for 
the text of the revisions. This clarification does not alter the conclusions with respect to the 
significance of any environmental impact, because it provides examples of a mitigation method 
already included in the Draft EIR.  

Finally, the comment states that avoidance should be prioritized over in-kind mitigation, and that the 
minimum mitigation ratio for restoration, preservation, or creation of habitat of 1:1 is insufficient. 
Mitigation Measure BIO-2, on pages 3.5-48 and 3.5-50, prioritizes avoidance: 

In keeping with the “no net loss” policy for jurisdictional waters (i.e., wetlands and other 
waters of the United States or State), project designs shall be configured, whenever 
possible, to avoid wetlands and other waters and avoid disturbances to wetlands and 
riparian corridors to preserve both the habitat and the overall ecological functions of these 
areas. 

Similarly, Mitigation Measures Bio-1(a), Bio-1(b), and Bio-3(a) require projects to be designed or 
reconfigured to avoid and minimize impacts to special status species, critical habitats, and migratory 
corridors.  

Mitigation Measure BIO-2 also states specifically that the 1:1 ratio is a minimum but that this ratio “shall 
in all cases be consistent with mitigation ratios set forth in locally applicable plans (e.g., general plans, 
HCP/NCCPs) or in project-specific permitting documentation.” Setting a minimum requirement in 
the Draft EIR ensures that mitigation ratios will never be less than 1:1, and in some cases, project-
specific permitting or locally applicable plans will require ratios greater than 1:1. Where required by 
applicable plans or permits, project will comply with “no net loss” requirements.  
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107-12 
This comment states that the Draft EIR does not include mitigation sufficient for wildlife connectivity 
and outlines some recommended mitigation measures. Mitigation Measure BIO-3(a), on pages 3.5-53 
and 3.5-54 of the Draft EIR, requires projects be designed to minimize impacts on wildlife movement 
and habitat connectivity and that the design phase include consultation of relevant guidance 
documents regarding wildlife movement and habitat connectivity. Project design inherently includes 
funding considerations. Further, numerous measures in Mitigation Measure BIO-3(a) address the 
construction and maintenance of crossing structures including culverts. As noted in the Draft EIR on 
p. 3.5-55, to the extent that a local agency requires an individual project to implement all feasible 
mitigation measures described therein, the impact would be less than significant with mitigation. 
Accordingly, additional mitigation measures, such as those provided by the commenter are not 
needed to reduce impacts to less than significant. However, Mitigation Measure BIO-3(a) has been 
clarified as recommended by the commenter. See Response to Comment 41-5 for revisions to 
Mitigation Measure BIO-3(a), on pages 3.5-53 and 3.5-54 of the Draft EIR. This clarification does not 
alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of any environmental impact because the 
additions to this existing mitigation measure were not required to reduce impacts to less than 
significant.  

107-13 
The comment expresses an opinion that new development should be prohibited in “high fire-prone 
areas” and states that the Draft EIR fails to adequately address and mitigate impacts to wildfire risk 
due to the proposed Plan.  

The proposed Plan does not change local land use policies and individual jurisdictions retain all local 
land use authority; MTC cannot prohibit, or require local jurisdictions to prohibit, development. The 
proposed Plan’s 14 housing and economic strategies, along with specific geographic areas (referred 
to as “growth geographies”), work in tandem to focus housing and job growth into existing 
communities well served by the transportation network, as well as communities with well-resourced 
schools and easy access to jobs, parks, and other amenities. The proposed Plan prioritizes these 
designated growth geographies to accommodate the regional growth forecast by applying a series 
of land use strategies (a subset of the housing, economic, and environmental strategies discussed in 
Section 2.2.2, “Proposed Plan Strategies,” of the Draft EIR) to these select geographies to make 
individual parcels of land more attractive for both development and redevelopment. The proposed 
Plan uses the growth geographies and land use strategies to influence the forecasted development 
pattern by affecting the location, use, intensity, and density of forecasted development.  

The proposed Plan addresses wildfire with many land use (i.e., housing and economic) and 
environmental strategies, relying on core adaptation principles: land use, land management, and 
structural hardening. The proposed Plan would accommodate forecasted population growth in a 
manner that reduces potential contributions to climate change, encourages concentrated growth in 
urbanized areas and land management in open space, and includes structural hardening efforts 
where existing structures are vulnerable to fire. 

The Plan does not propose 33 percent of the land use growth footprint within high and very high fire 
hazard severity areas, as stated in the comment. The growth footprint includes 1,800 acres of land 
classified as having a moderate, high, or very high fire hazard (approximately 5 percent). On page 3.9-
52, the Draft EIR explains that the growth geographies identified in the Plan area all outside of areas 
designated as High and Very High Fire Hazard; however, some development in areas with elevated 
fire hazard may occur because the designated growth geographies are comprised of both the growth 
geographies designated in the Plan (67%) and areas outside designated growth geographies but 
consistent with existing local land use plans (33%). Mitigation measures are included because of the 
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potential extension of development along the WUI and the potential to exacerbate the risks of 
wildfire.  

Mitigation Measure HAZ-7 would require that implementing agencies restrict development of areas 
mapped by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection as high and very high fire hazard 
zones where feasible and necessary. This is appropriate mitigation because restricting development 
in these areas would address the increased wildfire hazard. As described above, the portion of the 
growth geographies identified in existing local land use plans that are in fire hazard zones is relatively 
small (i.e., less than 5 percent) and MTC cannot prohibit, or require local jurisdictions to prohibit, 
development. However, the measure provides a framework to restrict these new developments, as 
suggested in the comment. 

With respect to the mitigation for existing at-risk communities (“like ember-resistant roofing and 
vents, irrigated defensible space immediately adjacent to structures, external sprinklers with an 
independent water source, and solar microgrids”) proposed in the comment, these actions are largely 
included in the Plan. As described on page 3.9-54, “[s]trategy EN02, Retrofit Existing Residential 
Buildings is designed to reduce risk in all existing residential buildings (roughly 75,000 units) in the 
very-high fire hazard zone built before the 2009 WUI building code. The strategy would require proven 
structural hardening strategies, such as roofing and vent replacements, and support homeowners 
with difficult defensible space work.” In addition, Mitigation Measure HAZ-7 in the draft EIR includes 
enforcing defensible space and strategic fuel breaks. It is noted that irrigated defensible space and 
external sprinklers with an independent water source could aid firefighters with extinguishing fires. 
These types of features would bolster installation of defensible space and other wildfire risk reduction 
strategies discussed in Mitigation Measure HAZ-7; however, given drought conditions throughout the 
Bay Area and California, it is unlikely that adding additional water demand would be feasible. 
Mandates for solar microgrid installation could improve energy reliability; however, this would require 
upgrades to electrical panels and replacement of gas-powered appliances, both of which cannot be 
reasonable assumed to occur within existing development. Furthermore, areas of high fire risk are 
generally located within forested areas where solar-generated electricity may not be feasible. For 
these reasons, the draft EIR has not been revised in response to this comment. 

107-14 
The comment expresses concerns related to the potential for freeway widenings to increase VMT and 
GHG emissions. Section 3.6, “Climate Change, Greenhouse Gases, and Energy,” and Section 3.15, 
“Transportation,” anticipate and analyze the changes in GHG emissions and VMT that would result 
from freeway widenings. As discussed in greater detail below, the Draft EIR finds that the proposed 
Plan, including freeway widenings, would achieve its SB 375 targets and discloses that it falls short of 
reductions needed for the State to meet SB 32 and EO-S-3-05 targets. Further, the Draft EIR provides 
feasible mitigation measures. This is all that is required.  

Impact GHG-1 concludes that the proposed Plan would result in a net reduction in GHG emissions 
(page 3.6-42 of the Draft EIR). Additionally, as discussed in Impact GHG-2, the proposed Plan would 
reduce per capita passenger vehicle and light duty truck CO2 emissions by at least 19 percent by 2035 
as compared to 2005 baseline, per the regional targets set by CARB pursuant to SB 375 (page 3.6-44 
of the Draft EIR) Impact TRA-2 discusses that the proposed Plan would result in an increase in total 
regional VMT, but a 17 percent decrease in regional per-capita VMT between the 2015 and 2050 (page 
3.15-28 of the Draft EIR). The Draft EIR further explains that while the proposed Plan’s VMT would not 
impede the ability to meet its SB 375 GHG reduction targets, it cannot meet the target reductions 
necessary to meet the State’s GHG reduction targets under SB 32 and EO-S-3-05 (pages 3.6-46 and 
3.15-29 of the Draft EIR). While mitigation measures are provided, the State has indicated that 
additional State policy actions and funding would be required to close the gap between what the 
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MPOs can achieve through implementation of their SCSs, and reductions needed to meet State goals. 
For these reasons, the Draft EIR explains that Impact GHG-3 and Impact TRA-2 would be significant 
and unavoidable. 

Regarding the commenter’s suggestion that VMT could be reduced through removal of Strategy T06, 
widening highways at bottlenecks, Strategy T06 includes a mix of capacity- and non-capacity-
increasing (e.g., interchange safety improvements) projects on the region’s highways and local roads. 
Furthermore, as discussed in Chapter 4, “Alternatives to the Proposed Plan” of the Draft EIR, the 
alternatives are composed of a modified set of proposed Plan strategies. As discussed on Draft EIR 
page 4-12, the TRA Focus Alternative modifies Strategy T06 by reducing funding. The Draft EIR 
concluded that despite the removal of Strategy T06 projects, the TRA Focus Alternative would have 
similar VMT impacts to the proposed Plan. See Responses to Comments 107-6 and 107-7 for 
discussions related to wildlife connectivity.  

107-15 
This comment emphasizes that avoiding the destruction of native habitats should be a priority. The 
proposed Plan does prioritize avoiding the destruction of native habitats. As explained in Impact Bio-
1a the proposed Plan concentrates growth primarily in or adjacent to already urban and built-up areas 
and along existing transit corridors and incorporates environmental strategies that would limit new 
construction outside of the existing development or areas otherwise suitable for growth and would 
protect high-priority natural lands. (Draft EIR, p. 3.5-36.) Impact PSR-2, on p. 3-13.16, further discusses 
strategies that would avoid destruction of native habitats: 

The proposed Plan also includes strategies to protect open space lands and concentrate 
development within already developed areas. Specifically, Strategy EN4 directs new 
growth to be located within the region’s existing urban footprint or growth boundaries. 
This strategy would confine new development within areas of existing development and 
areas that are suitable for growth, as established by local jurisdictions. Strategy EN5 would 
provide funds to help conserve and manage high-priority agricultural and open space 
lands that support recreation opportunities, biodiversity, natural resources, and priority 
conservation areas. 

Additionally, as noted on Draft EIR page 3.5-55, most counties and cities in the region have local 
ordinances and policies in place that protect native and nonnative trees in urban landscapes, as well 
as in unincorporated county lands. Compliance with these ordinances could further reduce impacts 
to native habitats. Also, Mitigation Measures Bio-1(a), Bio-1(b), 2, and Bio-3(a) require projects to be 
designed or reconfigured to avoid and minimize impacts to various habitats. See Response to 
Comment 85-48 regarding the infeasibility of using carbon offsets as additional mitigation.  

107-16 
The commenter suggests that the energy analysis for Impact EN-1 include more detailed analysis. 

The Draft EIR does not address impacts at a project-specific level, nor does it address impacts of 
specific programs or projects included within the proposed Plan. Instead, the Draft EIR appropriately 
focuses on the wise and efficient use of energy at a programmatic level.  

The Draft EIR explains that land use development will inherently be more efficient as 88 percent of 
forecasted new housing units would be built as multi-family units. The construction as well as 
operation of multi-family units is typically more energy efficient than single-family homes. (Draft EIR, 
p. 3.6-48.) The proposed Plan also includes strategies to increase the energy efficiency of existing 
development. EN02, “Provide Means-Based Financial Support to Retrofit Existing Residential 
Buildings” would result in building ordinances and incentivizing building retrofits to meet higher 
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energy standards. Strategy EN03, “Fund Energy Upgrades to Enable Carbon Neutrality in All Existing 
Commercial and Public Buildings” would support the electrification and resilient power system 
upgrades leading to lower building emissions. (Ibid.)  

Further, Mitigation Measure AQ-2, which would be required to address construction-related 
emissions, contains numerous measures that will also increase construction efficiency:  

 Equipment shall be zero emissions or have engines that meet or exceed either EPA or 
CARB Tier 4 off-road emission standards, and it shall have engines that are retrofitted with 
a CARB Level 3 Verified Diesel Emissions Control Strategy (VDECS), if one is available for the 
equipment being used. Equipment with engines that meet Tier 4 Interim or Tier 4 Final 
emission standards automatically meet this requirement; therefore, a VDECS would not be 
required.  

 Idling time of diesel-powered construction equipment and trucks shall be limited to no 
more than two minutes. Clear signage of this idling restriction shall be provided for 
construction workers at all access points.  

 All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance with 
the manufacturers’ specifications.  

 Portable diesel generators shall be prohibited. Grid power electricity should be used to 
provide power at construction sites; or propane and natural gas generators may be used 
when grid power electricity is not feasible. (Draft EIR, p. 3.4-39.)  

107-17 
The commenter recommends a means-based component to the electric vehicle rebate programs. 
Proposed Plan Strategy EN08 prioritizes electric vehicle incentives based on income, with increasing 
incentive amounts for lower-income buyers and no incentives for purchasers above a high-income 
threshold. This strategy is similar in structure to the state and regional Clean Cars for All programs. 
The EN08 charging infrastructure programs prioritize projects supporting low-income households 
and Equity Priority Communities. Furthermore, the supplemental Plan Bay Area 2050 Technical 
Assumptions Report located on the Plan Bay Area website states that, “The Vehicle Buyback & Electric 
Vehicle Incentive Program would be expanded to subsidize at least 350,000 new electric vehicles, with 
a priority for income-qualifying buyers." The scaling of vehicle buyback program and electric vehicle 
incentives in EN08 are based on household income level can be found in the following supplemental 
reports, Plan Bay Area 2050 Equity Analysis Report as well as the Plan Bay Area 2050 Forecasting and 
Modeling Report, found on the Plan Bay Area website at www.planbayarea.org/reports.  

107-18 
As stated on page 3.11-22 of the Draft EIR, the proposed Plan contains environmental strategies to 
maintain urban growth boundaries (EN04), to protect and manage high-value conservation lands 
(EN05), and to modernize and expand parks, trails, and recreation facilities (EN06). Nonetheless, 
portions of the proposed Plan’s land use growth footprint (approximately 740, or 1.8% of the growth 
footprint) would overlap with open space/parklands. This does not necessarily mean that the 740 
acres of open space/parklands would be developed. Within the growth footprint it is expected that 
there would be a diversity of land uses, particularly in TPAs. Nonetheless, as relevant to impact LU-2, 
the Draft EIR acknowledges that the growth footprint could potentially conflict with local land use 
plans. While Mitigation Measure LU-2 would not reduce the potential loss of open space, future 
development will be required comply with standards set by local jurisdictions regarding the 
acceptable amounts of parkland and open space. To the extent that additional parklands or open 
space are needed, any related construction impacts would be addressed by Mitigation Measure 

http://www.planbayarea.org/reports
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PSR-2. (Draft EIR, p. 3.13-18.) Edge effects and other issues related to impacts on biological resources 
are addressed in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR, “Biological Resources.” Please see Response to Comment 
107-10 for a discussion relevant to edge effects. See “Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and 
Authority” for discussion related to this comment. 

107-19 
The proposed Plan shares goals of protecting natural resources, including open space. (See Draft EIR, 
p. 4-93.) Strategies EN04, EN05, and EN06 are designed to protect natural areas and reduce expansion 
of the urban growth footprint, consistent with the comment, see Section 2.2.2 of the Draft EIR, 
“Proposed Plan Strategies.” In addition to including strategies to restrict development beyond urban 
growth boundaries and protect high-value conservation lands, the proposed Plan also importantly 
includes a range of housing strategies (H03, H06) that increase available development capacity to 
support a sufficient supply of infill housing to support affordability goals.  

107-20 
The commenter suggests using a lower income threshold for affordable housing. As noted in the Draft 
EIR, the requirements of SB 375 dictate that the proposed Plan must accommodate future regional 
growth and provide housing for all income levels. As such, the proposed Plan includes strategies to 
ensure that there is an affordable home for every low-income Bay Area household by the year 2050. 
Strategies H02, H04, and H05 would yield sufficient affordable housing to meet that threshold, 
helping to bring down housing costs for low-income Bay Area households to a greater degree than 
the region at large.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 108 
Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge 
Carin High 
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

108-1 
The commenter provides recommendations regarding protection of baylands to maintain ecological 
health. As noted in the first paragraph of Section 2.2, Proposed Plan of the Draft EIR, “The proposed 
Plan expands in scope, relative to prior plans, by examining the themes of economic development 
and environmental resilience.” The new environmental element prioritizes the protection and 
maintenance of land, air and water in Bay Area communities through strategies that conserve and 
better use current resources, mitigate climate change effects, and adapt to hazardous climate or 
seismic events. The Plan Bay Area 2050 Implementation Plan will guide how the Bay Area can take 
near-term actions to implement the strategies adopted in the proposed Plan over the next five years. 
See Response to Comment 85-4 for a discussion on proposed changes to Strategies EN01 and EN05. 

Regarding the Draft EIR, Section 3.5, “Biological Resources” discloses potential impacts of 
implementing the proposed Plan, including a discussion on riparian habitat and wetlands under 
Impact BIO-2. See Response to Comment 102-2 for a discussion on green sea level rise adaptation 
infrastructure.  

108-2 
See “Master Response 5: Sea Level Rise” for a discussion related to the comment. Regarding the 
evaluation of effects on aquatic resources, the environmental impact analysis in Chapter 3 of the Draft 
EIR includes an evaluation of the environmental impacts related to the proposed sea level rise 
adaptation infrastructure. Sea level rise adaptation archetypes were analyzed according to the 
assumed footprint of the project. However, as discussed above, the specific location or depiction of 
infrastructure is not known at this time, and specific effects therefore cannot be evaluated in detail. 
Detailed analysis of sea level rise adaptation infrastructure will be conducted when specific projects 
are proposed by relevant local agencies. See also Response to Comment 85-8.  

108-3 
The comment expresses preferences regarding the proposed Plan. The comment states that the EIR 
“must discuss how it addresses the potential environmental impacts of identifying [Transit Rich Areas] 
TRAs and [Transit Priority Area] TPAs.” The EIR evaluates the impacts of forecasted land use 
development in TRAs and TPAs, as is appropriate under CEQA. TRAs and TPAs have specific definitions. 
Please see Draft EIR page 2-35 for a brief description of terms related to growth geographies. As 
discussed in the Draft EIR, TRAs and TPAs are defined as follows: 

Transit-Rich Areas (TRAs)—Areas near rail, ferry, or frequent bus service that were not already 
identified as a PDA. Specifically, these are areas where at least 50 percent of the area is within 
½ mile of either an existing rail station or ferry terminal (with bus or rail service), a bus stop 
with peak service frequency of 15 minutes or less, or a planned rail station or planner ferry 
terminal (with bus rail service) (p. 2-35 of the Draft EIR) 
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As described on page 2-38 of the Draft EIR,  

TRANSIT PRIORITY AREAS  

Approval of an adopted SCS by CARB allows for CEQA streamlining benefits for transit priority 
projects (TPPs). Please see Section 1.9, “CEQA Streamlining Opportunities,” for more 
information regarding CEQA streamlining opportunities. A TPP is defined by statute, based on 
consistency with the following requirements:  

 consistent with the general land use designation, density, building intensity, and applicable 
policies specified for the project area in the SCS;  

 located within a half-mile of a major transit stop or high-quality transit corridor;  

 made up of at least 50-percent residential use based on total building square footage or as 
little as 26-percent residential use if the project has a floor area ratio of not less than 0.75; and  

 built out with a minimum of 20 dwelling units per acre (PRC Section 21155).  

For the purposes of this EIR, geographic areas eligible to meet the TPP requirements are 
referred to as TPAs. 

See “Master Response 5: Sea Level Rise” for a discussion related to assumptions used to address sea 
level rise and the need to consider the effects of the environment on the project. As noted by the 
comment, specific future projects, such as re-establishment of the Dumbarton Rail Corridor will 
undergo project level environmental analysis to analyze and mitigate direct and indirect impacts on 
the environment, including impacts to wetlands. The comment regarding potential future projects 
along the Dumbarton Rail Corridor are noted, and the commenter is correct that future projects 
would be subject to additional environmental review.  

108-4 
The commenter provides information related to high-priority natural lands and Priority Conservation 
Areas. Please refer to page 74 of the supplemental Plan Bay Area 2050 Technical Assumptions Report 
found on the Plan Bay Area website at www.planbayarea.org/reports for a discussion on Strategy EN05, 
“Protect and Manage High-Value Conservation Lands.” To identify regional priority areas for 
conservation, MTC staff relied on the Conservation Lands Network (CLN) 2.0 Report and data framework. 
As discussed in the Technical Assumptions Report, the CLN framework categories are divided into four 
classes based on an analysis that, “compares existing conserved lands against an inventory of natural 
habitats ranked for rarity and ecosystem importance and also considers priority stream corridors, 
habitat connectivity, and groundwater recharge areas.” Additionally, Action 10c on page 145 of Chapter 
7, “Draft Implementation Plan” of the Draft Plan Bay Area 2050 includes a proposed action to "revamp 
the Priority Conservation Area Program using a data-driven approach to better prioritize the most 
critical areas for conservation, while addressing a broader range of policy concerns." The comment is 
noted for consideration during project review but does not raise environmental issues or concerns 
regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR.  

108-5 
The commenter provides recommendations for clarifying sea level rise assumptions, and adding 
language about sea level rise adaptation. The Draft EIR discusses sea level rise assumptions on page 
2-18 of Chapter 2, “Project Description, “The actual footprint and other design details of sea level rise 
infrastructure are not known because it is in the early stages of planning.” Regarding the details of a 
future project to elevate Highway 37, the programmatic analysis in the Draft EIR does not allow for a 
precise description of the details of project-specific details, because details related to the location, size, 

http://www.planbayarea.org/reports
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design, or setting of specific projects are unknown and therefore, a meaningful evaluation could not 
occur at this time. The future design and construction of the State Route 37 elevation would be subject 
to project-level CEQA compliance and review. The comments, including a preference for green 
(nature based) sea level rise infrastructure, is noted for consideration during project review. 

For further discussion on strategy assumptions in the Draft EIR, please see Response to Comment 
102-2. A discussion of the impacts of SR-37 and other infrastructure on biological resources can be 
found beginning on page 3.5-35. For further discussion on extending the analysis timeline to 2100, 
please see “Master Response 5: Sea Level Rise.” 

Impacts related to sea level rise adaptation infrastructure are included in the Draft EIR, as described 
throughout Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR. Please see “Master Response 5: Sea Level Rise” for a discussion 
related to the development of the sea level rise adaptation projects included in the proposed Plan 
and assumptions related to an assumed 2 feet of sea level rise by 2050. 

108-6 
This comment requests mapping of tidal wetlands and reference to regional science-based guidance 
documents for tidal habitat mapping. Impacts on tidal wetlands were analyzed in Impact BIO-2, on 
pages 3.5-44 through 3.5-50 of the Draft EIR. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetlands 
Inventory identifies tidal wetlands as “Estuarine and Marine Wetlands.” A qualitative analysis of 
estimated impacts on estuarine and marine wetlands is included in Impact BIO-2. The programmatic 
analysis in the Draft EIR does not allow for a precise description and mapping of State- and federally-
protected wetlands, because details related to the location, size, design, or setting of specific projects 
are unknown and therefore a meaningful evaluation could not occur at this time.  

See Response to Comment 130-16. As described in Mitigation Measure BIO-2, on pages 3.5-44 through 
3.5-50 of the Draft EIR, a biological resource assessment would be prepared at the project level, which 
would include identification of tidal wetlands. To reference the specific regional science-based 
guidance documents mentioned in this comment, Mitigation Measure BIO-2 has been edited. This 
clarification does not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of any environmental 
impact, because it includes an addition to a mitigation measure already included in the Draft EIR. 

The first bulleted item of Mitigation Measure BIO-2, on page 3.5-48 of the Draft EIR, is revised as follows 
(new text is underlined and deleted text is shown in strikeout):  

 Implementing agencies shall require project sponsors to prepare biological resource 
assessments for specific projects proposed in areas containing, or likely to contain, 
jurisdictional waters or other sensitive or special-status communities. These assessments 
shall be conducted by qualified professionals in accordance with agency guidelines and 
standards. Qualified professionals shall reference applicable regional data sources for 
wetland mapping, which may include, but not be limited to, the Adaptation Atlas (San 
Francisco Estuary Institute 2021), Recovery Plan for Tidal Marsh Ecosystems of Northern and 
Central California (USFWS 2013), and the 2015 Bay Ecosystem Habitat Goals Update (Goals 
Project 2015). Where the biological resource assessments establish that mitigation is 
required to avoid and minimize direct and indirect adverse effects on State- or federally 
protected wetlands, or compensate for unavoidable effects, mitigation shall be developed 
consistent with the requirements or standards of USACE, EPA, RWQCB, and CDFW, and local 
regulations and guidelines, in addition to requirements of any applicable and adopted 
HCP/NCCP or other applicable plans developed to protect these resources. In keeping with 
the “no net loss” policy for jurisdictional waters (i.e., wetlands and other waters of the United 
States or State), project designs shall be configured, whenever possible, to avoid wetlands 
and other waters and avoid disturbances to wetlands and riparian corridors to preserve both 
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the habitat and the overall ecological functions of these areas. Projects shall minimize 
ground disturbances and transportation project footprints near such areas to the extent 
practicable. 

108-7 
Regarding concerns that indirect impacts on biological resources were not assessed in the Draft EIR. 
See Responses to Comments 85-35, 85-36, 85-39, and 130-12 for discussions relevant to indirect 
impacts analyzed in the Biological Resources section of the Draft EIR. 

See also Response to Comment 107-10 for a discussion of the edge effects of human activities on 
biological resources. See Responses to Comments 85-8 and 85-11, regarding the impacts of sea level 
rise on wetlands. Please see also “Master Response 5: Sea Level Rise” for a relevant discussion 
regarding the impacts of sea level rise on the Bay Area. 

108-8 
This comment states that there are connectivity areas included in the Conservation Lands Network in 
addition to those depicted in Figure 3.5-5, on page 3.5-23 of the Draft EIR. Page 3.5-22 of the Draft EIR 
states: “The Conservation Land Network (CLN) has also been established as a scientifically based 
analysis that focuses on biodiversity and local migratory conditions previously unavailable in the Bay 
Area and identifies the most essential lands needed to sustain biological diversity. The CLN analysis 
presents data at a somewhat finer resolution than the ECAs, which are shown in Figure 3.5-5.” While 
the text of the Draft EIR references the CLN, Mitigation Measure BIO-3(a), on pages 3.5-53 and 3.5-54 
of the Draft EIR, does not include the CLN as a recommended source for project-level habitat 
connectivity analysis. Mitigation Measure BIO-3(a) has been edited to specifically reference the CLN.  

See Response to Comment 41-5 for revisions to Mitigation Measure BIO-3(a). The Draft EIR already 
discloses a potentially significant impact related to interference with movement of species or 
established wildlife corridors (Draft EIR, pp. 3.5-50 to 3.5-53) and the clarification to Mitigation Measure 
BIO-3(a) does not result in a new or substantially more severe impact or alter the conclusions with 
respect to the significance of an identified impact.  

108-9  
An evaluation of the potential for the proposed Plan to substantially alter existing drainage patterns 
in a manner which would result in on- or off-site flooding or impede or redirect flood flows is provided 
in Draft EIR Section 3.10, “Hydrology and Water Quality.” This analysis includes an assessment of 
impacts related to 100-year and 500-year flood risk. (See e.g., Draft EIR, page 3.10-42.) As explained 
therein, most growth under the proposed Plan would take place outside of the federally designated 
100-year and 500-year flood hazard zones, which are established by FEMA to assist local governments 
with land use and floodplain management decisions to avoid flood-related hazards. Under 
established regulations, development in the floodplain must “not increase the water surface elevation 
of the 100-year flood by more than 1 foot in floodplains and 0.1 foot in floodways” (Draft EIR, p. 3.10-43). 

The comment notes the limited jurisdiction of BCDC and the applicability of Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act and the Porter-Cologne Act to Water of the US and Waters of the State, respectively. As 
explained in the Draft EIR, BCDC regulates development along the Bay shoreline pursuant to the 
McAteer-Petris Act, which authorizes BCDC to incorporate the policies of the Bay Plan into State law. 
Although BCDC’s jurisdiction is limited, the Draft EIR notes that the sea level rise adaptation 
infrastructure, in particular, may be subject to BCDC oversight.  

The Clean Water Act and Porter Cologne Act concern preservation of the beneficial uses of water, and 
do not regulate development in flood hazard zones. For this reason, these regulations are not cited in 
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Section 3.10, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” as regulations that would effectively reduce the potential 
for the proposed Plan to result in flooding or redirection of flood flows (refer to Impacts HYDRO-4 and 
HYDRO-5). Rather, the analysis cites applicable federal and state regulations and notes that all 
development within a floodplain requires a local floodplain development permit. The analysis explains 
that development must comply with federal, State, and local laws and regulations. These laws and 
regulations ensure that development in floodplains protects health, safety, welfare, and property. For 
instance, the Cobey-Alquist Flood Plain Management Act prohibits construction in floodways that 
“may endanger life or significantly restrict the carrying capacity of the designated floodway” (Water 
Code, Section 8410(a)).  

Although the specific requirements for a project depend on the flood zone and the type of development, 
the basic standards that must be met by any floodplain development are that the proposed 
development must be reasonably safe from flood damage (which for most buildings means elevated 
above the height of floodwaters) and must not result in physical damage to any other property (Draft 
EIR page 3.10-43). As noted in Section 3.1.2, “Approach to the Environmental Analysis,” where an existing 
law, regulation, or permit specifies mandatory and prescriptive actions about how to fulfill a regulatory 
requirement of the project, leaving little discretion in its implementation, and would avoid an impact or 
maintain it at a less-than-significant level, the environmental protection afforded by the regulation is 
considered in determining impact significance. In other words, where existing regulatory requirements 
or permitting requirements are binding on responsible agencies and project sponsors, it is reasonable 
to assume they would be implemented, thereby reducing impacts.  

The evaluation in the Draft EIR does, therefore, reasonably assume that existing regulations are 
adequate to address the potential flooding impacts from development in flood zones that may occur 
with implementation of the proposed Plan. Regarding a potential “moratorium to restrict 
construction of new development within the 100-year flood zone could result in reductions of 
significant and adverse impacts to biological resources,” see “Master Response 4: EIR Alternatives.” 

The Draft EIR adequately evaluates the potential impacts of development within the 100-year 
floodplain under the proposed Plan. The Moratorium on Flood Zone Development Alternative 
recommended in the Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge’s scoping comment letter was 
dismissed from detailed analysis in the Draft EIR because this alternative would not reduce significant 
environmental effects associated with the proposed Plan. “Because an EIR must identify ways to 
mitigate or avoid the significant effects that a project may have on the environment (Pub. Resources 
Code, Section 21002.1), the discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its 
location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the 
project.” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(b) [emphasis added].) As stated in Section 4.2.7 of the Draft 
EIR, this alternative is not evaluated further because it would not reduce or avoid significant effects of 
the Project (Draft EIR, p. 4-8). Additionally, the new environmental element in the proposed Plan 
prioritizes the protection and maintenance of land, air, and water in Bay Area communities through 
strategies that conserve and better use current resources, mitigate climate change effects, and adapt 
to hazardous climate or seismic events.  

Please also see “Master Response 4: EIR Alternatives.” No revisions to the have been made to the Draft 
EIR in response to this comment.  

108-10 
This comment states that mitigation ratios of 1:1 for wetlands, as referenced in the Draft EIR, are too 
low and that ratios should be high enough to ensure “no net loss of wetlands.” Mitigation Measure 
BIO-2, on pages 3.5-48 and 3.5-50, prioritizes avoidance: 
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In keeping with the “no net loss” policy for jurisdictional waters (i.e., wetlands and other 
waters of the United States or State), project designs shall be configured, whenever 
possible, to avoid wetlands and other waters and avoid disturbances to wetlands and 
riparian corridors to preserve both the habitat and the overall ecological functions of these 
areas. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2 also states specifically that the 1:1 ratio is a minimum but that this ratio “shall 
in all cases be consistent with mitigation ratios set forth in locally applicable plans (e.g., general plans, 
HCP/NCCPs) or in project-specific permitting documentation.” Setting a minimum requirement in 
the Draft EIR ensures that mitigation ratios will never be less than 1:1, and in some cases, project-
specific permitting or locally applicable plans will require ratios greater than 1:1. Where required by 
applicable plans or permits, project will comply with “no net loss” requirements.  

See also Response to Comment 107-11 for an analogous discussion relevant to this comment. This 
comment also provides excerpts of studies regarding the success of compensatory mitigation for 
wetlands. This portion of the comment is noted for consideration during project review. 

108-11 
Circulation of the Draft EIR met the requirements under CEQA Section 21091(a), which states that the 
public review period for a Draft EIR shall be at least 45 days. See the discussion at the beginning of 
this chapter regarding responses to comments received on the Draft EIR.  

Chapter 7 of the Draft EIR, “References,” provides a list of the documents used to support the 
environmental analysis. The supporting documentation included in the EIR appendices are available 
on the MTC website at: www.planbayarea.org/draftEIR. The references cited are also available upon 
request. Please see responses to Comment Letter 85, which was submitted by the commenter’s 
consultant, Richard Grassetti. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 

http://www.planbayarea.org/draftEIR
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Letter 109 
City of Campbell 
Brian Loventhal, City Manager 
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

109-1 
This commenter provides context regarding the VTA Vasona Light Rail Extension Project in the Plan 
Bay Area 2050 Transportation Project List found on the Plan Bay Area website at 
www.planbayarea.org/reports. The project in question was included in the transportation project list 
adopted by the VTA Board in summer 2020, see 
http://santaclaravta.iqm2.com/Citizens/Detail_LegiFile.aspx?Frame=&MeetingID=3187&MediaPositio
n=&ID=7366&CssClass=. The project was identified as a Period 2 project, meaning the project is not 
envisioned to open for service until after 2035 but before 2050. The board adopted transportation 
project list was subsequently submitted to MTC for incorporation into the proposed Plan and was 
recommended for inclusion in the proposed Plan's fiscally constrained transportation project list. 
Page 42 of the Plan Bay Area 2050 Draft Technical Assumptions Report found on the Plan Bay Area 
website at www.planbayarea.org/reports provides additional information on the solicitation of 
transportation projects process. See “Master Response 7: Fiscally Constrained Transportation Project 
List” for additional discussion of this topic. The commenter provides a recommendation related to the 
proposed Plan and does not raise a specific issue related to the Draft EIR or the analysis of 
environmental impacts for which a further response can be provided. 

109-2 
This comment is a reproduction of a letter to the ABAG/MTC Public Information Office on November 
25, 2020 titled, "Proposed RHNA Methodology and Subregional Shares."  

The designation of an area as a proposed Plan growth geography does not by itself result in the 
allocation of future development. Rather than applying a blanket density across the entire area, the 
Plan simulates development on a parcel by parcel basis up to a maximum assumed density, taking 
into account features such as public parks, open spaces, schools, and public rights of way. As noted in 
the second paragraph under the subheading “Bay Area UrbanSim 2.0” of Section 2.3.3 of the Draft EIR: 

Bay Area UrbanSim 2.0 forecasts future land use change (e.g., development or 
redevelopment) starting from an integrated (across different source data) base year 
(2010) database containing information on the buildings, households, businesses, and 
land use policies within the region. 

In 2019, MTC and ABAG requested the assistance of local agency staff across the region to support 
their review and update of land use, zoning, urban growth boundaries and development pipeline data 
through an online data platform known as the Bay Area Spatial Information System.  

The Bay Area’s 2023 – 2031 RHNA methodology and allocations are a separate and distinct process 
than the approval of the proposed Plan. See Response to Comment 13-1 for a discussion related to the 
RHNA process. This comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the 
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for consideration during 
project review.  

http://www.planbayarea.org/reports
http://santaclaravta.iqm2.com/Citizens/Detail_LegiFile.aspx?Frame=&MeetingID=3187&MediaPosition=&ID=7366&CssClass=
http://santaclaravta.iqm2.com/Citizens/Detail_LegiFile.aspx?Frame=&MeetingID=3187&MediaPosition=&ID=7366&CssClass=
http://www.planbayarea.org/reports


2. Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR Plan Bay Area 2050 

Final EIR | October 2021 Metropolitan Transportation Commission & 
2-578 Association of Bay Area Governments 

109-3 
This comment is a reproduction of a letter submitted to ABAG/MTC Executive Director on August 5, 
2020, titled Re: Plan Bay Area 2050: DRAFT Blueprint Growth Geographies. The substance of the letter 
addresses the Draft Plan Bay Area 2050 Blueprint adopted by the ABAG Executive Board and the MTC 
in February 2020 and revised in the Final Blueprint adopted by the ABAG Executive Board and the 
MTC in September 2020. As a result, this is not a comment on either the Draft Plan or the Draft EIR.  

The commenter raises concerns regarding the extent of the Draft Plan Bay Area 2050 Blueprint 
Growth Geographies in the City of Campbell adopted by the ABAG Executive Board and the MTC in 
February 2020, and requests general geographic categories and specific locations for exclusion from 
these Growth Geographies. As noted above, this comment addresses a draft that was subsequently 
revised prior to the development of the Draft Plan and Draft EIR. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 110 
City of Dublin 
Michael P. Cass, Principal Planner 
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

110-1 
The commenter is correct that the proposed Plan’s projected household and job growth is shared by 
county and Super Districts within each county and not by an individual local jurisdiction, PDA, or other 
geography. Because of the proposed Plan’s regional-scale, the forecasted development pattern of 
households and employment is not summarized and reported for each local jurisdiction or growth 
geography. Instead, the proposed Plan emphasizes the 35 integrated strategies and the near-term 
actions to implement them, as a blueprint for how the Bay Area can accommodate future growth and 
make the region more equitable and resilient. The proposed Plan’s land use assumptions used in the 
regional travel model (TM1.5) are publicly available at https://mtcdrive.app.box.com/v/pba-2050-
tazdata and summarized at the Travel Analysis Zone (TAZ) level. Similarly, PDA boundaries used for 
the proposed Plan can also be explored through MTC’s open data website, 
https://opendata.mtc.ca.gov/datasets/priority-development-areas-plan-bay-area-2050/explore.  

110-2 
As discussed in the second paragraph on page 3.11-2, Figure 3.11-1 depicts the pattern of urban land 
and open space. The intent of this figure is to provide a visual understanding of the existing 
conditions as they relate to the extent of urban land and open space. The figure is not intended to 
describe urban limit lines. MTC and ABAG will consider incorporating such information in future 
iterations of Plan Bay Area, if provided by local jurisdictions.  

110-3 
Figure 3.11-3 and Table 3.11-2 on pages 3.11-7 and 3.11-8 of the Draft EIR show the general locations and 
summarize acres of existing parks and open space in the Bay Area, as reported by the California 
Conservation Easement Database (2020) and California Protected Areas Database (2020). Additional 
information on the datasets, as well as online maps, can be found at https://www.calands.org/. 

110-4 
The comment regarding input on the Draft Plan and Draft Implementation Plan is noted. The MTC 
Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 

110-5 
This comment is a reproduction of a letter submitted to MTC Public Information on July 20, 2021, titled, 
"Plan Bay Are 2050, - Draft Plan and Draft Implementation Plan." Responses to the comments in this 
letter were provided to the City of Dublin by MTC staff on July 26, 2021. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 

https://mtcdrive.app.box.com/v/pba-2050-tazdata
https://mtcdrive.app.box.com/v/pba-2050-tazdata
https://opendata.mtc.ca.gov/datasets/priority-development-areas-plan-bay-area-2050/explore
https://www.calands.org/
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Letter 111 
City of Hayward, 
Alex Ameri, Director of Public Works 
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

111-1 
Whether the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment will be implemented is currently uncertain. Please see 
Response to Comment 76-2 for a discussion of why this is. As such, an evaluation that assumed its 
implementation would be highly speculative. Please see Response to Comment 76-5 as well for 
further relevant discussion.  

111-2 
Regarding relicensing requirements for the Don Pedro Reservoir, see Responses to Comments 76-2, 
76-6, and 76-7. As with the Bay-Delta Plan, it is highly uncertain whether the WQC will be 
implemented by either the state or federal government. 

111-3 
The Draft EIR discloses under Impact PUF-2 that impacts on water supply would be significant and 
unavoidable. Mitigation measures are included in the Draft EIR; however, the impact on water supply 
would be significant and unavoidable. Whether the Bay-Delta Plan and/or Don Pedro Reservoir WQC 
are ever implemented is currently uncertain. An analysis assuming implementation would be highly 
speculative. Please see Responses to Comments 76-2, 76-6, 76-8, and 76-7 for further relevant 
discussions. 

111-4 
See Response to Comment 76-8 for a discussion related to comments on Impact PUF-1 and Mitigation 
Measure PUF-1(A). See Response to Comment 76-9 for a discussion related to comments on Impact 
PUF-2 and Mitigation Measure PUF-2(A). 

111-5 
The Draft EIR’s evaluation of regional water supply is adequate under CEQA. The analysis is 
appropriately based on existing conditions and available information at the time that preparation of 
the Draft EIR began and the NOP for the Draft EIR was released. As explained on page 3.14-36 of the 
Draft EIR under the subheading “Method of Analysis:”  

The baseline for the following analysis reflects existing conditions when the EIR NOP was 
released in September 2020. 2015 UWMPs were the best available source for water supply 
analysis in PUF-2, with 2020 UWMP updates expected to be completed following the public 
release of this Draft EIR. 

With respect to Hayward’s 2020 UWMP, it was adopted in July 2021, one month after the release of 
the Draft EIR and ten months after the release of the NOP. The City of Hayward purchases its entire 
potable water supply from the Regional Water System, operated by SFPUC. Referencing SFPUC’s 
2020-2025 UWMP, the City of Hayward’s 2020-2025 UWMP indicates that there would be shortages 
only in multiple dry years without implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment. (City of 
Hayward 2021:87). This is consistent with the Draft EIR’s conclusion in Impact PUF-2 that the effect on 
water supply would be significant and unavoidable (see Draft EIR, pages 3.14-43 to 3.14-46). Therefore, 
the discussion in the Draft EIR is representative of regional water supply conditions. See Response to 
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Comment 76-10 for further information included in the 2020 UWMPs. Please also see “Master 
Response 3: Water Supply.” 

111-6 
Please see Responses to Comments 111-5 and 76-10 regarding information included in the 2020 
UWMPs. Please also see “Master Response 3: Water Supply.” Response to comment 76-2 explains why 
the Draft EIR need not consider implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment and also covers 
a range of water supply scenarios and uncertainties.  

111-7 
The comment consists of a copy of the EIR comment letter from the Bay Area Water Supply & 
Conservation Agency. See responses to comment letter 76, which address this comment letter.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 112 
City of Millbrae 
Khee Lim, Public Works Director 
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

112-1 
This is a comment expressing support for the proposed Plan. See Responses to Comment Letter 76, 
the letter sent by BAWSCA. Whether the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment will be implemented is 
currently uncertain. Please see Response to Comment 76-2 for a discussion of why this is. As such, an 
evaluation that assumed its implementation would be highly speculative. Please see Response to 
Comment 76-5 as well for further relevant discussion. 

112-2 
Regarding implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan, see Responses to Comments 76-4 and 76-5.  

112-3 
Regarding relicensing requirements for the Don Pedro Reservoir, see Responses to Comments 76-2, 
76-6, and 76-7. As with the Bay-Delta Plan, it is highly uncertain whether the WQC will be 
implemented by either the state or federal government. 

112-4 
The Draft EIR discloses under Impact PUF-2 that impacts on water supply would be significant and 
unavoidable. Mitigation measures are included in the Draft EIR; however, the impact on water supply 
would be significant and unavoidable. Whether the Bay-Delta Plan and/or Don Pedro Reservoir WQC 
are ever implemented is currently uncertain. An analysis assuming implementation would be highly 
speculative. Please see Responses to Comments 76-2, 76-6, 76-8, and 76-7 and “Master Response 3: 
Water Supply” for further relevant discussions. 

112-5 
See Response to Comment 76-8 for a discussion related to comments on Impact PUF-1 and Mitigation 
Measure PUF-1(A). See Response to Comment 76-9 for a discussion related to comments on Impact 
PUF-2 and Mitigation Measure PUF-2(A). 

112-6 
The Draft EIR’s evaluation of regional water supply is adequate under CEQA. The analysis is 
appropriately based on existing conditions at the time that preparation of the Draft EIR began and 
the NOP for the Draft EIR was released. As explained on page 3.14-36 of the Draft EIR under the 
subheading “Method of Analysis:”  

The baseline for the following analysis reflects existing conditions when the EIR NOP 
was released in September 2020. 2015 UWMPs were the best available source for water 
supply analysis in PUF-2, with 2020 UWMP updates expected to be completed 
following the public release of this Draft EIR. 

With respect to Millbrae’s 2020 UWMP, it was adopted in May 2021, one month prior to the release of 
the Draft EIR and eight months after the release of the NOP. The City of Millbrae purchases its entire 
potable water supply from the Regional Water System, operated by SFPUC. The City of Millbrae’s 
2020-2025 UWMP indicates that there would be shortages in single dry years and multiple dry years 
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without implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment (City of Millbrae 2021:66). This is 
consistent with the Draft EIR’s conclusion in Impact PUF-2 that the effect on water supply would be 
significant and unavoidable. Therefore, the discussion in the Draft EIR is representative of regional 
water supply conditions (see Draft EIR, pp. 3.14-43 to 3.14-46). See Response to Comment 76-10 for 
further information included in the 2020 UWMPs. Please also see “Master Response 3: Water Supply.” 

112-7 
Please see Responses to Comments 112-6 and 76-10 regarding information included in the 2020 
UWMPs. Please also see “Master Response 3: Water Supply.” Response to comment 76-2 explains why 
the Draft EIR need not consider implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment and also covers 
a range of water supply scenarios and uncertainties. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 113 
City of Milpitas 
Steven G. McHarris, City Manager 
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

113-1 
This comment expresses general support for the proposed Plan. See responses to Comment Letter 
76, the letter sent by BAWSCA. The Bay Area’s 2023 – 2031 RHNA methodology and allocations are a 
separate and distinct process than the approval of the proposed Plan. See Response to Comment 13-
1 for a discussion related to the RHNA process. See also “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” 
for discussion related to this comment. 

113-2 
Whether the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment will be implemented is currently uncertain. Please see 
Response to Comment 76-2 for a discussion of why this is. As such, an evaluation that assumed its 
implementation would be highly speculative. Please see Response to Comment 76-5 as well for 
further relevant discussion.  

113-3 
The Draft EIR’s evaluation of regional water supply is based on existing conditions at the time that 
preparation of the Draft EIR began and the NOP for the Draft EIR was released. As explained on page 
3.14-36 of the Draft EIR under the subheading “Method of Analysis:”  

The baseline for the following analysis reflects existing conditions when the EIR NOP was 
released in September 2020. 2015 UWMPs were the best available source for water supply 
analysis in PUF-2, with 2020 UWMP updates expected to be completed following the public 
release of this Draft EIR. 

With respect to Milpitas’s 2020 UWMP, it was adopted in July 2021, one month after the release of the 
Draft EIR and ten months after the release of the NOP. The City of Milpitas purchases its potable water 
supply from Valley Water and the Regional Water System operated by SFPUC. The City of Milpitas’ 
2020-2025 UWMP indicates that there would be shortages in single dry years and multiple dry years 
without implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment (City of Milpitas 2021: 76). This is 
consistent with the Draft EIR’s conclusion in Impact PUF-2 that the effect on water supply would be 
significant and unavoidable. Therefore, the discussion in the Draft EIR is representative of regional 
water supply conditions (Draft EIR, pp. 3.14-43 to 3.14-46). See also Response to Comment 76-10, 
regarding information included in the 2020 UWMPs. Please also see “Master Response 3: Water 
Supply.” Response to comment 76-2 explains why the Draft EIR need not consider implementation of 
the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment and also covers a range of water supply scenarios and uncertainties. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 114 
City of Mountain View 
Dawn S. Cameron, Public Works Director 
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

114-1 
The comment is an introductory statement. In addition to generally introducing the contents of the 
letter, it introduces the criticism that the Draft EIR inadequately considers the proposed Plan’s 
impacts on the region’s water supply and ability to accommodate the water supply needs of the 
projected increase in population and housing. These topics are addressed specifically in the following 
comments and responses. As explained in Response to Comment 76-2, the evaluation of water supply 
in the Draft EIR is adequate for the proposed Plan. 

114-2 
Refer to Response to Comment 76-2 for a discussion of the adopted Bay-Delta Plan and potential 
effects on the adequacy of future water supplies. Please see also Response to Comment 76-5 as well 
for further relevant discussion. 

114-3 
Regarding relicensing requirements for the Don Pedro Reservoir, see Responses to Comments 76-2, 
76-6, and 76-7. As with the Bay-Delta Plan, it is highly uncertain whether the WQC will be 
implemented by either the state or federal government.  

114-4 
The Draft EIR discloses under Impact PUF-2 that impacts on water supply would be significant and 
unavoidable. Mitigation measures are included in the Draft EIR; however, the impact on water supply 
would be significant and unavoidable. Whether the Bay-Delta Plan and/or Don Pedro Reservoir WQC 
are ever implemented is currently uncertain. An analysis assuming implementation would be highly 
speculative. Please see Responses to Comments 76-2, 76-6, 76-8, and 76-7 for further relevant 
discussions. 

114-5 

See Response to Comment 76-8 for a discussion related to comments on Impact PUF-1 and Mitigation 
Measure PUF-1(A). See Response to Comment 76-9 for a discussion related to comments on Impact 
PUF-2 and Mitigation Measure PUF-2(A). 

114-6 
The Draft EIR’s evaluation of regional water supply is adequate under CEQA. The analysis is 
appropriately based on existing conditions at the time that preparation of the Draft EIR began and 
the NOP for the Draft EIR was released. As explained on page 3.14-36 of the Draft EIR under the 
subheading “Method of Analysis:”  

The baseline for the following analysis reflects existing conditions when the EIR NOP 
was released in September 2020. 2015 UWMPs were the best available source for water 
supply analysis in PUF-2, with 2020 UWMP updates expected to be completed 
following the public release of this Draft EIR. 
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The City of Mountain View 2020 Urban Water Management Plan was adopted in June 2021, the same 
month as the release of the Draft EIR and nine months after the release of the NOP. The City of 
Mountain View purchases its potable water supply from Valley Water and the Regional Water System 
operated by SFPUC. The City of Mountain View’s 2020-2025 UWMP indicates that there would be 
shortages only in multiple dry years without implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment (City 
of Mountain View 2021: 52). This is consistent with the Draft EIR’s conclusion in Impact PUF-2 that the 
effect on water supply would be significant and unavoidable. Therefore, the discussion in the Draft 
EIR is representative of regional water supply conditions (Draft EIR, pp. 3.14-43 to 3.14-46). Refer to 
Response to Comment 76-10, which explains further why the analysis in the Draft EIR remains 
adequate. Please also see “Master Response 3: Water Supply” for discussion related to this comment. 

114-7 
The comment summarizes concerns expressed throughout the letter related to the consequences of 
implementing the Bay-Delta Plan. As explained in Response to Comments 114-2 through 114-6, the 
water supply implications of implementing the land use strategy outlined in PBA 2050 are adequately 
addressed in the Draft EIR. Response to Comment 76-2 explains why the Draft EIR need not consider 
implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment and also covers a range of water supply scenarios 
and uncertainties. See also Response to Comment 76-10, regarding information included in the 2020 
UWMPs and “Master Response 3: Water Supply.” 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 115 
City of Palo Alto 
Tom DuBois, Mayor 
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

115-1 
Residential development would not necessarily result in the displacement of commercial space. 
Elements of the proposed Plan, such as Strategy H03 would support mixed-use development where 
commercial space could co-exist on the first floor with residential units above. 

Approval of the proposed Plan would not affect the independent land use authority of local 
jurisdictions. Rather, a number of CEQA streamlining benefits would become available to lead 
agencies that carry out or approve future projects consistent with the Plan. See “Master Response 6: 
MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority” for a discussion related to MTC’s role in land use planning.  

115-2 
To model Strategy EN7, recent data on current workers were analyzed across all combinations of 
industry and occupation to understand the general compatibility of particular jobs (and their set of 
task requirements) for telework. Further, telecommuting rate increases in the future years were 
applied to workers based on their wage level, given that higher-wage occupations are more likely to 
involve increased telecommuting because of the hybrid telecommuting models that the commenter 
suggests. While Table 2.5 in the Plan highlights the forecasted change in telecommute levels from 10 
percent in 2015 to 17 percent in 2050, telecommute levels by Super District in 2050 ranged from 9 
percent to 25.5 percent. Further information on the modeling assumptions can be found in the 
supplemental Plan Bay Area 2050 Forecasting and Modeling Report found on the Plan Bay Area 
website at www.planbayarea.org/reports. 

With the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic still affecting the daily lives of Bay Area residents, 
projecting future trends remains challenging. While some assumptions about post-COVID impacts 
were integrated into future telecommuting level assumptions, future iterations of Plan Bay Area will 
be able to more accurately capture longer-term preferential changes in telecommuting, as more 
definitive long-term survey data becomes available. See “Master Response 2: COVID-19 Pandemic 
Considerations” for more discussion related to this comment. See Response to Comment 18-1 for 
additional discussion on telecommuting strategies. 

115-3 
The supplemental Plan Bay Area 2050 Technical Assumptions Report provides more detail on the 
sources of federal, State, regional, county and local funding that would support new revenues. 
Additionally, Appendix 2 summarizes independently conducted polling completed in 2019 on the 
topic of a future mega-measure that would create new revenues. Seeking new revenues to support 
the strategies of the proposed Plan is highlighted as a near-term action in the Plan Bay Area 2050 
Implementation Plan.  

115-4 
For a more detailed discussion of the process used to arrive at the fiscally constrained Plan Bay Area 
2050 Transportation Project List, please refer to “Master Response 7: Fiscally Constrained 
Transportation Project List.” 

http://www.planbayarea.org/reports
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115-5 
The commenter provides a summary of components of the proposed Plan they view as positive.  

115-6 
The Draft EIR undertakes a programmatic analysis of the environmental impacts of the proposed Plan 
and does not undertake project-level environmental analysis, as is appropriate for the proposed Plan’s 
level of planning. The location of the label “Palo Alto” on mapping in the Draft EIR is accurate for the 
scale, and does not affect the informational value of the Draft EIR. 

115-7 
Please see “Master Response 5: Sea Level Rise” for a discussion related to the comment. 

115-8 
Please see “Master Response 5: Sea Level Rise” for a discussion related to the impacts of sea level rise 
on the proposed Plan. Regarding the impacts of the proposed Plan on groundwater quality and 
supplies please see Draft EIR pages 3.10-24 through 3.10-34. 

115-9 
As discussed in the first paragraph of page 3.1-4 under the heading “Level of Detail” the Plan Bay Area 
2050 EIR presents a program-level analyses for the entire nine-county, 101-city region, and does not 
address the impacts of individual land use, sea level rise adaptation, or transportation projects in 
detail. Instead, "the focus of this analysis is on addressing the impacts of implementation of the Plan’s 
35 strategies as a whole.” As a result, the Draft EIR discloses the Plan's potential effects by quantifying 
the acres of potential overlap. Because of the regional nature of the Plan, the EIR does not include 
maps of the potential locations of overlap. 

115-10 
See Response to Comment 115-2 for a discussion related to telecommuting. 

115-11 
See “Master Response 4: EIR Alternatives” regarding suggested additional alternatives, including 
alternatives with a different combination of strategies. In addition to the proposed Plan and Plan 
alternatives analyzed in the EIR, other strategies or combinations of strategies were evaluated during 
the Horizon initiative and Plan development process. The Plan Bay Area 2050 Draft Blueprint was 
advanced in February 2020 for analysis, and substantial refinements were made throughout summer 
and fall 2020 as part of the Final Blueprint phase, culminating in the advancement of the Final 
Blueprint (now known as the proposed Plan) into the CEQA process. As noted in Draft EIR Section 4, 
“Alternatives to the Proposed Plan,” an EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a 
project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster 
informed decision-making and public participation. The lead agency is responsible for selecting a 
range of project alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its reasoning for selecting 
those alternatives.  

115-12 
See Response to Comment 13-1 for a discussion of how RHNA is related to the proposed Plan. See 
“Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” for a discussion related to how population projections 
were developed for the proposed Plan. HCD determines the number of new housing units the Bay 
Area must plan for the 8-year RHNA cycle, based on population projections produced by DOF and the 
application of specific upward adjustments related to a targeted vacancy rate, rate of overcrowding, 
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and cost burden. The proposed Plan’s housing forecast was found to be consistent with HCD. The EIR 
analyzes implementation of the Plan, as proposed, including full buildout up to 2050. As noted in the 
EIR, individual land use development projects would be subject to project-level CEQA review, which 
would include a cumulative analysis of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects at 
the time the project-level EIR is prepared. 

115-13 
The commenter expresses general concerns related to the proposed Plan. The Draft EIR discloses 
under Impact PUF-2 that impacts to water supply would be significant. Mitigation measures are 
included in the Draft EIR; however, this impact would be significant and unavoidable.  

115-14 
Please see Responses to Comments 76-2 for a discussion of the adopted Bay-Delta Plan and potential 
effects on the adequacy of future water supplies. Please also see Response to Comment 76-5 for 
further relevant discussion. 

115-15 
Regarding relicensing requirements for the Don Pedro Reservoir, please see Responses to Comments 
76-2, 76-6, and 76-7. As with the Bay-Delta Plan, it is highly uncertain whether the WQC will be 
implemented by either the state or federal government. 

115-16 
The Draft EIR discloses under Impact PUF-2 that impacts on water supply would be significant and 
unavoidable. Mitigation measures are included in the Draft EIR; however, the impact on water supply 
would be significant and unavoidable. Whether the Bay-Delta Plan and/or Don Pedro Reservoir WQC are 
ever implemented is currently uncertain. An analysis assuming implementation would be highly 
speculative. Please see Responses to Comments 76-2, 76-6, 76-8, and 76-7 for further relevant discussions. 

115-17 
See Response to Comment 76-8 for a discussion related to comments on Impact PUF-1 and Mitigation 
Measure PUF-1(A). See Response to Comment 76-9 for a discussion related to comments on Impact PUF-
2 and Mitigation Measure PUF-2(A). 

115-18 
The Draft EIR’s evaluation of regional water supply is based on existing conditions at the time that 
preparation of the Draft EIR began and the notice of preparation (NOP) for the Draft EIR was released. 
As explained on page 3.14-36 of the Draft EIR under the subheading “Method of Analysis:”  

The baseline for the following analysis reflects existing conditions when the EIR NOP was 
released in September 2020. 2015 UWMPs were the best available source for water supply 
analysis in PUF-2, with 2020 UWMP updates expected to be completed following the public 
release of this Draft EIR. 

The City of Palo Alto’s 2020 UWMP was adopted in June 2021, the same month as the release of the 
Draft EIR and nine months after the release of the NOP. While the City of Palo Alto 2020-2025 UWMP 
only analyzes water supply with the implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment, the City 
purchases its entire potable water supply from SFPUC. As referenced in Response to Comment 76-10, 
the SFPUC 2020-2025 UWMP indicates that there would be shortages only in multiple dry years 
without implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment. This is consistent with the Draft EIR’s 
conclusion in Impact PUF-2 that the effect on water supply would be significant and unavoidable (see 
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Draft EIR pp. 3.14-43 to 3.14-46). Therefore, the discussion in the Draft EIR is representative of regional 
water supply conditions. Please see also Response to Comment 76-10, regarding information included 
in the 2020 UWMPs and “Master Response 3: Water Supply.”  

115-19 
Please see Responses to Comments 115-18 and 76-10 regarding information included in the 2020 
UWMPs. Please also see “Master Response 3: Water Supply.” Response to Comment 76-2 explains why 
the Draft EIR need not consider implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment and also covers 
a range of water supply scenarios and uncertainties. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 116 
City of Sunnyvale 
Ramana Chinnakotla, Director Environmental Services 
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

116-1 
The comment is an introductory statement. In addition to generally introducing the contents of the 
letter, it introduces the criticism that the Draft EIR inadequately considers the proposed Plan’s 
impacts on the region’s water supply and ability to accommodate the water supply needs of the 
projected increase in population and housing. These topics are addressed specifically in the following 
comments and responses. As explained in Response to Comment 76-2, the evaluation of water supply 
in the Draft EIR is adequate for the proposed Plan. 

116-2 
Please see Response to Comment 76-2 for discussion related to this comment. Please see Response 
to Comment 76-5 as well for further relevant discussion. 

116-3 
Regarding relicensing requirements for the Don Pedro Reservoir, see Responses to Comments 76-2, 
76-6, and 76-7. As with the Bay-Delta Plan, it is highly uncertain whether the WQC will be 
implemented by either the state or federal government. 

116-4 
The Draft EIR discloses under Impact PUF-2 that impacts on water supply would be significant and 
unavoidable. Mitigation measures are included in the Draft EIR; however, the impact on water supply 
would be significant and unavoidable. Whether the Bay-Delta Plan and/or Don Pedro Reservoir WQC 
are ever implemented is currently uncertain. An analysis assuming implementation would be highly 
speculative. Please see Responses to Comments 76-2, 76-6, 76-8, and 76-7 for further relevant 
discussions. 

116-5 
See Response to Comment 76-8 for a discussion related to comments on Impact PUF-1 and Mitigation 
Measure PUF-1(A). See Response to Comment 76-9 for a discussion related to comments on Impact 
PUF-2 and Mitigation Measure PUF-2(A). 

116-6 
The analysis is appropriately based on existing conditions at the time that preparation of the Draft EIR 
began and the notice of preparation (NOP) for the Draft EIR was released. As explained on page 3.14-
36 of the Draft EIR under the subheading “Method of Analysis:”  

The baseline for the following analysis reflects existing conditions when the EIR NOP 
was released in September 2020. 2015 UWMPs were the best available source for water 
supply analysis in PUF-2, with 2020 UWMP updates expected to be completed 
following the public release of this Draft EIR. 

The City of Sunnyvale’s 2020 Urban Water Management Plan was adopted in June, 2021, the same 
month as the release of the Draft EIR and nine months after the release of the NOP. The City of 
Sunnyvale purchases its potable water supply from Valley Water and the Regional Water System 
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operated by SFPUC. While the City of Sunnyvale’s 2020-2025 UWMP assumes the implementation of 
the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment, the 2020 UWMP projects no shortages in supply in normal years, 
single dry years, or multiple dry years through 2040 (City of Sunnyvale 2021:1-2). The Draft EIR considers 
a more conservative scenario than is presented in the 2020 UWMP for both scenarios because the 
UWMP does not project shortages, and the Draft EIR evaluates a scenario where less water is available. 
Therefore, the discussion in the Draft EIR is representative of regional water supply conditions (see 
Draft EIR, pp 3.14-43 to 3.14-46). Refer to Response to Comment 76-10, which details the current water 
projections for SFPUC and the Santa Clara Water District (from which the City obtains water) and 
explains why the analysis in the Draft EIR remains adequate. Please also see “Master Response 3: 
Water Supply” for discussion related to this comment.  

116-7 
Please see Responses to Comments 116-7 and 76-10 regarding information included in the 2020 
UWMPs. Please also see “Master Response 3: Water Supply.” Response to Comment 76-2 explains why 
the Draft EIR need not consider implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment and also covers 
a range of water supply scenarios and uncertainties. See Response to Comment 76-10, regarding 
information included in the 2020 UWMPs and “Master Response 3: Water Supply.” 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 117 
City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County 
Sandy Wong, Executive Director 
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

117-1 
The comment is an introductory statement. It does not raise environmental issues or concerns 
regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR, but it does introduce a series of 
comments that are addressed in the following responses. The commenter’s support for the proposed 
Plan is noted, and the MTC Commissioners and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as 
part of their overall consideration of the proposed Plan.  

117-2 
The commenter recommends that funding for county-by-county planning for development in priority 
areas should be provided in the implementation budget, not just funding for water conservation. This 
comment is noted, but does not raise a specific issue related to the Draft EIR or the analysis of 
environmental impacts.  

117-3 
As stated on page 3.14-2, under the subheading “Water Supply Agencies,” “[w]ater supply for each 
county is provided by its respective water supply department or a collection of agencies or companies. 
Most counties contain several water providers.” The text continues a description of the major 
contributors to the water sources in each Bay Area County, as described by the 2019 San Francisco 
Bay Integrated Regional Water Management Plan. While the existence of 16 water supply agencies in 
San Mateo County is noted, the inclusion of every water supply agency in the Bay Area is not necessary 
to analyze potential effects on water supply for this program-level EIR. As discussed in Impact PUF-2, 
impacts to water supply would be significant and unavoidable. See “Master Response 3: “Water 
Supply” for a discussion related to this comment. Please see also Response to Comment 76-2 
regarding the level of specificity required in the programmatic Draft EIR.  

117-4 
Traffic and transit noise is addressed under Impact NOISE-2. An analysis of the effects of transit noise 
are addressed under subheading “Transportation System Impacts,” which begins on page 3.12-29 of 
the Draft EIR. Mitigation Measure Noise-2(a) includes the following measure, which is consistent with 
recommendations included in the comment (first bulleted item, page 3.12-31 of the Draft EIR): 

 Design adjustments to proposed roadway or transit alignments to reduce noise levels in 
noise-sensitive areas (e.g., below-grade roadway alignments can effectively reduce noise 
levels in nearby areas by providing a barrier between the source and receptor). 

This mitigation measure is inclusive of the commenter’s recommendations to invest in grade 
separations. 

Issues pertaining to transportation-related public safety are addressed in Impact TRA-3, which 
describes how investments are expected to incentivize design improvements to make roadways safer. 
As discussed in the last paragraph on page 3.15-31 of the Draft EIR: 

In accordance with the Regional Safety/Vision Zero and Complete Streets policies, the 
proposed Plan includes proposed investments directed towards designs and enforcement 
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efforts that would improve safety on the roads (Strategy T9) and investments for an expanded 
Complete Streets network (Strategy T8). These investments would go to local jurisdictions 
committing to projects that install design elements that lower driving speeds or implement 
road diets and to projects that make biking and walking safer. 

Impacts to transportation are described in Section 3.15 of the Draft EIR, “Transportation.” The reference 
to increased transportation impacts does not address a specific environmental effect.  

117-5 
This is a comment expressing support for an express lane and express bus network. It does not raise 
environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR.  

117-6 
This comment requests feasibility and process studies fully engage the Counties regarding Strategy 
T05. The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their 
overall consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 118 
Susan Cole 
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

118-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. Approval of 
the proposed Plan would not result in adoption of the land use strategy by the local jurisdictions. 
Rather, CEQA streamlining benefits would become available to lead agencies that carry out or 
approve future projects consistent with the Plan. See “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” 
for a discussion related to how population projections were developed for the proposed Plan and 
"Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority" for a discussion of local control over density, 
housing, and development. In addition, please see Response to Comment 8-1 for a summary of the 
public outreach conducted during preparation of the proposed Plan, and see Response to Comment 
9-1 for a discussion on strategies to address the intraregional jobs-housing imbalance. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 119 
Creative Heath Network 
Suzanne Keehn, President 
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

119-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. See “Master 
Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” for a discussion related to how population projections were 
developed for the proposed Plan and "Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority" for a 
discussion of local control over density, housing, and development. See “Master Response 3: Water 
Supply” for a discussion related to the drought. Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR, “Climate Change, 
Greenhouse Gases, and Energy,” discusses the existing conditions and potential effects of the project 
as they related to climate change.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 120 
Delta Protection Commission 
Erik Vink, Executive Director 
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

120-1 
The comment is an introductory statement. It does not raise environmental issues or concerns 
regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. The Delta Protection 
Commission is discussed in Draft EIR section 3.11, “Land Use, Population, and Housing.” The MTC 
Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 

120-2 
This is a comment expressing support for strategies in the proposed Plan and mitigation in the Draft 
EIR that emphasize the need for investment in local and regional trails. It does not raise environmental 
issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. The MTC 
Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 

120-3 
The commenter express concerns regarding megaregional auto travel's impacts on Delta highways 
in the Bay Area, Sacramento, and San Joaquin Valley regions. The proposed Plan’s regional growth 
forecast is required to assume that enough housing will be built in order to house all economic 
segments of the projected population and not result in an increase in in-commuters (people 
commuting from outside of the nine-county Bay Area to work); more information on this requirement 
may be found in row 6a of Table 1-1 on page 1-14 of the Draft EIR. The proposed Plan does include 
transportation investments that would improve alternatives to driving for megaregional travelers, 
including new commuter rail service between San Joaquin County and Alameda County (Valley Link) 
and more frequent SolTrans express bus service between Sacramento and various destinations within 
the Bay Area, among others. More information on investments like these may be found in the Plan 
Bay Area 2050 Transportation Project List supplemental report. Section 5.4 of the Draft EIR discusses 
cumulative impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed Plan and the potential for 
cumulative impacts from growth extending beyond the region. 

120-4 
See Response to Comment 115-2 for a discussion related to telecommuting. See also “Master Response 
2: COVID-19 Pandemic Considerations.” 

120-5 
The commenter provides opinions and recommendations regarding broadband infrastructure and 
does not raise a specific issue related to the Draft EIR or the analysis of environmental impacts. The 
MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 

120-6 
The comment describes the Sacramento–San Joaquin Delta National Heritage Area, the Delta 
Protection Commission’s role in relation to it, and the potential for the area to provide jobs in housing-
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rich places. It does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the Draft EIR.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 121 
Delta Stewardship Council 
Jeff Henderson, AICP, Deputy Executive Officer 
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

121-1 
The comment provides information related to the Delta Stewardship Council and its relationship to 
the proposed Plan. This comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the 
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive 
Board will consider this comment as part of their overall consideration of the proposed Plan. 

121-2 
The commenter does not raise specific issues related to the Draft EIR or the analysis of environmental 
impacts. MTC and ABAG staff have reached out to the Delta Stewardship Council to schedule a 
presentation on the proposed Plan, and informed the Council of the anticipated October 21, 2021, Plan 
adoption hearing.  

121-3 
The comment provides information related to the Delta Stewardship Council’s authority related to 
proposals to carry out, approve, or fund an action in the Delta. This comment does not raise 
environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft 
EIR. The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their 
overall consideration of the proposed Plan. 

121-4 
The commenter confirms that the proposed Plan’s growth geographies are consistent with Delta Plan 
Policy DP P1. The comment is noted for consideration during project review. 

121-5 
The comment notes that the Draft EIR acknowledges Delta Plan Policy DP P1 as requested in the 
commenter’s letter on the Notice of Preparation. The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board 
will consider these comments as part of their overall consideration of the proposed Plan. 

121-6 
The commenter notes that Delta Plan Policy DP P1 should be revised to correctly reflect the policy’s 
requirement for new development to be consistent with land use designations in city or county 
general plans from 2013 [Cal. Code Regs., Tit. 23 S5010(a).] This change is presented in Chapter 3 of this 
Final EIR, “Revisions to the Draft EIR.” The correction does not alter the conclusions with respect to 
the impact significance because the change clarifies the California Code of Regulations language.  

The comment is noted. The text starting in the last paragraph on Draft EIR page 3.11-24 is revised to 
read as follows (new text shown in underline, deleted text in strikeout): 

In order to be consistent with Delta Plan Policy DP P1, new residential, commercial, or industrial 
development must be limited to areas that city or county general plans designate for such 
development as of the date of the Delta Plan’s adoption (May 16, 2013) In Contra Costa County, 
new residential, commercial, and industrial development within the Delta must be limited to 
areas within the 2006 voter-approved urban limit line. is permitted outside the urban 
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boundaries only if it is consistent with the land use designated in the relevant county general 
plan as of the date of the Delta Plan's adoption (January 2019). Jurisdictions with land in the 
Primary Zone are required by PRC Section 29763 to adopt general plans with land uses 
consistent with the goals and policies in the Delta Plan, subject to review by the Delta 
Stewardship Council. Therefore, subsequent projects within the proposed Plan that fall within 
the Delta Plan boundaries would be required to demonstrate consistency with the plan and 
satisfy mitigation requirements. 

121-7 
The commenter provides information on Water Code section 85057.5(b)(4) and does not raise a 
specific environmental issue or concern regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR. Potential impacts related to construction and operation of transportation projects are 
identified in Sections 3.2 through 3.15 of the Draft EIR, including Section 3.3 (“Agriculture and Forestry 
Resources”), Section 3.5 (“Biological Resources”), Section 3.6 (“Climate Change, Greenhouse Gases, and 
Energy”), Section 3.10 (“Hydrology and Water Quality”), Section 3.11 (“Land Use, Population, and 
Housing”), and Section 3.13 (“Public Services and Recreation”).  

121-8 
The comment correctly states that the Draft EIR concludes that transportation project would not be 
growth inducing, but would instead support more sustainable forecasted growth. See also “Master 
Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast.” 

121-9 
The commenter shares a preliminary finding of consistency between the proposed Plan and the Draft 
EIR with the Delta Reform Act. See Responses to Comments 121-4 and 121-6 for discussion related to 
the comment. 

121-10 
The comment is noted. The text at the top of Draft EIR page 3.5-29 is revised to read as follows (new 
text shown in underline, deleted text in strikeout): 

…recommendations to further the State’s coequal goals for the Delta: Improve Statewide water 
supply reliability and protect and restore a vibrant and healthy Delta ecosystem, all in a manner 
that preserves, protects, and enhances the unique agricultural, cultural, and recreational 
characteristics of the Delta. The Delta Plan was unanimously adopted by DSC on May 16, 2013, 
and became effective with legally enforceable regulations on September 1, 2013. The following 
regulatory policies and recommendations are applicable to biological resources: 

 Complete Bay Delta Conservation Plan Promote options for conveyance, storage, and the 
operation of both (Recommendation WR R12). 

 Restore Habitats at Appropriate Elevations (23 CCR Section 5006)). 

 Protect Opportunities to Restore Habitat (23 CCR Section 5007). 

 Expand Floodplains and Riparian Habitats in Levee Projects (23 CCR Section 5008). 

 Prioritize and Implement Projects That Restore Delta Habitat (Recommendation ER R2). 

 Avoid Introductions of and Habitat Improvements for Invasive Nonnative Species (23 CCR 
Section 5009). 

 Prioritize and Implement Actions to Control Nonnative Invasive Species (Recommendation 
ER R7). 
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121-11 
The comment regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR Impact BIO-2 discussion to address Policy ER 
P3 is noted.  

121-12 
As discussed in the last paragraph on page 2-36 of the Draft EIR, “[t]he proposed Plan also includes 
184 locally nominated Priority Conservation Areas (PCAs). Although not a designated growth 
geography, PCAs are areas of regional significance that have broad community support for 
conservation and need environmental protection.” Draft Implementation Action 10c, on page 145 of 
Chapter 7, "Implementation Plan," of the Draft Plan Bay Area 2050 report identifies a near-term action 
to "revamp the Priority Conservation Area (PCA) program using a data-driven approach to better 
prioritize the most critical areas for conservation, while addressing a broader range of policy concerns" 
in order to implement the Plan's strategy (EN05) to protect and manage high-value conservation 
lands. The next opportunity to nominate new PCAs will occur as part of the next iteration of Plan Bay 
Area. This comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, 
accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for consideration during project 
review.  

121-13 
The commenter provides opinions and recommendations and does not raise a specific issue related 
to the Draft EIR or the analysis of environmental impacts.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 122 
Dry Creek Rancheria Band of Pomo Indians 
Chris Wright, Chairman 
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

122-1 
This commenter requests that the SMART extension to Cloverdale be added to the Plan Bay Area 2050 
Transportation Project List. Please see Response to Comment 94-1 and “Master Response 7: Fiscally 
Constrained Transportation Project List” for discussions related to this issue.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 123 
Dulce Ponceleon 
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

123-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. The proposed 
Plan includes strategies to ensure that there is an affordable home for every low-income Bay Area 
household by the year 2050. See Response to Comment 16-1 for a discussion on the proposed Plan’s 
strategies for affordable housing. The proposed Plan includes economic strategies (EC04, EC05, and 
EC06) that work in tandem with the proposed Plan’s growth geographies to shift jobs. Other 
strategies to shift jobs were evaluated during the Horizon initiative and Plan development process. 
See Section 3.15 of the Draft EIR, “Transportation” for a discussion on the proposed Plan’s potential 
effects on transportation conditions. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 124 
East Bay Coalition 
Kristin Connelly, Stephen Baiter, and Lynn Naylor 
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

124-1 
The commenter provides support for numerous proposed Plan strategies, including transportation 
strategies T01, T02, T03, T06, T07, T10, T11, and T12; housing strategies H03, H04, H06, H07, and H08; and 
economic strategies EC02, EC03, EC04, EC05, and EC06. The comment is general in nature and does 
not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 125 
East Bay Municipal Utility District 
David J. Rehnstrom, Manager of Water Distribution Planning 
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

125-1 
Table 3.14-4 of the Draft EIR has been updated to indicate that East Bay Municipal Utility District 
provides wastewater treatment services to the unincorporated community of Kensington.  

Table 3.14-4, on Draft EIR pages 3.14-15 and 3.14-16, is revised as follows (new text is underlined): 

Table Error! No text of specified style in document.-1: Wastewater Treatment Facilities in the Region 
Treatment Agency Service Area 

Alameda County  

City of Hayward City of Hayward 

City of Livermore City of Livermore and surrounding unincorporated areas 

City of San Leandro, Environmental Services Division City of San Leandro 

Dublin San Ramon Services District Cities of Pleasanton and Dublin 

East Bay Municipal Utility District Cities of Alameda, Albany, Berkeley, Emeryville, Oakland, and Piedmont 

Oro Loma Sanitary District City of San Leandro, City of Hayward and unincorporated areas San Lorenzo, Ashland, 
Cherryland, Fairview, and portions of Castro Valley 

Union Sanitary District Cities of Fremont, Newark, and Union City 

Contra Costa County  

Central Contra Costa Sanitary District Cities of Clayton, Concord, Lafayette, Orinda, Pleasant Hill, San Ramon, Walnut Creek, 
Towns of Danville, Moraga, and unincorporated area of Alamo 

City of Brentwood City of Brentwood 

City of Hercules / City of Pinole City of Hercules 

City of Richmond Municipal Services District City of Richmond 

Crockett-Valona Sanitary District Unincorporated area of Crockett 

Delta Diablo Sanitation District Cities of Antioch, Pittsburg, and unincorporated Bay Point area 

East Bay Municipal Utility District Cities of El Cerrito, and Richmond and unincorporated Kensington 

Ironhorse Sanitary District City of Oakley and unincorporated area of Bethel Island 

Mt. View Sanitary Eastern District City of Martinez and surrounding unincorporated areas 

Rodeo Sanitary District Unincorporated Rodeo area 

West County Wastewater District City of Richmond and unincorporated El Sobrante area 

Marin County  

Central Marin Sanitation Agency City San Rafael and Towns of Corte Madera and Fairfax 

Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary District City of San Rafael and surrounding unincorporated areas 

Marin County Sanitary District #5 Town of Tiburon 

Novato Sanitary District City of Novato and unincorporated Bel Marin, Ignacio and Hamilton areas 

Ross Valley Sanitation District City of Larkspur, Town of San Anselmo, and surrounding unincorporated areas 
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Treatment Agency Service Area 

Sausalito Marin City Sanitary District  City of Sausalito and unincorporated Marin City area 

Sewerage Agency of Southern Marin City of Mill Valley and surrounding unincorporated areas 

Napa County  

City of American Canyon City of American Canyon 

City of Calistoga City of Calistoga 

City of St. Helena City of St. Helena 

Napa Sanitation District City of Napa and unincorporated surrounding areas 

Town of Yountville Town of Yountville 

San Francisco 

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission City and County of San Francisco 

San Mateo County  

City of Burlingame City of Burlingame, Town of Hillsborough and unincorporated Burlingame Hills area 

City of Millbrae City of Millbrae 

City of Pacifica City of Pacifica 

City of San Mateo/ Estero Municipal Improvement District Cities of San Mateo and Foster City 

Cities of South San Francisco and San Bruno Cities of South San Francisco, San Bruno, Daly City and Millbrae and Town of Colma 

North San Mateo County Sanitation District Cities of Daly City and South San Francisco 

Sewer Authority Mid- Coastside City of Half Moon Bay and unincorporated Granada, Moss Beach and Montero areas 

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission Cities of Brisbane and Daly City 

Silicon Valley Clean Water Cities of Belmont, San Carlos, Redwood City, Menlo Park and Towns of Atherton, Portola 
Valley, Woodside 

Santa Clara County  

City of Sunnyvale Water Pollution Control Plant City of Sunnyvale 

Palo Alto Regional Water Quality Control Plant Cities of East Palo Alto, Los Altos, Mountain View, Palo Alto, Town of Los Altos Hills and 
unincorporated Stanford University area 

San José/ Santa Clara County Water Pollution Control 
Plant 

Cities of San José, Campbell, Saratoga, Monte Sereno, Cupertino, Milpitas and Town of 
Los Gatos 

South County Regional Waste Water Authority Cities of Morgan Hill and Gilroy 

Solano County  

City of Benicia City of Benicia 

City of Dixon City of Dixon 

City of Rio Vista City of Rio Vista 

City of Vacaville City of Vacaville 

Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District Cities of Fairfield and Suisun City 

Vallejo Sanitation and Flood Control District City of Vallejo 

Sonoma County  

City of Cloverdale City of Cloverdale 

City of Petaluma City of Petaluma and unincorporated Pengrove area 

Sonoma Water Sonoma Valley County Sanitation District Town of Sonoma and surrounding unincorporated areas 
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Treatment Agency Service Area 

Santa Rosa Water Cities of Santa Rosa, Rohnert Park, Sebastopol, Cotati, and surrounding unincorporated 
areas 

Town of Windsor Town of Windsor 

Occidental County Sanitation District Unincorporated Occidental area 

Russian River County Sanitation District Unincorporated Sonoma County 

South Park County Sanitation District Unincorporated Sonoma County 

Airport/Larkfield/Wikiup Sanitation District Unincorporated Larkfield and Wikiup area 

Geyserville Sanitation Zone Unincorporated Geyserville area 

Penngrove Sanitation Zone Unincorporated Penngrove area  
Source: ABAG 2016 

125-2 
The projected 2050 households information in Table 3.14-8 was compiled from California Department 
of Water Resources data, which includes the projected service area population as households 
consistent with the units used in the proposed Plan. DWR provides guidance to estimate water 
service area population by extrapolating population estimates from 2010 census data (see 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/waterrights/water_issues/programs/drought/docs/simplified_popul
ation_methodology.pdf).  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/waterrights/water_issues/programs/drought/docs/simplified_population_methodology.pdf
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/waterrights/water_issues/programs/drought/docs/simplified_population_methodology.pdf
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Letter 126 
Mike Forster 
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

126-1 
The comment is general in nature and does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the 
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. Approval of the proposed Plan would not affect 
the independent land use authority of local jurisdictions. Rather, CEQA streamlining benefits would 
become available to lead agencies that carry out or approve future projects consistent with the 
proposed Plan. See “Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority” for discussions related 
to this comment. See Response to Comment 8-2 for a discussion on research in support of benefits of 
focused development around transit.  

As stated in the Draft Plan Bay Area 2050, “Plan Bay Area 2050 calls for tailoring the design and density 
of new homes to their local contexts. Larger-scale development would take place on vacant land or 
declining commercial lots, and smaller-scale housing (such as backyard accessory dwelling units) would 
be built in single-family neighborhoods. The proposed Plan Strategy H03, “Allow a Greater Mix of 
Housing Densities and Types ’s in Growth Geographies” calls for flexibility, including allowing for a range 
of housing densities in PDAs, select TRAs, and select HRAs (see Draft EIR, page 2-5). 

The proposed Plan includes strategies to ensure that there is an affordable home for every low-income 
Bay Area household by the year 2050. See Response to Comment 16-1 for a discussion on the proposed 
Plan’s strategies for affordable housing. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 127 
Green Foothills, 
Brian Schmidt, Legislative Advocacy Director 
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

127-1 
This is a comment expressing support for components of Alternative 1 while also expressing support 
for resilience projects included in the proposed Plan. The comment is noted for consideration during 
the review of the merits of the alternatives. 

127-2 
This comment reprints the EIR comment letter from the Santa Clara Valley Open Space Authority. 
Please see Responses to Comments 90-1 through 90-3.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 128 
Holly Lofgren 
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

128-1 
See “Master Response 3: Water Supply” for a discussion related to water supply and the drought. As 
discussed in Draft EIR Impact PUF-2, there would be significant and unavoidable impacts to water 
supply associated with projected growth. 

128-2 
The proposed Plan’s projected household and job growth is shared by county and Super Districts 
within each county and not by an individual local jurisdiction, PDA, or other geography. Because of 
the proposed Plan’s regional-scale, the forecasted development pattern of households and 
employment is not summarized and reported for each local jurisdiction or growth geography. Instead, 
the proposed Plan emphasizes the 35 integrated strategies and the near-term actions to implement 
them, as a blueprint for how the Bay Area can accommodate future growth and make the region 
more equitable and resilient. The comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns 
regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for 
consideration during the review of the merits of the alternatives. 

128-3 
See “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” for a discussion related to the projected growth 
associated with the proposed Plan. Topics related to taxes are not subject to analysis under CEQA, 
because they are economic and social effects that do not constitute a physical effect on the 
environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15382). 

128-4 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Plan. Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR, “Project 
Description,” describes the proposed Plan and details transportation strategies to invest $579 billion 
in expected revenues from federal, State, regional, and local sources over the next 30 years. Issues 
pertaining to air quality are discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.4, “Air Quality.” The comment’s opposition 
to the proposed Project is noted for consideration during the review of the merits of the alternatives. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 129 
Virginia Madsen 
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

129-1 
The commenter states that many impacts noted in the EIR were determined to have less-than-
significant impacts. The Draft EIR discloses that implementation of the proposed Plan could result in 
38 potentially significant impacts (see Table ES-1, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures, in 
the Draft EIR Executive Summary). Mitigation was included for all of those impacts in the EIR. Of the 
38 impacts, 24 could not be determined to be reduced to less than significant with mitigation and are 
identified as significant and unavoidable. It was determined that 14 impacts could be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level with implementation of the mitigation shown in the Draft EIR. However, 36 
impacts were ultimately determined to be significant and unavoidable because MTC and ABAG do 
not have the authority to implement future projects. The Draft EIR impact discussions explain this 
under the heading “Significance after Mitigation.” The EIR explains that future projects that qualify for 
CEQA streamlining benefits must apply the mitigation measures in the impact discussion. Impact 
conclusions are given for each impact discussion under the subheading “Conclusion” and are also 
included in Table ES-1.  

129-2 
The comment expresses concerns related to discussions that describe the need for local jurisdictions 
to implement mitigation measures, but does not raise a specific issue pertinent to the Draft EIR. As 
noted in response to comment 129-1, the Draft EIR discloses that implementation of Plan Bay Area 
2050 would result in 38 potentially significant impacts. The EIR also identifies 29 impacts as less than 
significant. Please see Draft section 3.1, “Approach to the Analysis,” for an explanation of the impact 
analysis process. As noted in Section 3.1.2, “Approach to the Environmental Analysis,” where an existing 
law, regulation, or permit specifies mandatory and prescriptive actions about how to fulfill a regulatory 
requirement of the project, leaving little discretion in its implementation, and would avoid an impact 
or maintain it at a less-than-significant level, the environmental protection afforded by the regulation 
is considered before determining impact significance. In other words, where existing regulatory 
requirements or permitting requirements exist that are law and binding on responsible agencies and 
project sponsors, it is reasonable to assume they would be implemented, thereby reducing impacts. 
Where existing laws or regulations specify a mandatory permit process for future projects, 
performance standards without prescriptive actions to accomplish them, or other requirements that 
allow substantial discretion in how they are accomplished, or have a substantial compensatory 
component, the level of significance is determined before applying the influence of the regulatory 
requirements. In this circumstance, the impact would be potentially significant or significant, and the 
regulatory requirements would be included as a mitigation measure. Regarding impacts related to 
geology and seismicity, existing regulations such as the Alquist-Priolo Act, California Building Code, 
and Seismic Hazards Mapping Act specify mandatory and prescriptive actions related to building 
infrastructure and buildings in California. For a discussion related to MTC Authority, please refer to 
“Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority.” 

129-3 
For a discussion related to the potential for mitigation to be implemented by local jurisdictions, please 
see “Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority” and Response to Comment 85-5. As 
noted by the commenter, social and economic effects to not constitute significant environmental 
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effects. CEQA only requires analysis and mitigation of potentially substantial adverse changes in the 
physical environment (Pub. Resources Code §§ 21151, 21060.5, 21068). Physical changes in the 
environment caused by economic or social effects of a project may constitute significant environmental 
effects, and economic and social effects of a project may be factors in determining the significance of 
physical changes in the environment (CEQA Guidelines §§ 15131, 15064(e)). Social and economic effects 
in and of themselves, however, are not significant environmental effects on the environment under 
CEQA (Preserve Poway v. City of Poway (2016) 245 Cal.App.4th 560 [findings that the decision to approve 
a project with social impacts represents “a political and policy decision” and not “an environmental issue 
for courts under CEQA.”]; Melom v. City of Madera (2010) 183 Cal.App.4th 41, 55; Draft EIR page 2.3-25).  

129-4 
The comment is the closing for the letter. It does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding 
the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 



2. Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR Plan Bay Area 2050 

Final EIR | October 2021 Metropolitan Transportation Commission & 
2-688 Association of Bay Area Governments 

 



Plan Bay Area 2050 2. Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission & Final EIR | October 2021 
Association of Bay Area Governments 2-689 

 



2. Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR Plan Bay Area 2050 

Final EIR | October 2021 Metropolitan Transportation Commission & 
2-690 Association of Bay Area Governments 

 



Plan Bay Area 2050 2. Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission & Final EIR | October 2021 
Association of Bay Area Governments 2-691 

 



2. Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR Plan Bay Area 2050 

Final EIR | October 2021 Metropolitan Transportation Commission & 
2-692 Association of Bay Area Governments 

 



Plan Bay Area 2050 2. Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission & Final EIR | October 2021 
Association of Bay Area Governments 2-693 

Letter 130 
Marin Audubon Society 
Barbara Salzman, Chair, Conservation Committee 
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

130-1 
As explained in section 5.3.1 of the Draft EIR, the proposed Plan is a long-range plan that demonstrates 
how the region can accommodate forecasted growth in a manner that achieves project objectives, 
and is consistent with SB 375 (Draft EIR, page 5-7). The proposed Plan details how the region can 
accommodate the forecasted growth in population, households, housing units, and jobs by shaping 
the forecasted growth pattern using housing and economic strategies in tandem with growth 
geographies (Draft EIR, page 2-1). Also see “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast.” As a long-
range regional planning document, the EIR includes a program-level assessment of potential impacts 
related to water supply. See “Master Response 3: Water Supply” for discussion related to this 
comment.  

130-2 
The comment expresses a concern regarding the proposed Plan and does not raise specific issues 
related to the Draft EIR or the analysis of environmental impacts. The proposed Plan is a long-range 
plan with a horizon year of 2050. However, as noted in Draft EIR section 2.1, Introduction, MTC and 
ABAG are required, by law, to prepare an RTP and SCS every four years, which provides opportunity to 
update regional planning assumptions discussed under section 2.3 of the Draft EIR and the objectives 
and strategies discussed under sections 2.2.1 and 2.2.2. Further, CEQA generally does not require an 
evaluation of the impacts of the environment on a project or its residents or users unless the project 
would exacerbate those hazards. 

130-3 
The comment expresses a concern regarding the proposed Plan and does not raise specific issues 
related to the Draft EIR or the analysis of environmental impacts. See Response to Comment 130-2 
for a discussion in updating regional planning assumptions, including the regional growth forecast. 
See “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” and “Master Response 2: COVID-19 Pandemic 
Considerations” for discussion related to this comment. 

130-4 
The Draft EIR evaluates the impacts of forecasted growth, whether or not it occurs in a Priority 
Development Area (PDA). Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR addresses the potential impacts of growth 
through the proposed Plan’s forecasted development pattern (i.e., the land use growth footprint). 
As discussed under section 3.1.3 of the Draft EIR, the land use growth footprint represents the 
development or redevelopment of parcels of land simulated to accommodate the region’s 
forecasted growth of households and jobs from 2015 through 2050. Direct and indirect impacts 
associated with the proposed Plan are discussed throughout Sections 3.2 through 3.15 of the Draft 
EIR. The Draft EIR undertakes a programmatic analysis of the environmental impacts of the proposed 
Plan and does not undertake project-level environmental analysis, as is appropriate for the proposed 
Plan’s level of planning. 
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130-5 
This comment states that the “List of Vegetation” includes invasive species and recommends that 
these species be removed or recognized as detrimental. The “Biological Resources” section (Section 
3.5) of the Draft EIR does not contain a section titled “List of Vegetation;” however, it is assumed that 
the commenter is referencing the existing conditions summaries for natural communities of the Bay 
Area on pages 3.5-9 through 3.5-21 of the Draft EIR. The nonnative or invasive plant species included 
in this section are those present currently in the Plan area and are included to fully describe the 
existing conditions in the Plan area. Impacts BIO-1a (pages 3.5-35 through 3.5-40 of the Draft EIR), BIO-
1b (pages 3.5-40 through 3.5-44 of the Draft EIR), and BIO-2 (pages 3.5-44 through 3.5-50) include the 
introduction of invasive species as a potential adverse effect (i.e., detrimental to biological resources) 
and Mitigation Measures BIO-1a and BIO-2 include measures to prevent the introduction and spread 
of invasive species (pages 3.5-38 and 3.5-49 of the Draft EIR, respectively). Removal of existing invasive 
plant species in the Bay Area in general is outside of the scope of the proposed Plan and EIR as CEQA 
does not require mitigation for existing conditions. The comment is noted for consideration during 
project review.  

130-6 
This comment states that Figure 3.5-1, on page 3.5-4 of the Draft EIR, does not include Coho salmon. 
Figures 3.5-1 and 3.5-3 have been updated to include this species. See Chapter 3, ‘Revisions to the Draft 
EIR,” for the revised updated figures. This edit does not alter the conclusions with respect to the 
significance of any environmental impact, because, as mentioned in this comment, Coho salmon was 
included in the special-status species discussion in the text of the Draft EIR. Also, as a program-level 
EIR consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4, the Draft EIR includes feasible mitigation 
measures based on resources that may be affected by overall buildout, on the location where 
development may occur, or on performance criteria,. As described in Mitigation Measure BIO-1(a), on 
pages 3.5-38 and 3.5-39 of the Draft EIR, biological resource assessments will be required at the project 
level to determine whether a project may result in adverse effects on special-status species, including 
Coho salmon, and whether mitigation measures would be required to avoid impacts. 

130-7 
This comment states that the discussion of wetlands should be revised to recognize upland areas 
bordering tidal marshes as essential components of tidal marsh habitats. The Wetlands section of the 
Environmental Setting on pages 3.5-18 through 3.5-20 of the Draft EIR includes discussion of coastal 
marsh and estuaries (i.e., tidal marsh). This discussion has been edited to specifically include a 
discussion regarding the wetland-upland transition zone, as recommended by the commenter. This 
edit does not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of any environmental impact, 
because it provides additional context but does not change the meaning or conclusions of the 
existing setting information. 

Impact BIO-2, on Draft EIR pages 3.5-44 through 3.5-50, describes potential impacts on riparian 
habitat, State- or federally protected wetlands, and other sensitive natural communities. As a 
program-level EIR, the Draft EIR presents estimates of impacts on these resources based on available 
mapping; however, it is assumed that additional sensitive natural communities or wetlands would be 
identified during project-level review. The programmatic analysis in the Draft EIR does not allow for 
a precise description of the details of project-specific impacts, because details related to the location, 
size, design, or setting of specific projects are unknown and therefore, a meaningful evaluation could 
not occur at this time. As described in Mitigation Measure BIO-2, on pages 3.5-48 through 3.5-50 of 
the Draft EIR, a biological resource assessment would be prepared at the project level, which would 
include identification of riparian habitat, State- or federally protected wetlands, and other sensitive 
natural communities. Because upland areas within the wetland-upland transition zone often contain 
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vegetation associated with wetlands or are occupied by special-status wildlife species, areas adjacent 
to tidal marshes may qualify as State- or federally protected wetlands, sensitive natural communities, 
or special-status species habitat. In those cases, mitigation measure to reduce impacts on this habitat 
would be developed and implemented at the project level. 

The text on page 3.5-20 is revised as follows:  

Special-Status Wildlife 
Rare and endangered wildlife species that occur in tidal marshes of the Bay Area include 
California Ridgway’s rail (Rallus obsoletus obsoletus), California black rail (Laterallus 
jamaicensis coturniculus), western snowy plover (Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus), Alameda 
song sparrow (Melospiza melodia pusillula), San Pablo song sparrow (Melospiza melodia 
samuelis), salt marsh common yellowthroat (Geothlypis trichas sinuosa), salt marsh harvest 
mouse (Reithrodontomys raviventris), San Pablo vole (Microtus californicus sanpabloensis), 
Suisun shrew (Sorex ornatus sinuosus), and salt marsh wandering shrew (Sorex vagrans). The 
wetland-upland transition zone associated with tidal marshes (i.e., areas where the wetlands 
and uplands meet which contain vegetation types from both habitats) often provide habitat 
(e.g., refuge, foraging) for these wildlife species. 

Freshwater emergent wetlands and adjacent grassland habitats in Solano County support 
populations of giant garter snake (Thamnophis gigas), federally and State listed as threatened. 
Freshwater emergent wetlands throughout the region support California red-legged frog, and 
vernal pools and other seasonal wetlands of sufficient depth and duration of inundation 
support California tiger salamander in the Santa Rosa Plain, East Bay, and elsewhere. Special-
status invertebrates found in seasonal wetlands and vernal pools, primarily in the East Bay and 
Solano County, include longhorn fairy shrimp (Branchinecta longiantenna), vernal pool fairy 
shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi), and vernal pool tadpole shrimp (Lepidurus packardi). 

130-8 
This comment states that the importance of the Plan area for migratory species was not recognized 
in the Draft EIR. The “Natural Community Summary” section for San Francisco Bay on pages 3.5-17 
and 3.5-18 of the Draft EIR states: “As the largest estuary on the west coast, the San Francisco Bay also 
supports millions of birds that depend on the bay for rest and refueling on migratory routes.” Text on 
the same pages states: “Anadromous fish also use San Francisco Bay seasonally during their 
migrations to and from spawning grounds throughout the Bay Area and in California’s Central Valley.” 
The importance of the Plan area for migratory species was addressed in the Draft EIR. This comment 
is noted for consideration during project review.  

130-9 
This comment states that urban areas may provide habitat for wildlife species, including coyote, fox, 
and mountain lion, and that the discussion in the Draft EIR was too limited. The discussion regarding 
urban land uses on pages 3.5-20 and 3.5-21 of the Draft EIR does state that habitat value in urban areas 
is limited; however, the discussion acknowledges that urban areas may support a greater diversity of 
native wildlife species under appropriate conditions. To add additional detail to this discussion, the 
urban land use discussion on pages 3.5-20 and 3.5-21 of the Draft EIR has been edited. This edit does 
not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of any environmental impact, because it 
provides additional context but does not change the meaning or conclusions of the existing setting 
information. 

The discussion regarding urban land uses on pages 3.5-20 and 3.5-21 of the Draft EIR is revised as 
follows (new text is underlined):  
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Urban/Agricultural/Ruderal 

Natural Community Summary  

Urban 
Urban development and landscaped areas support few biological resources and provide limited 
wildlife habitat but do provide foraging or nesting habitat for generalist, and sometimes 
nonnative, wildlife species that can tolerate human presence and activities. These include birds 
and small mammals such as California scrub jay, California towhee, house finch (Carpodacus 
mexicanus), house sparrow (Passer domesticus), raccoon, Virginia opossum (Didelphis 
virginica), and house mouse. Although these areas often do not provide suitable habitat for 
many specialized species of native wildlife because of higher human activity levels and the 
resources available, they may support a greater diversity of native wildlife species under 
appropriate conditions. For example, urban areas adjacent to natural habitat areas may be used 
as low-quality wildlife movement corridors as wildlife species move between these natural 
habitat areas, especially if urban areas contain open space features.  

130-10 
This comment states that the migration corridor discussion is too limited. Regarding the mapping of 
Essential Connectivity Areas (ECAs), please see Response to Comment 107-7. ECAs are identified on a 
statewide level at a coarse scale. They do not include more detailed linkage designs developed at a 
finer resolution based on the needs of particular species and ecological processes. Mitigation Measure 
BIO-3(a), if implemented, requires that projects outside of ECA lands must assess whether significant 
wildlife corridors are present, what species may use them, and what habitat those species require. 
This analysis is appropriately undertaken at the project level. The EIR undertakes a programmatic 
analysis, as is appropriate for this stage of planning.  

130-11 
This comment states that the Plan does not demonstrate how projects would avoid impacts rather 
than mitigate impacts. Because the analysis in the Draft EIR is programmatic, specific detail regarding 
the location of projects and the impact mechanisms associated with those projects is not known at 
this time. Mitigation Measure BIO-1(a), on pages 3.5-38 through 3.5-39; Mitigation Measure BIO-1(b), on 
pages 3.5-43 and 3.5-44; Mitigation Measure BIO-2, on pages 3.5-48 through 3.5-50; and Mitigation 
Measure BIO-3(a), on pages 3.5-53 and 3.5-54 of the Draft EIR, require all projects to prepare a 
biological resource assessment to identify potential impacts on biological resources. Each of these 
mitigation measures requires implementing agencies or project sponsors to reconfigure the project’s 
design to minimize adverse effects on sensitive biological resources. These mitigation measures 
describe physical avoidance (e.g., siting project footprints outside of sensitive areas) and seasonal 
avoidance strategies.  

130-12 
This comment states that Impact BIO-1a, on pages 3.5-35 through 3.5-39 of the Draft EIR, should be 
expanded to include indirect impacts, including increased public or domestic animal intrusion into 
habitats. The impact discussion on page 3.5-32 states, “Potential regional effects on special-status 
species could occur as a result of habitat fragmentation, increased human intrusion into wildland 
areas, introduction of invasive species, disruption of migratory corridors, and resulting regional 
reduction in biological diversity.” Mitigation Measure BIO-1(a), on pages 3.5-38 and 3.5-39 of the Draft 
EIR, specifically states that mitigation would be required for any “direct and indirect adverse effects 
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on special-status plant and wildlife species….” Indirect impacts on special-status species were 
addressed in the Draft EIR. 

130-13 
This comment relates to mitigation measures that would be required where feasible or where 
practicable. See Response to Comment 85-5. Please note that the lead agencies for projects in their 
jurisdictions would be responsible for implementation of these measures, except where noted (such 
as responsibilities of CDFW). If a lead agency approves a project with a significant and unavoidable 
environmental impact, it must prepare findings that address whether all feasible mitigation will be 
implemented.  

130-14 
This comment states that mitigation banks are often located many miles from the site of impacts and 
states that the Draft EIR should address how mitigation banks serve the species for which habitat is 
lost. Mitigation Measure BIO-1(a) has been revised to emphasize that projects will prioritize mitigation 
banks in the same county where the project is located. This edit does not alter the conclusions with 
respect to the significance of any environmental impact, because it merely adds detail to an existing 
mitigation measure in the Draft EIR. Additionally, mitigation credits are established only for specific 
sensitive species that occur within a given mitigation bank, as approved by the applicable resource 
agency (e.g., CDFW, USFWS). Thus, purchase of these credits would be species-specific based on the 
species adversely affected for a given project.  

See Response to Comment 41-4 for revisions to the last bulleted item of Mitigation Measure BIO-1(a), 
on page 3.5-39 of the Draft EIR. 

130-15 
This comment states that Impact BIO-1b, on pages 3.5-35 through 3.5-39 of the Draft EIR, is too narrow 
because habitat for federal endangered species for which critical habitat has not been identified, as well 
as State listed as endangered and other special-status species, is not included. Impact BIO-1b specifically 
pertains to impacts on critical habitat designated by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service or NOAA Fisheries for 
species listed under the federal Endangered Species Act. Critical habitat is not designated for species 
listed under the California Endangered Species Act or for other special-status species. Habitat impacts 
for these species are addressed in Impact BIO-1a, on pages 3.5-31 through 3.5-35.  

130-16 
This comment states that Impact BIO-2, on pages 3.5-44 through 3.5-50 of the Draft EIR, should 
include seasonal wetlands and diked historic Baylands, in addition to resources mapped on the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetlands Inventory. Page 3.5-45 states, “Because the analysis 
examined only mapped streams and wetlands, numerous smaller features not included in the NWI 
mapping that could be affected are not reflected.” Because the analysis in the Draft EIR is 
programmatic, specific detail regarding the location of projects is not known at this time. As stated in 
Mitigation Measure BIO-2, on pages 3.5-48 through 3.5-50 of the Draft EIR, all projects would be 
required to prepare a biological resource assessment to identify any State- or federally protected 
wetlands and determine whether impacts on these resources would occur. The resources referenced 
in this comment would be identified at the project level.  

130-17 
This comment relates to mitigation measures that would be required when possible. See Response 
to Comment 85-5. 
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130-18 
This comment states that purchase of mitigation credits or mitigating through RAMP can have 
detrimental impacts on the project site where resources are lost. Mitigation Measure BIO-1(a) requires 
project designs to be reconfigured, were practicable, to avoid impacts to special-status species and 
sensitive habitats. for further relevant discussion. Where impacts cannot be avoided, purchase of 
mitigation credits or mitigation through RAMP is the currently accepted methods for mitigating 
impacts on biological resources by State and federal resource agencies See Response to Comment 
41-4 for further discussion and revisions to BIO-1(a) relevant to RAMP.  

130-19 
This comment states that a 1:1 mitigation ratio for wetland loss is insufficient and emphasizes the 
importance of existing wetlands. Mitigation Measure BIO-2, on pages 3.5-48 and 3.5-50, prioritizes 
avoidance: 

In keeping with the “no net loss” policy for jurisdictional waters (i.e., wetlands and other 
waters of the United States or State), project designs shall be configured, whenever 
possible, to avoid wetlands and other waters and avoid disturbances to wetlands and 
riparian corridors to preserve both the habitat and the overall ecological functions of these 
areas. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2 also states specifically that the 1:1 ratio is a minimum but that this ratio “shall 
in all cases be consistent with mitigation ratios set forth in locally applicable plans (e.g., general plans, 
HCP/NCCPs) or in project-specific permitting documentation.” Setting a minimum requirement in 
the Draft EIR ensures that mitigation ratios will never be less than 1:1, and in some cases, project-
specific permitting or locally applicable plans will require ratios greater than 1:1. Where required by 
applicable plans or permits, project will comply with “no net loss” requirements.  

The comment also states that only full creation and maturation of mitigation wetlands would reduce 
the significance of wetland loss. However, compensatory mitigation is an accepted method for 
mitigating impacts on biological resources by State and federal resource agencies, permissible under 
CEQA Guidelines section 15307, subdivision (e). 

130-20 
This comment states that Essential Connectivity Areas are not adequate to address impacts on 
wildlife movement corridors. Because the analysis in the Draft EIR is programmatic, evaluation of 
connectivity impacts on a programmatic level is appropriate. ECAs are mapped on a Statewide level 
and should be considered areas identified at a coarse scale that can inform land-planning efforts, but 
which do not include more detailed linkage designs developed at a finer resolution based on the 
needs of particular species and ecological processes. This level of analysis is appropriate when project 
level review is undertaken and will more fully capture appropriate streams, riverbanks, and shorelines 
of the Bay than depicted in Figure 3.5-5, page 3.5-23  

The comment also states that the Draft EIR should address repairing or at minimum ensuring 
corridors are not degraded further and asserts that the mitigation cannot reduce the impact to less 
than significant. Mitigation Measures BIO-3(a) and BIO-3(b) are proposed to address impacts to 
connectivity. In part, Mitigation Measure BIO-3(a), on pages 3.5-53 and 3.5-54 of the Draft EIR, requires 
projects be designed to minimize impacts to migratory corridors and analysis of opportunities to 
preserve or improve habitat linkages with areas on- and off-site. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measures BIO-3(a) and BIO-3(b) by local agencies would render impacts less than significant. As 
discussed on page 3.5-55, these mitigation measures would require assessing whether significant 
wildlife corridors are present in project areas, minimizing wildland conversions in identified wildlife 
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corridors, implementing wildlife friendly design features, and complying with regulations and policies 
to protect wildlife corridors and wildlife nursery sites. However, because MTC and ABAG lack authority 
to require this (see “Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority”), the Draft EIR concludes 
that the impacts would be significant and unavoidable.  

130-21 
This comment states that planting native trees would have a positive effect on air quality and 
recommends the inclusion of a mitigation measure to ensure that native trees are planted in all 
communities. Mitigation Measure AQ-4(a) provides measures to reduce TACs or PM2.5 emissions from 
mobile and area sources. It specifically includes planting trees and/or vegetation between sensitive 
receptors and pollution source. (Draft EIR, p. 3.5-55.) Mitigation Measure AQ-4(d) requires the 
implementation of strategies identified in the CARB Technical Advisory (CARB 2017) to reduce air 
pollution exposure near high-volume roadways. The Technical Advisory also identifies the use of tree 
barriers to increase dispersion and improve air quality. (CARB 2017, pp. 32-35.) Planting trees and 
vegetative ground cover are also included in Mitigation Measure AQ-2 to mitigate construction 
related air quality impacts. (Draft EIR, p. 3.5-40.) These strategies would be consistent with what the 
commenter suggests. However, the Draft EIR undertakes programmatic analysis. Decisions as to how 
a specific project can feasibly mitigate its impacts on air quality are appropriately made at the project 
level. Further, MTC and ABAG lack authority to require that native trees be planted in all communities. 
(See “Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority.”)  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 131 
Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District 
Ana M. Ruiz, General Manager 
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

131-1 
This is a comment expressing appreciation for the incorporation of the Midpeninsula Regional Open 
Space District’s NOP comments and support for Alternative 1. It does not raise environmental issues 
or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 132 
Raayan Zarandian Mohtashemi 
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

132-1 
This is a comment expressing support for modified strategies included in Alternative 1. It does not 
raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 133 
Pacific Merchant Shipping Association 
Mike Jacob, Vice President and General Counsel 
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

133-1 
The Draft EIR provides a discussion of proposed Plan growth geographies, including Priority 
Production Areas (PPAs), on page 2-34, under Section 2.3.4 of Chapter 2, “Project Description.” The 
boundaries of PPAs are designated by local jurisdictions. As a result, the areas noted in the comment 
would be identified as a PPA only if it had been nominated by the local jurisdiction in which it is 
located. Similarly, the boundaries of Priority Development Areas are defined by local jurisdictions.  

The designation of an area as a growth geography in the proposed Plan does not by itself result in the 
allocation of future development—either for commercial or for residential development. Rather than 
applying a blanket density across the entire area, the UrbanSim 2.0 land use model simulates 
development on a parcel by parcel basis up to a maximum assumed density, taking into account 
features such as public parks, open spaces, schools, and public rights of way. Approval of the proposed 
Plan would not affect the independent land use authority of local jurisdictions. Rather, CEQA 
streamlining benefits would become available to lead agencies that carry out or approve future 
projects consistent with the Plan. See ”Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority” for a 
discussion related to this comment.  

Land use designations included in the proposed Plan do not negate land use restrictions such as the 
BCDC Seaport Plan. While the commenter is correct in characterizing PDAs as locations for “infill 
development”, the entirety of an area that meets PDA designation criteria see ABAG Resolution 19-
02) is not required to be planned for residential development. The land uses envisioned by local 
jurisdictions for PDAs are not limited to residential or commercial uses and may include light 
industrial activities such as clean technology which, if appropriately designed and if necessary 
mitigated, can be part of a mixed-use district that supports reduced greenhouse gas reduction, 
housing affordability, and ladders to middle-wage careers for low-income residents. This approach is 
substantiated by PDAs such as Warm Springs in Fremont, which include a range of uses planned to 
function as a well-connected district that, in its totality, will reduce auto trips and increase affordable 
housing production.  

Please see Response to Comment 103-5 for a discussion of the Seaport Plan, including changes to the 
text of the Draft EIR.  

See Response to Comment 7-1, for a discussion related to the comment. 

133-2 
This comment expresses opinions and recommendations related to the proposed Plan. Regarding 
the location of PDAs near truck routes, please see Response to Comment 134-5. This comment does 
not raise any further issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR.  

133-3 
See Response to Comment 133-1, for a discussion related to the comment. 

The comment states that the Howard Terminal PDA designation would move high density residential 
uses into an area already impacted by existing pollution and states this must be identified as a land 
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use conflict under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(a) and cites California Building Industry Assn. v. 
Bay Area Air Quality Management Dist. (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369 (CBIA). CBIA distinguished between 
requirements that consider the environment's effects on a project and those that contemplate the 
project’s impacts on the existing environment. (CBIA, supra, 62 Cal.4th at pp. 388-390.) The Supreme 
Court in that case concluded “CEQA generally does not require an analysis of how existing 
environmental conditions will impact a project’s future users or residents.” (Id. at p. 386.) However, it 
did find that where a project may exacerbate existing conditions, it is appropriate to evaluate how 
worsened conditions could affect future users. (Id. at pp. 388-390.) Here, the comment states the 
proposed Plan would move residents into an area with high industrial pollution, but it does not explain 
how the proposed Plan would exacerbate those existing conditions. The example provided by the 
Supreme Court in the CBIA case to illustrate “exacerbation” is instructive. According to the Court, 
locating a new development next to an abandoned gas station site that pumped gasoline containing 
contaminants capable of seeping into soil and groundwater would not by itself be an impact for 
purposes of CEQA.  But if by virtue of the proposed location the project threatens to disperse the 
settled contaminants and thus exacerbate the existing contamination, that would be an impact 
requiring environmental review “[b]ecause this type of inquiry still focuses on the project's impacts on 
the environment—how a project might worsen existing conditions . . .”(Id. at p. 389.) 

Nonetheless, the Draft EIR does disclose and analyze the potential for future residents to be exposed 
to substantial pollutant concentrations. (Draft EIR, pp. 3.4-47 to 3.4-57.) It discusses that the proposed 
Plan could locate sensitive receptors in TAC Risk Areas (areas where TACs or PM2.5 concentrations 
result in cancer risk levels greater than 100 in a million or a concentration of PM2.5 greater than 0.8 
µg/m3), or where TACs or PM2.5 concentrations are in noncompliance with an adopted Community 
Risk Reduction Plan. The Draft EIR also quantifies the overlap between the proposed Plan’s land use 
growth footprint and TAC Risk Areas. It then analyzes TAC and PM2.5 exhaust emissions. Overall, 
implementation of the proposed Plan would result in a decrease in TAC and PM2.5 exhaust emissions 
from diesel and gasoline vehicles throughout the Bay Area. Importantly, reductions would be greater 
in CARE communities than non-CARE Communities. On a regional basis, total PM2.5 emissions would 
increase over existing conditions, but total PM2.5 emissions would decrease in all CARE Communities 
except for the Santa Clara CARE Community. (Draft EIR, Table 3.4016, p. 3.4-52.) In Alameda County, 
exhaust-only PM2.5 emissions are projected to decrease 74 percent county-wide and 89 percent in 
the Alameda CARE Community; while total PM2.5 emissions would increase 7 percent, they would 
decrease 18 percent in the Alameda CARE Community. Additionally, the Draft EIR analyzes impacts 
related to criteria pollutant emissions and provides mitigation measures to address impacts related 
to criteria pollutant as well as TAC emissions. (Draft EIR, pp. 3.4-41 to 3.4-47, 3.4055 to 3.4-57.) Thus, the 
Draft EIR analyzes impacts related to locating sensitive receptors in polluted areas and analyzes the 
impacts of the proposed Plan on air quality and sensitive receptors.  

The comment expresses concerns related to consistency of the Howard Terminal PDA with BCDC’s 
Bay Plan as a “Seaport Priority Use” and public trust restrictions, DTSC’s Land Use Covenants, and the 
West Oakland Community Action Plan. Consistency with BCDC land use policies is addressed in 
Impact LU-2. As noted in the first paragraph on page 3.11-24 of the Draft EIR: 

Generally, implementation of the proposed Plan is intended to result in development 
of communities that would complement transportation systems; however, some of the 
proposed uses in the projected development area may conflict with BCDC land use 
policies. In cases where the projected development area overlaps a PUA, the uses 
within the PUA must be consistent with Bay Plan requirements. Land use compatibility 
would be further addressed during subsequent environmental review as individual 
projects are implemented and detailed project design or specific plans resolve land use 
inconsistencies. This would include consideration of zoning and land use designation 
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amendments, as appropriate, to allow for implementation of a specific project. 
However, conflicts could occur between specific projects and the Bay Plan.  

Impact LU-2 is considered to be significant and unavoidable because there may be instances in which 
conflicts with land use plans, policies, and regulations would occur because of the regional nature of 
the analysis and MTC’s lack of authority to ensure consistency with local and regional plans. Regarding 
specific future projects in the Plan area, the programmatic analysis in the Draft EIR does not allow for 
a precise description of the details of project-specific impacts, because details related to the location, 
size, design, or setting of specific projects are unknown and therefore a meaningful evaluation could 
not occur at this time. The EIR appropriately does not address the impacts of individual projects in 
detail. In addition, the redevelopment of a site with a DTSC Land Use Covenant for a mix of land uses 
has precedent throughout the state. Major redevelopment projects often involve removal actions and 
mitigation measures that enable a site to be cleared by DTSC for a wide range of future development. 

The plan for significant housing growth and/or housing and employment growth is reflected by the 
local jurisdiction’s general plan or zoning ordinance and adoption of a PDA plan must be completed 
by 2025 (https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/land-use/priority-development-areas-pdas). MTC and ABAG 
have not required the local planning to be in place before designation as a PDA.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 

https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/land-use/priority-development-areas-pdas
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Letter 134 
Port of Oakland 
Richard Sinkoff, Director of Environmental Programs and Planning 
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

134-1 
See Response to Comment 133-1, for a discussion related to the comment. 

134-2 
See Response to Comment 133-1, for a discussion related to the comment. 

134-3 
The comment recommends that air quality plans for ports in the Bay Area in addition to the Port of 
Oakland be discussed in the “Regional and Local Regulations” section in Section 3.4, “Air Quality.” 
There are three ports within the Bay Area in addition to the Port of Oakland: Port of San Francisco, 
Port of Richmond, and Port of Redwood City. The summary of the plans addressing air quality at these 
ports has been revised in this final EIR in response to this comment. This change is presented in 
Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR.” The correction does not alter the conclusions with respect to 
the significance of any environmental impact, because the proposed Plan would not conflict with the 
implementation of these additional plans. 

Page 3.4-17 is revised as follows (new text is underlined): 

Seaport Air Quality 2020 and Beyond Plan – Port of Oakland 

The Port of Oakland (Port) published the Seaport Air Quality 2020 and Beyond Plan in 2019 as 
the Port’s master plan to becoming a zero-emissions seaport. This plan focuses on reducing 
GHG, criteria air pollutant, and toxic air contaminant emissions, with a focus on reducing diesel 
PM to improve public health in the surrounding community. The plan evaluates measures to 
reduce emissions through 2050. The Port intends to regularly update the plan with the first 
plan update anticipated in 2023. The goals and strategies in the plan build upon the framework 
for air quality efforts set forth in the MAQIP, focusing on the MAQIP’s goal to reduce diesel PM 
emissions and achieve or exceed the State’s 2030 and 2050 GHG reduction targets and zero-
emissions initiatives. The strategies included in the plan include: continued reduction of 
emissions, promotion of the pathway to zero emissions, developing infrastructure, building 
and strengthening partnerships, engaging stakeholders, and pursuing external funding. 

Maritime Air Quality Improvement Plan – Port of Oakland 

In collaboration with a task force of diverse stakeholders, the Port of Oakland (Port) developed 
the Maritime Air Quality Improvement Plan (MAQIP) to guide its efforts to reduce criteria 
pollutants, notably diesel PM, associated with maritime (seaport) activities at the Port. The 
MAQIP is the Port’s master plan to reduce air pollution from both mobile and stationary 
on/near-shore and off-shore sources at the seaport. It not only supports current and future 
State and local emission reduction requirements but enhances these requirements through 
early implementation goals and by targeting emission reductions that exceed legally 
mandated requirements.  

The MAQIP builds upon the Port Maritime Air Quality Policy Statement (Port Air Quality 
Statement), adopted by the Board of Port Commissioners in March 2008. The Port Air Quality 
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Statement sets a goal of reducing the excess community cancer health risk related to 
exposure to diesel PM emissions associated with the Port’s maritime operations by 85 percent 
from 2005 to 2020, through all practicable and feasible means. It also commits the Port to 
implement early action emissions reduction measures to reduce the duration of the public’s 
exposure to emissions that may cause health risk, through all practical and feasible means. 

Comprehensive Truck Management Plan – Port of Oakland 

The Port of Oakland initiated development of the Comprehensive Truck Management Plan 
(CTMP) in early 2007 through the establishment of a technical advisory committee. The 
purpose of the CTMP is to address air quality, safety and security, business and operations, and 
community issues associated with drayage trucks serving the Port. As part of implementing 
the CTMP, the Port has developed a truck registry for trucks serving the seaport, supported 
compliance with truck-related regulations to reduce emissions of air pollutants, increased 
safety and security domain awareness, improved operational efficiencies, reduced traffic and 
congestion, and involved and educated stakeholders. 

Waterfront Plan Update - Port of San Francisco 

The Port of San Francisco’s Waterfront Plan, last updated in 2016, addresses environmental 
sustainability at the port in areas of air, climate, water, land, community, energy, transportation, 
and buildings. With respect to air quality, the plan identifies multiple strategies and active 
programs that would reduce emissions from the port. These include implementing shoreside 
power projects that provide zero-emission power for large ships, using renewable diesel fuel 
in the port’s heavy-duty fleet and equipment, and encouraging port employees to use 
alternative modes of transportation for commuting. The plan targets sustainability goals 
through 2020 (Port of San Francisco 2016). 

Clean Air Action Plan - Port of Richmond 

The Port of Richmond published its Clean Air Action Plan in 2010. The plan presents the port’s 
emissions inventory and emission reduction measures and identifies the emission reductions 
from both regulatory and voluntary emission reduction measures (e.g., heavy-duty truck idling 
rules, vessel speed reduction programs). A 2015 progress report found that SOX and diesel PM 
emissions between 2010 and 2014 declined by 95 percent and 90 percent, respectively, 
primarily resulting from new regulations from CARB requiring the use of very low sulfur fuel in 
ocean-going vessels (Port of Richmond 2010, 2015). 

Vision Plan - Port of Redwood City 

The Port of Redwood City completed its 2020 Vision Plan in January 2020. The intent of the 
plan is to track the port’s historical cargo throughput, establish a market forecast of activity at 
the port, establish land use priorities, prepare for changes in the market, identify operational 
efficiencies, and achieve sustainability. The plan includes 45 findings and recommendations, 
two of which could result in air quality improvements: 

 Reduce the number of trucks on the road by recommending a Regional Intermodal 
Network that would carry cargo within the Bay Area and Stockton/Sacramento River 
System instead of on the highway. Transporting freight along waterways is more efficient 
per ton of freight than transporting by truck and would also reduce congestion on 
roadways. 

 Propose a feasibility study evaluating the potential for ferry service to Redwood City that 
would reduce on-road congestion and emissions (Port of Redwood City 2020). 
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134-4 
The comment is correct in noting that drayage trucks associated with the Port of Oakland’s operations 
contribute only 2 percent of the cancer risk from all air emissions in West Oakland. However, the 
Mitigation Measure AQ-3(b) was intended to be focused on on-road mobile source emissions, 
consistent with the scope of Plan Bay Area. After removing non-road mobile sources emissions 
reported in the West Oakland Community Action Plan, such as those from ocean going vessels, the 
Port of Oakland accounts for 10 percent of cancer risk from on-road mobile sources in West Oakland. 
Mitigation Measure AQ-3(b) has been revised in the final EIR in response to this comment. This change 
is presented in Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR.” The correction does not alter the conclusions 
with respect to the significance of any environmental impact, because the revision does not affect the 
intent or implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-3(b).  

Mitigation Measure AQ-3(b), on page 3.4-45, is revised as follows (deleted text is shown in strikeout): 

MTC and ABAG, in partnership with BAAQMD and the Port of Oakland, and other agency 
partners, shall work together to secure incentive funding to reduce on-road mobile-source PM 
emissions from heavy duty trucks, diesel train engines, vessels and harbor craft, and cargo 
handling equipment as well as entrained PM sources such as tire wear, brake wear, and 
roadway dust.  

 Maritime and other off-road emissions were excluded from the EIR analyses because MTC does not 
have jurisdiction over these activities. 

134-5 
The comment expresses concern that PDAs would be extended into existing industrial areas, which 
would place residential uses along truck routes. PDAs are designated by local jurisdictions and, thus, 
were not determined by MTC. Refer to Section 2.3.4 “Proposed Plan Growth Geographies,” and ABAG’s 
PDA - Priority Development Areas webpage found at https://abag.ca.gov/our-work/land-use/pda-
priority-development-areas.  

This comment does not raise concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR. Refer to the analysis under Impact AQ-4 starting on page 3.4-47 in Section 3.4, “Air Quality,” 
for a discussion of the air quality impacts on sensitive receptors. The conclusion on page 3.4-54 states: 

Implementation of the proposed Plan’s land use development pattern and transportation 
projects could expose sensitive receptors near TPAs to substantial concentrations of TAC 
emissions; implementation of sea level rise adaptation infrastructure projects are not 
anticipated to result in significant impacts to sensitive receptors. Approximately 8,900 acres 
overall (in the region) and 5,100 acres in TPAs in the region would be exposed to a cancer risk 
level greater than 100 in a million. Given the limitations of modeling tools and assumptions, 
sensitive receptor exposure numbers are an indication of relative exposure, and not a precise 
prediction. Actual exposures potentially could be lower because of the conservative emission 
modeling assumptions used in the cancer risk analysis.  

While exhaust-related emissions would decrease in both CARE communities and non-CARE 
communities, total PM2.5 emissions would increase in the Plan area as would total PM2.5 
emissions in the Santa Clara County CARE community. The projected increase in total PM2.5 
emissions in the Santa Clara County community CARE community from 2015 to 2050 would 
constitute a change in PM2.5 exposure levels that disproportionally affect minority and low-
income populations.  

For these reasons, this impact would be potentially significant (PS) in 2050. 

https://abag.ca.gov/our-work/land-use/pda-priority-development-areas
https://abag.ca.gov/our-work/land-use/pda-priority-development-areas
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With respect to the effect of trucks on sensitive receptors, Mitigation Measure AQ-4(a) states, on page 
3.4-55: “When locating sensitive receptors in TAC risk areas, as identified in Figure 3.4-2, implementing 
agencies and/or project sponsors shall implement measures, where feasible and necessary based on 
project- and site-specific considerations, that include those identified below…” [emphasis added]. 
Although implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-4(a) through AQ-4(d) would reduce risks to 
sensitive receptors in the Plan area, the paragraph that begins on the bottom of page 3.4-56 and 
concludes on page 3.4-57 states: 

“The mitigation measures identified above would result in reduced emissions and lower 
exposure levels near sensitive receptors. Projects taking advantage of CEQA Streamlining 
provisions of SB 375 (PRC Sections 21155.1, 21155.2, and 21159.28) must apply the mitigation 
measures described above to address site-specific conditions. However, the exact reductions 
are not known at this time. Therefore, this impact would be significant and unavoidable (SU).” 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 135 
San Francisco Bay Water Emergency Transportation Authority 
Kevin Connolly, Manager, Planning and Development 
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

135-1 
In response to this comment, the title of the Mission Bay Ferry Expansion project has been corrected. 

The text in Table 2-7, of page 2-21 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows (new text is underlined): 

… 

T11 Public Transit Ferry | Service Frequency Boost | GGBHTD | Larkspur-San Francisco MRN, SF 

Public Transit Ferry | Service Frequency Boost | WETA REG 

Public Transit Ferry | Service Expansion | WETA | Berkeley-San Francisco ALA, SF 

Public Transit Ferry | Service Expansion | WETA | San Francisco Mission Bay-Alameda-Richmond-Vallejo ALA, CC, SF 

Public Transit Ferry | Service Expansion | WETA | Redwood City-San Francisco-Oakland ALA, SF, SM 

Public Transit Rail | Modernization & Electrification | Caltrain/High Speed Rail | San Francisco to San Jose SF, SM, SCL 

Public Transit Rail | Service Frequency Boost | ACE | System ALA, SCL 

Public Transit Rail | Service Frequency Boost | BART | System ("Core Capacity") ALA, CC, SF, SM, SCL 

Public Transit Rail | Service Frequency Boost | Caltrain | System SF, SM, SCL 

… 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 136 
San Francisco International Airport 
Ivar C. Satero, Airport Director 
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

136-1 
Impact HAZ-5, presented in Draft section 3.9, “Hazards and Wildfire,” discusses the potential for the 
proposed Plan to result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the planning area for 
projects located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 2 
miles of a public airport or public use airport. As discussed in the last paragraph on page 3.9-33 of the 
Draft EIR: 

Implementing agencies would require project sponsors to comply with any applicable [Airport 
Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP)] requirements, as well as any [Federal Aviation Authority} 
requirements (14 CFR Part 77). Projects within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan 
has not been adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport would not be 
approved by local agencies until project design plans have been reviewed and approved by 
the appropriate [Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC)]. 

This text is consistent with concerns in the comment related to the development of land uses that 
would be inconsistent with San Francisco International Airport’s ALUCP and other airports within the 
Bay Area. As noted, development within airport land use plans would be reviewed and approved by 
the appropriate ALUC. 

136-2 
The comment expresses support for Support Strategy T12 in the proposed Plan, but does not raise a 
specific issue pertinent to the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for consideration during project 
review.  

136-3 
The comment expresses general support for Support Strategy EN01 in the proposed Plan, but notes 
that not all types of flooding and sea level rise infrastructure are compatible with airport operations. 
It does not raise a specific issue related to the Draft EIR or the analysis of environmental impacts. See 
Response to Comment 136-1 for a discussion related to compliance with ALUC and FAA requirements.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 137 
Sierra Club 
Mike Ferriera, Executive Committee, Loma Prieta Chapter 
Victoria Brandon, Chair, Redwood Chapter 
Matt Williams, Chair, Transportation and Compact Growth Committee, San Francisco 
Bay Chapter 
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

137-1 
This comment expresses a preference for a modification to the TRA Focus Alternative. As described, 
the proposed alternative is a variation of the TRA Focus Alternative, which also incorporates aspects 
of Alternative 2. Please also see “Master Response 4: EIR Alternatives” for discussion related to this 
comment.  

This comment also expresses concerns about a legal concept informally known as “reverse CEQA,” 
and states that common sense should dictate that the prospective climate change-induced threat to 
infrastructure and housing should not escape analysis by MTC and ABAG. As recognized by the 
comment, CEQA and CEQA case law do not require analysis of the impact of the environment on the 
project, including climate change and wildfire. The comment further urges MTC and ABAG to increase 
their powers of persuasion. In this respect this comment does not raise environmental issues or 
concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. Please see “Master 
Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority” for information relevant to the comment. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 138 
Sierra Club, San Francisco Bay Three-Chapter Sea Level Rise Committee 
Arthur Feinstein, Chair  
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

138-1 
The comment is an introductory statement. It does not raise specific environmental issues or concerns 
regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR, but it does introduce a series of 
comments from the Sierra Club, as well as comments submitted by Grassetti Environmental 
Consulting (also presented in letter 85), that are addressed in the following responses. See also 
responses to Comment Letter 85. As noted in response to comment 138-7, recirculation of the EIR is 
not required under CEQA.  

138-2 
This comment is similar to comment 138-1. See also responses to Comment Letter 85, submitted by 
Richard Grassetti. 

138-3 
Circulation of the Draft EIR met requirements under CEQA Section 21091(a), which states that the 
public review period for a Draft EIR shall be at least 45 days. As noted at the beginning of this chapter, 
Section 15088(a) of the CEQA Guidelines directs that lead agencies must prepare written responses 
to those comments received during the Draft EIR comment period that raise “significant 
environmental issues.” MTC and ABAG are not required to respond to comments on non-CEQA issues 
or to respond to late comments. Nevertheless, MTC and ABAG have chosen to respond to late 
comments received on the Draft EIR up to August 31, 2021 in this Responses to Comments chapter. 
MTC and ABAG have opted to take this broad approach to facilitate the public process, document the 
exchange of information, and provide important information about considerations relevant to the 
proposed project. 

138-4 
The Draft Plan Bay Area 2050 Implementation Plan proposes a lead role for MTC and ABAG on 
funding, and a potential lead role –if funding is acquired –for managing technical assistance related 
to sea level rise. Both roles would be led in a collaborative manner, working closely with partners, 
including SFEP, BCDC, and BARC. 

MTC and ABAG staff expanded on the Draft Plan Bay Area 2050 Implementation Plan and presented 
potential MTC and ABAG roles for sea level rise adaptation initiatives at the July 2021 Joint MTC 
Planning Committee with the ABAG Administrative Committee, agenda found at 
https://mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/meetings/agendas/5158_A_Joint_MTC_Planning_Committee_wit
h_the_ABAG_Administrative_Committee_21-07-09_Generic.pdf. The staff memo and presentation 
highlighted the ongoing regional sea level rise planning efforts and sea level rise roles for MTC and 
ABAG, including two proposed actions: First, to lead a Sea Level Rise Funding and Investment Strategy 
to answer key questions on how the region can pay for future adaptation needs; Second, continue 
advocacy and tracking of the state and federal funding opportunities to enable funding for a potential 
regional Resilience Technical Assistance program. Each effort would require collaboration, with 
colleagues and partners, including SFEP, BCDC, and BARC to focus on regional priorities, answer 
shared funding questions, and improve data and assumptions. 

https://mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/meetings/agendas/5158_A_Joint_MTC_Planning_Committee_with_the_ABAG_Administrative_Committee_21-07-09_Generic.pdf
https://mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/meetings/agendas/5158_A_Joint_MTC_Planning_Committee_with_the_ABAG_Administrative_Committee_21-07-09_Generic.pdf
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138-5 
The commenter addresses a project objective and does not raise a specific issue related to the Draft 
EIR or the analysis of environmental impacts. See Response to Comment 85-21 for further discussion 
of project objectives. 

138-6 
The comment starts with a reference to Draft EIR section 4.2.7, Moratorium on Flood Zone 
Development Alternative; however, the text that follows is from the conclusion for Impact HYDRO-1 in 
Draft EIR section 3.10, “Hydrology and Water Quality.” The comment then continues by addressing 
potential impacts on wetlands in the Bay Area, which are addressed under Impact BIO-2. 

Relevant to the Moratorium on Flood Zone Development Alternative, Impact HYDRO-5 determined 
that impacts related to development in the floodplain would be less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 3.1-
45.) Since this impact was found less than significant, the Moratorium on Flood Zone Development 
Alternative suggested during scoping comments, and described on Draft EIR page 4-8, it was not 
considered further because it would not reduce any impact found to be significant and unavoidable. 
No specific issue related to consideration of this alternative is raised by this comment. 

Impact HYDRO-1 addresses water quality standards and provides substantial explanation of existing 
regulatory and permitting requirements that pertain to water quality. Its relevance to the comment 
is unclear.  

Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR, “Biological Resources,” contains a description of the regulations that are 
pertinent to wetlands, including the Federal Clean Water Act and the Port-Cologne Water Quality 
Control Act. Impacts related to state- or federally-protected wetlands are addressed under Impact 
BIO-2. This impact is identified as potentially significant, and Mitigation Measure BIO-2 is included to 
address potential impacts. Impacts on tidal marshes would be analyzed at the project level for all 
future projects under the Plan. See Response to Comment 85-8, which includes a text change to 
clarify that the impact includes indirect effects on wetland habitat. 

Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR addresses the impacts of sea level rise infrastructure projects. These 
discussions are indicated by the use of subheadings throughout the analysis. See “Master Response 
5: Sea Level Rise” for a discussion on the effects of sea level rise on the environment.  

Please see Response to Comment 85-5 for further discussion on wetland impacts and mitigation 
measures discussed in the Draft EIR. Please see also Response to Comment 85-8 for a discussion 
related to the potential impacts of seawall construction on nearby wetland habitats. Please see 
Response to Comment 108-9 for discussion relevant to laws and regulations relating to development 
within the 100-year flood zone and the Draft EIR’s evaluation of potential impacts related to it. 
Strategies in the Environment Element help to restore and adapt 100,000 acres of marshlands to 
achieve Baylands Ecosystem Habitat Goals (Strategy EN01), maintain urban growth boundaries and 
protect high-priority natural lands to protect ecological functions (Strategy EN04 and Strategy EN05), 
and provide funding for new parks and open space (Strategy EN6), among other benefits.  

138-7 
Recirculation of a draft EIR is required when significant new information is added to the EIR. Examples 
of “significant new information” are defined in the CEQA Guidelines under Section 15088.5(a) as 
follows: 

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new 
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.  
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(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless 
mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.  

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others 
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the 
project’s proponents decline to adopt it.  

(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that 
meaningful public review and comment were precluded.  

Recirculation is required, in summary, when “significant new information” is added to the EIR in a way 
that would deprive the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment on a substantial adverse 
impact or a mitigation measure or alternative that mitigates or avoids a substantial adverse impact 
that the proponent has declined to implement. Examples of such instances include identification of 
a new significant environmental impact, identification of a substantial increase in the severity of an 
environmental impact that cannot be mitigated, and consideration of a considerably different feasible 
alternative or mitigation measure than was considered in the EIR for an unmitigated effect, but that 
is not adopted. Recirculation is not required when information added to an EIR clarifies, amplifies, or 
makes insignificant modifications. As explained in this Final EIR chapter, the analyses in the Draft EIR 
are adequate and supported by substantial evidence. The revisions described in response to this letter 
(including attachment) merely make insignificant corrections or add and clarify information. They do 
not change the project impact analysis or conclusions. Because the comments in this comment letter, 
including the attached letter, do not present any new significant information or substantial evidence 
of new significant information, recirculation is not required.  

138-8 
The commenter includes an EIR comment letter from Grassetti Environmental Consulting. See 
responses to comments 85-1 through 85-9. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 139 
Sonoma County 
Eric Gage, Planner III 
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

139-1 
The comment explains that while Sonoma County has a finalized and adopted Community Climate 
Action Plan, it was decertified as the result of a lawsuit and new implemented. Table 3.6-7 in the Draft 
EIR provides a list of Bay Area jurisdictions that have completed community emissions inventories 
and finalized and adopted community climate action plans (CAPs). This comment is noted. 
Decertification of the Sonoma County Community Climate Action Plan is noted and does not change 
the severity of a significant impact or result in a new significant impact. The text in Table 3.6-7 on Draft 
EIR page 3.6-30 is revised to read as follows (deleted text shown in strikethrough): 

Solano County X X 

139-2 
The proposed Plan identifies growth geographies and establishes housing and economic strategies 
intended to accommodate housing and job growth into existing communities that are well served by 
the transportation network, as well as communities with well-resourced schools and easy access to 
jobs, parks, and other amenities. Therefore, implementation of the Plan is not expected to result in 
greater potential for population growth in unincorporated areas where groundwater is the primary 
water source than would occur under existing plans. 

The discussion in Impact HYDRO-2 about the potential for Plan implementation to substantially 
decrease groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge in a manner that impedes 
sustainable groundwater management is appropriate in the context of the programmatic analysis of 
a regional-scale plan. The analysis acknowledges the regulatory framework that SGMA provides and 
indicated that GSPs or alternative plans have not been submitted for most basins in the Plan area. 
Quantification of groundwater demand and local effects on groundwater wells in rural areas is not 
feasible at this scale. Such environmental analyses will occur, as appropriate, in response to proposals 
for specific program implementation or development and infrastructure projects. See also “Master 
Response 3: Water Supply” for discussion related to this comment.  

For additional context, refer to the “Land Use Impacts” discussion on page 3.10-32, which substantiates 
the impact conclusion as follows: 

The land use strategy described in the proposed Plan would accommodate growth forecasted 
in the Plan area and would not directly increase the potential for growth, associated 
development, and groundwater demand. Further, by promoting infill development, the 
proposed Plan would minimize the potential for new impervious surfaces that could impede 
groundwater recharge. The type of development envisioned under this plan would be served 
by water purveyors that manage water supplies and generally would not use individual 
groundwater wells. Any “water demand project,” as defined by Section 15155 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines, requires preparation of a water supply assessment that must be prepared by the 
governing body of a public water system, or the city or county lead agency, pursuant to and in 
compliance with Sections 10910–10915 of the Water Code. Further, as described above, the 
medium- and high-priority basins in the Plan area are developing GSPs or have submitted 
alternative plans to comply with SGMA and manage groundwater to conserve supplies. The 
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GSPs are required to provide mechanisms that allow the sustainable use of groundwater, with 
growth projections considered. Therefore, the regional impacts of implementation of the Plan 
on sustainable groundwater management would be less than significant (LTS). 

139-3 
Strategy EN04 would confine new development within areas of existing development and areas that 
are suitable for growth, as established by local jurisdictions. Strategy EN04 is discussed under Draft 
EIR Impact LU-2, which states the following (see Draft EIR page 3.11-22): 

Two of the proposed Plan’s environmental strategies—Strategy EN04, “Maintain Urban 
Growth Boundaries,” and Strategy EN05, “Protect and Manage High-Value Conservation 
Lands”—expand access to parks and open space and seek to reduce conflicts with applicable 
open space protection policies by focusing new growth in existing urban areas to help 
preserve natural areas. 

Strategy EN04 shaped the land use growth footprint, discussed beginning on page 2-10 in Section 
2.2.3, which was used throughout the Draft EIR to assess the potential impacts of the Plan. The land 
use growth footprint is primarily within cities and towns, but also includes more limited development 
in unincorporated counties mostly within urban growth boundaries. The Plan Bay Area 2050 Draft EIR 
evaluates and reports conclusions on potential impacts at a programmatic level. More details can be 
found in Section 3.11 of the Draft EIR. 

Approval of the proposed Plan would not result in adoption of the land use strategies by local 
jurisdictions. Rather, a number of CEQA streamlining benefits would become available to lead 
agencies that carry out or approve future projects consistent with the Plan. See “Master Response 6: 
MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority” for a discussion related to MTC’s role in land use planning. Local 
control is discussed in the Draft EIR in Section 3.1.5, “Local Control,” on page 3.1-6. 

139-4 
The commenter requests VMT results for residential growth in unincorporated portions of counties 
from the Plan. As described in Section 3.1.3 of the Draft EIR, "General Methodology and Assumptions," 
beginning on page 3.1-3, the impacts of the EIR are generally measured at the regional, county, or 
Transit-Priority Area (TPA) levels. Page 3.15-17 of the Draft EIR begins the discussion of the 
methodology to quantify VMT in the Draft EIR. VMT is reported as a regional total to account for the 
full suite of VMT reducing strategies in the Plan, as disclosed in Table 3.15-11 on page 3.15-28 of the Draft 
EIR. The Draft EIR undertakes a programmatic analysis of the environmental impacts of the proposed 
Plan and does not undertake project-level environmental analysis, as is appropriate for the proposed 
Plan’s level of planning.  

139-5 
The commenter states that the “Growth Control Measures” section, on page 3.11-17 of the Draft EIR 
should include a discussion of community zoning constraints that limit residential densities in rural 
areas. Approval of the proposed Plan would not result in adoption of the land use strategies by local 
jurisdictions. Rather, a number of CEQA streamlining benefits would become available to lead 
agencies that carry out or approve future projects consistent with the Plan. See “Master Response 6: 
MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority” for a discussion related to MTC’s role in land use planning. Local 
control is discussed in the Draft EIR in Section 3.1.5, “Local Control,” page 3.1-6.  

Further, proposed Plan Strategy EN0-4, “Maintain Urban Growth Boundaries,” incorporates urban 
growth boundaries and other existing environmental protections to focus new development within 
the existing urban footprint or areas otherwise suitable for growth, as established by local jurisdictions. 
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139-6 
The commenter provides opinions and recommendations on the proposed Plan and does not raise a 
specific issue related to the Draft EIR or the analysis of environmental impacts. Proposed Plan Strategy 
EN04, “Maintain Urban Growth Boundaries” is identified on page 2-10 of Chapter 2, “Project 
Description,” of the Draft EIR. The strategy identifies the use of urban growth boundaries to focus new 
development within the existing urban footprint or areas suitable for growth as established by local 
jurisdictions. This strategy shaped the land use growth footprint, discussed beginning on page 2-10 in 
Section 2.2.3, which was used throughout the Draft EIR to assess the potential impacts of the Plan. 
The land use growth footprint is primarily within cities and towns, but also includes more limited 
development in unincorporated counties mostly within urban growth boundaries, as described 
above. Please refer to Section 3.13, “Public Services and Recreation,” and Section 3.14, “Public Utilities 
and Facilities,” of the Draft EIR for conclusions on the Plan’s potential effects on sewer and water 
infrastructure.  

139-7 
The comment provides information related to policies included in the Sonoma County General Plan. 
This comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the Draft EIR. Please see “Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority” 
for further discussion relevant to this comment.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 140 
Sonoma Water 
Connie Barton 
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

140-1 
The Draft EIR’s evaluation of regional water supply is adequate under CEQA. The analysis is 
appropriately based on existing conditions and available information at the time that preparation of 
the Draft EIR began and the NOP for the Draft EIR was released. As explained on page 3.14-36 of the 
Draft EIR under the subheading “Method of Analysis:”  

The baseline for the following analysis reflects existing conditions when the EIR NOP was 
released in September 2020. 2015 UWMPs were the best available source for water supply 
analysis in PUF-2, with 2020 UWMP updates expected to be completed following the public 
release of this Draft EIR. 

With respect to Sonoma County Water Agency’s (SCWA) 2020 UWMP, it was adopted in June 2021, 
the same month as the release of the Draft EIR and nine months after the release of the NOP. The 
Draft EIR relies on SCWA’s 2015–2020 UWMP, noting on page 3.14-43 that SCWA “expect[s] demand 
to exceed supply during a single dry year before 2040,” which is still accurate considering the SCWA 
2020–2025 UWMP. The SCWA 2020–2025 UWMP also projects shortages prior to 2040, though it also 
considers a longer planning horizon and projects shortages in 2045 (SCWA 2021:1-3). The conclusion 
during multiple dry years has changed for the ACWD 2020–2025 UWMP, however, in that it projects 
no shortages during multiple dry years within the planning scope of 2045 (SCWA 2021:6-4), where the 
SCWA 2015-2020 UWMP anticipated demand exceeding supply in multiple dry years. The Draft EIR 
considers a more conservative scenario than is presented in the 2020 UWMP because the UWMP does 
not project shortages, and the Draft EIR evaluates a scenario where SCWA has less water available. 
Therefore, the discussion in the Draft EIR is representative of regional water supply conditions. See 
Response to Comment 76-10 for further information included in the 2020 UWMPs. Please also see 
“Master Response 3: Water Supply.” 

140-2 
See Response to Comment 76-10 for a discussion related to the need to update the Draft EIR to reflect 
2020 UWMPs and “Master Response 3: Water Supply” for discussion of the baseline for the 
environmental analysis of the proposed Plan as it relates to the 2020 UWMPs. No text change is 
required. 

140-3 
See Response to Comment 76-10 for a discussion related to the need to update the EIR to include the 
2020 UWMPs and “Master Response 3: Water Supply” for discussion of the baseline for the 
environmental analysis of the proposed Plan as it relates to the 2020 UWMPs. 

140-4 
In response to this comment, the first paragraph on page 3.14-7 has been modified to read as follows 
(new text is underlined and deleted text is shown in strikeout): 

The Sonoma County Water Agency (Sonoma Water) is a water wholesaler that provides 
drinking water to nine cities and special districts and to more than 630,000 residents in 
portions of Sonoma and Marin Counties. Sonoma Water, formerly known as the Sonoma 
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County Water Agency, serves a large portion of Sonoma County, as well as the northern 
portion of Marin County. The primary water source for Sonoma Water is the Russian River. 
The Russian River originates in central Mendocino County and discharges into the Pacific 
Ocean near Jenner, about 20 miles west of Santa Rosa, and it is approximately 110 miles in 
length. Additionally, the Santa Rosa Plain provides groundwater. Groundwater is an 
important source of water in Sonoma County because it provides the domestic water 
supply for most of the unincorporated portion of the county and is a primary source of 
water for agricultural users. Three water agency wells located along the Russian River- 
Cotati Intertie Pipeline in the Santa Rosa Plain also provide a portion of the agency’s water 
supply. Sonoma Water diverts water from the Russian River and delivers it to customers 
through a transmission system. The transmission system consists of six radial collector 
wells at the Wohler and Mirabel production facilities adjacent to the Russian River. In 2015, 
Sonoma Water provided 44,733 afy to its customers and contractors (including surplus 
and non-surplus customers) (Sonoma County Water Agency 2016). 

This modification clarifies the text but would not result in further changes to the document with 
respect to the severity of an environmental effect disclosed in the Draft EIR, or the need to discuss a 
new significant environmental impact. 

In response to this comment, Table 3.14-4 is revised as follows (new text is underlined): 

Table Error! No text of specified style in document.-1: Wastewater Treatment Facilities in the Region 
Treatment Agency Service Area 

Alameda County  

City of Hayward City of Hayward 

City of Livermore City of Livermore and surrounding unincorporated areas 

City of San Leandro, Environmental Services Division City of San Leandro 

Dublin San Ramon Services District Cities of Pleasanton and Dublin 

East Bay Municipal Utility District Cities of Alameda, Albany, Berkeley, Emeryville, Oakland, and Piedmont 

Oro Loma Sanitary District City of San Leandro, City of Hayward and unincorporated areas San Lorenzo, Ashland, 
Cherryland, Fairview, and portions of Castro Valley 

Union Sanitary District Cities of Fremont, Newark, and Union City 

Contra Costa County  

Central Contra Costa Sanitary District Cities of Clayton, Concord, Lafayette, Orinda, Pleasant Hill, San Ramon, Walnut Creek, 
Towns of Danville, Moraga, and unincorporated area of Alamo 

City of Brentwood City of Brentwood 

City of Hercules / City of Pinole City of Hercules 

City of Richmond Municipal Services District City of Richmond 

Crockett-Valona Sanitary District Unincorporated area of Crockett 

Delta Diablo Sanitation District Cities of Antioch, Pittsburg, and unincorporated Bay Point area 

East Bay Municipal Utility District Cities of El Cerrito, and Richmond and unincorporated Kensington 

Ironhorse Sanitary District City of Oakley and unincorporated area of Bethel Island 

Mt. View Sanitary Eastern District City of Martinez and surrounding unincorporated areas 

Rodeo Sanitary District Unincorporated Rodeo area 

West County Wastewater District City of Richmond and unincorporated El Sobrante area 
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Treatment Agency Service Area 

Marin County  

Central Marin Sanitation Agency City San Rafael and Towns of Corte Madera and Fairfax  Service areas of Sanitary District 
No. 2, San Rafael Sanitation District, Ross Valley Sanitary District 

Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary District City of San Rafael and surrounding unincorporated areas 

Marin County Sanitary District #5 Town of Tiburon 

Novato Sanitary District City of Novato and unincorporated Bel Marin, Ignacio and Hamilton areas 

Ross Valley Sanitation District City of Larkspur, Town of San Anselmo, and surrounding unincorporated areas 

Sausalito Marin City Sanitary District  City of Sausalito and unincorporated Marin City area 

Sewerage Agency of Southern Marin City of Mill Valley and surrounding unincorporated areas 

Napa County  

City of American Canyon City of American Canyon 

City of Calistoga City of Calistoga 

City of St. Helena City of St. Helena 

Napa Sanitation District City of Napa and unincorporated surrounding areas 

Town of Yountville Town of Yountville 

San Francisco 

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission City and County of San Francisco 

San Mateo County  

City of Burlingame City of Burlingame, Town of Hillsborough and unincorporated Burlingame Hills area 

City of Millbrae City of Millbrae 

City of Pacifica City of Pacifica 

City of San Mateo/ Estero Municipal Improvement District Cities of San Mateo and Foster City 

Cities of South San Francisco and San Bruno Cities of South San Francisco, San Bruno, Daly City and Millbrae and Town of Colma 

North San Mateo County Sanitation District Cities of Daly City and South San Francisco 

Sewer Authority Mid- Coastside City of Half Moon Bay and unincorporated Granada, Moss Beach and Montero areas 

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission Cities of Brisbane and Daly City 

Silicon Valley Clean Water Cities of Belmont, San Carlos, Redwood City, Menlo Park and Towns of Atherton, Portola 
Valley, Woodside 

Santa Clara County  

City of Sunnyvale Water Pollution Control Plant City of Sunnyvale 

Palo Alto Regional Water Quality Control Plant Cities of East Palo Alto, Los Altos, Mountain View, Palo Alto, Town of Los Altos Hills and 
unincorporated Stanford University area 

San José/ Santa Clara County Water Pollution Control 
Plant 

Cities of San José, Campbell, Saratoga, Monte Sereno, Cupertino, Milpitas and Town of 
Los Gatos 

South County Regional Waste Water Authority Cities of Morgan Hill and Gilroy 

Solano County  

City of Benicia City of Benicia 

City of Dixon City of Dixon 

City of Rio Vista City of Rio Vista 
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Treatment Agency Service Area 

City of Vacaville City of Vacaville 

Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District Cities of Fairfield and Suisun City 

Vallejo Sanitation and Flood Control District City of Vallejo 

Sonoma County  

City of Cloverdale City of Cloverdale 

City of Petaluma City of Petaluma and unincorporated Penngrove area 

Sonoma Water Sonoma Valley County Sanitation District Town of Sonoma and surrounding unincorporated areas 

Santa Rosa Water Cities of Santa Rosa, Rohnert Park, Sebastopol, Cotati, and surrounding unincorporated 
areas 

Town of Windsor Town of Windsor 

Occidental County Sanitation District Unincorporated Occidental area 

Russian River County Sanitation District Unincorporated Sonoma County 

South Park County Sanitation District Unincorporated Sonoma County 

Airport/Larkfield/Wikiup Sanitation District Unincorporated Larkfield and Wikiup area 

Geyserville Sanitation Zone Unincorporated Geyserville area 

Penngrove Sanitation Zone Unincorporated Penngrove area 
Source: ABAG 2016 

This modification clarifies the text but would not result in further changes to the document with 
respect to the severity of an environmental effect disclosed in the Draft EIR, or the need to discuss a 
new significant environmental impact. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 

140-5 
The commenter notes that the listed Sonoma County treatment agencies in Table 3.14-4 are were 
incomplete. Table 3.14-4 has been revised in this Final EIR. This change is presented in Chapter 3, 
“Revisions to the Draft EIR.” The correction does not alter the conclusions with respect to the 
significance of any environmental impact because it is a minor correction and addition to the 
environmental setting. The text of Table 3.14-4 is revised to read as follows (new text is underlined, 
deleted text is shown in strikeout): 

Sonoma County  

Airport/Larkfield/Wikiup Sanitation Zone Unincorporated areas of Larkfield and Wikiup 

City of Cloverdale City of Cloverdale 

Geyserville Sanitation Zone Unincorporated Geyserville area 

Penngrove Sanitation Zone Unincorporated Penngrove area 

City of Petaluma City of Petaluma and portions of unincorporated Penngrove area 

Occidental County Sanitation District Unincorporated Occidental area 

Russian River County Sanitation District Unincorporated areas of Guerneville and Rio Nido 

Sonoma Water Town of Sonoma and surrounding unincorporated areas Areas covered by 
Airport/Larkfield/Wikiup Sanitation Zone, Geyserville Sanitation Zone, Penngrove 
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Sanitation Zone, Occidental County Sanitation District, Russian River County Sanitation 
District, Sonoma Valley County Sanitation District, South Park County Sanitation District 

Sonoma Valley County Sanitation District Town of Sonoma and surrounding unincorporated areas 

South Park County Sanitation District Southern portion of City of Santa Rosa. 

Santa Rosa Water Cities of Santa Rosa, Rohnert Park, Sebastopol, Cotati, and surrounding unincorporated 
areas 

Town of Windsor Town of Windsor 
Source: ABAG 2016 
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Letter 141 
Stanford University 
Lesley Lowe, Transportation and Environmental Planning Manager 
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

141-1 
MTC and ABAG acknowledge and appreciate the comment as well as Stanford’s efforts to provide 
sustainable housing and reduce water use. See responses to Comment Letter 76 for responses to the 
BAWSCA comment letter. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 142 
Town of Danville 
Joseph A. Calabrigo, Town Manager 
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

142-1  
See “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” for a discussion related to the comment. 

142-2 
See Response to Comment 13-1 for a discussion of RHNA methodology. 

The proposed Plan’s transportation strategies, inclusive of capital projects, are fiscally-constrained 
within two time periods (2021-2035 and 2036-2050) to align expenditures with forecasted revenues. 
There is more fiscal capacity in the latter half of the revenue forecast because COVID-19 had a 
substantial effect on funding sources and because new revenues for transportation will be added 
starting in 2035. However, the proposed Plan does not allocate funds to any specific transportation 
project or program, nor does it dictate how or when funds would be available for projects and 
programs. While telecommuting rates are expected to increase over the Plan period, page 84 of the 
Draft Plan Bay Area 2050 states that “[b]y the year 2035, large employers would have to ensure that 
no more than 40 percent of their workforce commutes by car on an average workday under the Plan 
Bay Are 2050 vision.” Regarding the determination of cumulative impacts, regardless of the timing of 
future land use development buildout, Plan strategy implementation, and transportation projects, 
the proposed Plan is a cumulative plan by design, as explained in section 5.4, “Cumulative Impacts,” 
in the Draft EIR. Therefore, the environmental analysis of the proposed Plan presented throughout 
the Draft EIR is a cumulative analysis based on full buildout of the proposed Plan compliant with the 
requirements of CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. See also Response to Comment 115-12. The comment 
is noted for consideration during project review.  

142-3 
See Response to Comment 9-1 and 42-5 for a discussion of jobs-housing ratios. 

As discussed in the last paragraph on page 3.6-17 of the Draft EIR under the subheading Senate Bill 
375 (Chapter 728, Statutes of 2008), “[i]n 2018, CARB revised established per-capita GHG emission 
reduction targets for MPOs across the state. The Bay Area’s revised targets were set as 10 percent per 
capita by 2020 and 19 percent per capita by 2035 (CARB 2018), as shown in Table 3.6-6.” Therefore, 
mandated GHG emission reduction targets are set for the region and not for each local jurisdiction. 
Please see Draft EIR Impact GHG-2 on page 3.6-43 for detail on how the region meets this GHG 
emissions reduction target. Please note that achieving the regional target is not anticipated to conflict 
with any local climate adaptation or GHG reduction plans as shown in Impact GHG-4 on page 3.6-47. 

142-4 
There are no post-pandemic data against which to validate modeling assumptions at this time. 
Strategy EN7 would establish a sustainable commute target of 40 percent for large employers; this 
does not refer to the assumed percentage of workers commuting to work because it could include 
telecommuters. See “Master Response 2: COVID-19 Pandemic Considerations” for more information 
related to this comment. 

MTC and ABAG use simulation modeling to estimate GHG emission reductions; more information on 
analysis tools used to forecast emissions reductions can be found in Section 2.3.3 (“Analysis Tools”) and 
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Section 3.6.3 (“Impact Analysis”) of the Draft EIR. Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, "Revisions to the Draft EIR," 
includes a revised version of the Draft EIR's Table 3.6-15 ("Analysis of Passenger Vehicle and Light Duty 
Truck CO2 Emissions1 Pursuant to SB 375"), which provides more information on the forecasted 
emissions in 2005 and 2035. The revised Table 3.6-15 shows that the proposed Plan's strategies include 
reducing per-capita greenhouse gas emissions from mobile-sources ("transportation") by at least 19 
percent (the target reduction under Senate Bill 375) when compared to 2005 levels. The commenter 
requests information related to the proposed Plan and does not raise a specific issue related to the 
Draft EIR or the analysis of environmental impacts. 

142-5 
See “Master Response 3: Water Supply” for a discussion related to drought and water supply. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 143 
Town of Windsor, Sam Salmon, Mayor; City of Healdsburg, Evelyn Mitchell, Mayor;  
City of Cloverdale, Marta Cruz, Mayor; and Sonoma County, James Gore, Supervisor, 4th 
District 
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comment. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

143-1 
The commenters request that the SMART passenger rail extension project from Windsor to Cloverdale 
be added to the Plan Bay Area 2050 Transportation Project List. Please see Response to Comment 
94-1 regarding the SMART project. See also “Master Response 7: Fiscally Constrained Transportation 
Project List” for discussion of this issue. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 144 
Valley Water 
Aaron Baker, PE, Chief Operating Officer 
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

144-1 
In response to this comment, the second paragraph on page 3.14-6 has been modified to read as 
follows (new text is underlined and deleted text is shown in strikeout): 

The SCVWD manages groundwater and provides comprehensive water management as 
authorized by the Santa Clara Valley District Act. SCVWD’s water supply system comprises 
storage, conveyance, recharge, treatment, and distribution facilities that include 11 10 local 
reservoirs, the groundwater basin, groundwater recharge facilities, treatment plants, 
imported supply, and raw treated water conveyance facilities. The primary source of water 
for SCVWD is groundwater and surface water stored in the reservoirs. The reservoirs store up 
to 25 percent of Santa Clara County’s water supply. The capacity of all the local reservoirs of 
SCVWD is 169,009 acre-feet, with 122, 924 acre-feet of restricted capacity (SCVWD 2016). 

This modification clarifies the text but would not result in further changes to the document with 
respect to the severity of an environmental effect disclosed in the Draft EIR, or the need to discuss a 
new significant environmental impact. 

144-2 
See Response to Comment 76-10 for a discussion related to the need to update information to reflect 
the 2020 UWMPs and “Master Response 3: Water Supply” for discussion of the baseline for 
environmental analysis of the proposed Plan as it relates to the 2020 UWMPs. 

144-3 
The Draft EIR discloses under Impact PUF-2 that impacts to water supply result in significant impacts. 
Mitigation measures are included in the Draft EIR; however, impacts would be significant and 
unavoidable. The draft Implementation Plan includes Draft Implementation Action 9d: Evaluate the 
feasibility of expanding BayREN’s scope/mission to develop a broader range of program offerings that 
will support building retrofits and water/energy upgrades. See “Master Response 3: Water Supply” and 
“Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority,” for discussions related to this comment. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 145 
Zone 7 Water Agency 
Elke Rank 
July 20, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

145-1 
The comment is an introductory statement. It introduces a series of comments that are addressed in 
the following responses. Please see Responses to Comments 145-2 through 145-14. 

145-2 
The comment provides information related to the timing of UWMP preparation in relationship to 
planning documents that consider potential growth. As discussed under the first paragraph of 
Section 1.7.3, “Federal and State Requirements:” 

Under the Fixing America’s Surface Transportation Act (FAST Act) (Public Law 114-94) 
and Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21) (Public Law 112-141), the 
U.S. Department of Transportation requires that MPOs, such as MTC, prepare long-range 
RTPs and update them every 4 years if they are in areas designated as “nonattainment” 
or “maintenance” for federal air quality standards. 

This prescribed timeline both limits MTC’s ability to time the preparation of the Plan, but also is 
frequent enough to ensure relative alignment with UWMPs. The Zone 7 Water Agency 2020 UWMP 
was adopted in June 2021, the same month as the release of the Draft EIR and nine months after the 
release of the NOP. The Zone 7 Water Agency 2020 UWMP projects no shortages in supply in normal 
years, single dry years, or multiple dry years through 2045 (Zone 7 Water Agency 2021:ES-3 to ES-4). 
The Draft EIR states on page 3.14-44 that Zone 7 has “adequate water supplies in regular and single 
dry years,” and that “Zone 7 would also have adequate water supplies in multiple dry years.” This is 
consistent with the Draft EIR’s conclusion in Impact PUF-2 that the effect on water supply would be 
significant and unavoidable. Therefore, the discussion in the Draft EIR is representative of regional 
water supply conditions (see Draft EIR, pp. 3.14-43 to 3.14-46). Refer to Response to Comment 76-10, 
which explains further why the analysis in the Draft EIR remains adequate. Please also see “Master 
Response 3: Water Supply” for discussion related to this comment.  

145-3 
The comment provides information related to the potential for detrimental effects on the Bay Area 
related to climate change, and the need to include a coordinated adaptation plan into the proposed 
Plan. As explained in “Master Response 5: Sea Level Rise” the effects of the environment on a project 
are generally outside the scope of CEQA. 

145-4 
The comment expresses general concerns related to the proposed Plan. The Draft EIR discloses that 
the proposed Plan could result in the need for new or expanded facilities, and it analyzes and provides 
mitigation for related impacts. (Draft EIR, pp. 3.14-37 to 3.14-43.).  

145-5 
The comment provides information related to the potential for planning documents throughout the 
Bay Area to be inconsistent with each other for a variety of reasons. This comment is correct that 
reported data such as population and water supply and demand could be inconsistent across 
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different local jurisdictions in planning documents that span many years. The comment is noted for 
consideration during project review.  

145-6 
The comment suggests that MTC and ABAG consider highlighting “more recent climate trends” in 
the Draft EIR because this information is important for water resource managers. Refer to Section 3.6, 
“Climate Change, Greenhouse Gases, and Energy,” for a general discussion of the effects of climate 
change on water supply. The proposed Plan is intended to guide growth in a manner that promotes 
resiliency and equity throughout the region, and in the face of many uncertainties.  

Table 3.10-1 of the Draft EIR provides monthly precipitation for nine select sites (averaged over 
between 19 and 123 years, based on data availability). Two of the sites in the table, Oakland Airport and 
Richmond, are in the East Bay. The table adequately represents the proposed Plan area and existing 
conditions. Water resource managers have access to information on precipitation and other relevant 
data at a greater level of detail than reflected in a regional Program EIR. No changes are necessary in 
response to this comment.  

145-7 
The analysis in Impact HYDRO-2 evaluates the potential for implementation of the Plan to 
substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge in a manner that 
may impede sustainable groundwater management at a regional scale. The discussion acknowledges 
that “development could interfere with groundwater recharge by creating additional impervious 
surfaces that interfere with infiltration of precipitation, which can result in decreased groundwater 
supplies” (page 3.10-30) and describes how development that adheres to the growth geographies 
identified in the proposed Plan affect the impact of forecast development on groundwater supply. 
Most (69 percent) of growth would occur within already developed areas. The remaining 31 percent of 
growth will be dispersed across the region and not concentrated in any one area. Thus, it is also not 
anticipated that new development would result in enough newly impervious surfaces to significantly 
interfere with groundwater recharge, including in groundwater basins that are heavily relied upon for 
water supplies or that support groundwater dependent ecosystems. Because no significant impacts 
are anticipated, the Draft EIR is not required to consider mitigation to avoid or reduce less than 
significant impacts.  

The Draft EIR does not address impacts at a project-specific level, nor does it address impacts of 
specific programs or projects included within the proposed Plan. Such environmental analyses will 
occur, as appropriate, in response to proposals for specific program implementation or development 
and infrastructure projects. The varying importance of groundwater recharge as a mechanism to 
manage groundwater levels for water supply and ecosystem support is acknowledged. Nonetheless, 
the cited statement on page 3.10-31 of the Draft EIR is an appropriate characterization of the benefits 
that could result from concentrating development within urban cores. No changes are necessary in 
response to this comment. 

145-8 
The comment notes that the analysis in Impact HYDRO-2 is based, in part, on existing regulatory 
requirements at the local, State, and federal level, including SGMA, Provision C.3 of the NPDES 
program, and CALGreen. The comment also states that there can be a disconnect between local 
decision makers and groundwater management. As explained in the Draft EIR, a water supply 
assessment must be prepared for any “water demand project,” as defined by CEQA Guidelines section 
15155 and in compliance with Sections 10910–10915 of the Water Code. (Draft EIR, p. 3.10-32.) The water 
supply assessment functions to bridge any disconnect between land use decisions and available 
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water supply. When the water supply for a project will include groundwater, the water supply 
assessment must analyze the sufficiency of any groundwater basin to meet the project’s demand 
unless addressed in the applicable UWMP. (See Water Code, § 10910(e).) The commenter does not 
raise specific issues related to the Draft EIR or the analysis of environmental impacts.  

145-9 
Regarding clarification of the SGMA requirements for GSPs, please see response to comment 73-2. 
The text on Draft EIR page 3.10-32 mentions alternative GSPs: “Further, as described above, the 
medium- and high-priority basins in the Plan area are developing GSPs or have submitted alternative 
plans to comply with SGMA and manage groundwater to conserve supplies. The GSPs are required to 
provide mechanisms that allow the sustainable use of groundwater, with growth projections 
considered.” 

145-10 
The comment provides information related to the status of the approved alternative GSP for the 
Livermore Valley Groundwater Basin. This information is consistent with the status description 
provide in Table 3.10-4 on page 3.10-16 of the Draft EIR. The comment also indicates that the Plan 
would need to be consistent with “the Alternative GSP and Zone 7’s Sustainable Groundwater 
Management Ordinance, as well as the State’s Water Recycling Policy (and associated orders), and 
the County’s Water Wells Ordinance” to support the goals of the alternative GSP for the Livermore 
Valley Groundwater Basin. As articulated throughout the Draft EIR, the analyses assume that 
subsequent discretionary projects under the Plan would be required to be consistent with local plans 
and regulations.  

The Draft EIR does not address impacts at a project-specific level, nor does it address impacts of the 
myriad of specific programs or projects affecting the nine counties and 101 cities covered by the 
proposed Plan, but which could affect implementation of specific development projects. Such 
environmental analyses will occur, as appropriate, for specific program implementation or 
development and infrastructure projects. This comment does not raise environmental issues or 
concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR that are applicable to 
the programmatic scope of an EIR on a regional-scale plan. The comment is noted for consideration 
during project review.  

145-11 
The comment references text in Section 3.10.1, “Environmental Setting,” that is intended to provide an 
overview of the existing conditions throughout the nine-county Plan area. The text quoted in the 
comment, from the first sentence of the last paragraph on page 3.10-5 of the draft EIR, has been 
revised as follows to reflect the most current information available from the San Francisco Bay 
RWQCB: 

Groundwater is used for numerous purposes, including municipal and industrial water supply, 
in the Bay Area; however, it accounts for only about 5 20 percent of total water consumption 
(San Francisco Bay RWQCB 2021).  

The description that follows appropriately acknowledges the variation in water availability and quality 
throughout the Plan area; noting, for example, that “some of the larger basins (such as Santa Clara 
Valley, Napa-Sonoma Valley, and Petaluma Valley) can produce large volumes of groundwater and 
generally have good water quality” (Draft EIR page 3.10-5). Assessment of the potential for Plan 
implementation to substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater 
recharge in a manner that may impede sustainable groundwater management at a regional scale is 
provided in Impact HYDRO-2, beginning on page 3.10-30 of the Draft EIR.  
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Refer also to the discussion of existing water supply sources in Section 3.14, “Public Utilities and 
Facilities,” which identifies the Santa Clara Valley, Napa-Sonoma Valley, Petaluma Valley, Livermore 
Valley, and Westside as the groundwater basins most intensively used for water supply. Groundwater 
is also an important local supply source for ACWD, BAWSCA member agencies, SCVWD, SFPUC, and 
Sonoma Water (Draft EIR page 3.14-8). Water supply to serve existing demand and implementation 
of the Plan to accommodate reasonably foreseeable future development is discussed in Impact PUF-
2 beginning on page 3.14-43 of the Draft EIR. This assessment is based the projected water supplies 
and demands from the most recent urban water management plans (as summarized in Table 3.14-2 
in the Draft EIR). The proposed Plan is not anticipated to increase demand for agricultural water 
supply because it has the potential to convert agricultural land to non-agricultural uses (see Impact 
AGF-1 on Draft EIR pp. 3.3-16 to 3.3-21). For this reason, the analysis of water availability is focused on 
urban water supply. 

145-12 
The comment provides information related to the importance of protecting groundwater basins. This 
comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for consideration during project review. 

145-13 
The comment repeats Comment 145-4. Please see Response to Comment 145-4. 

145-14 
See Response to Comment 76-10 for a discussion related to the need to update the Draft EIR to reflect 
2020 UWMPs. 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 146 

This letter number is not used.  

Letter 147 

This letter number is not used.  
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Letter 148 
Bruce Irion  
August 2, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

148-1 
See Response to Comment 9-1 and “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” for a discussion on 
regional job growth and assumptions used in the Draft EIR.  

148-2 
See Response to Comment 9-1 and “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” for a discussion on 
regional job growth and assumptions used in the Draft EIR. See Master Response 4 for a discussion 
on alternative growth scenarios.  

148-3 
The purpose of an EIR is to analyze the potential environmental effects of a proposed project; disclose 
the environmental impacts of a proposed project to decision makers, responsible and trustee 
agencies, and members of the public; recommend mitigation measures to mitigate significant 
adverse impacts; and, analyze a range of reasonable alternatives to a proposed project (see Section 1.2 
of the Draft EIR, “Purpose of This EIR”). The subject EIR fulfills these requirements. See Response to 
Comment 9-1 and “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” for discussion related to regional 
job growth and assumptions used in the Draft EIR.  

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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Letter 149 
City of Cupertino 
Darcy Paul, Mayor 
August 19, 2021 
Thank you for your comments. Your interest is appreciated, and your comments are now part of the 
official record on the proposed Plan. 

149-1 
The comment is an introductory statement. See Responses to Comments 149-2 through 149-5. 

149-2 
See Response to Comment 9-1 and “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” for a discussion on 
regional job growth and assumptions used in the Draft EIR. For a discussion of local control over 
density, housing, and development, refer to “Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and 
Authority.” 

The commenter provides comments regarding proposed Plan strategies. The MTC Commission and 
ABAG Executive Board will consider these comments as part of their overall consideration of the 
proposed Plan.  

149-3 
The comment correctly identifies some of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the proposed 
Plan and ways in which the TRA Focus Alternative is environmentally superior to the proposed Plan. 
See Master Response 4 for a discussion related to the alternatives process under CEQA, including 
identification of the environmentally superior alternative and how an alternative is adopted.  

149-4 
See Response to Comment 9-1 and “Master Response 1: Regional Growth Forecast” for discussion 
relevant to jobs housing balance. For a discussion of local control over density, housing, and 
development, refer to “Master Response 6: MTC and ABAG Roles and Authority.” 

The MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board will consider this comment as part of their overall 
consideration of the proposed Plan. 
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3 REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR 

This chapter identifies proposed errata, changes, and clarifications to the Draft EIR. The revisions are 
presented in the order in which they appear in the EIR. These are minor changes that merely clarify, 
amplify, or make insignificant modifications to text in the Draft EIR. These text revisions make 
corrections and/or address comments and do not result in substantive changes that would rise to the 
level of “significant new information” requiring recirculation.  

Under Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, recirculation of an EIR is required when “significant new 
information” is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the Draft EIR for public 
review but prior to certification of the Final EIR. “Significant new information” requiring recirculation 
includes, for example, a disclosure showing that: 

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation 
measure proposed to be implemented. 

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation 
measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. 

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously 
analyzed would clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the project, but the 
project’s proponents decline to adopt it. 

(4) The Draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that 
meaningful public review and comment were precluded (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5).  

Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies 
or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR. The above standard is intended to avoid 
“endless rounds of revision and recirculation of EIRs” (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents 
of the University of California (1993) 6 Cal. 4th 1112, 1132). “Recirculation was intended to be an exception, 
rather than the general rule” (Ibid). 

CEQA case law emphasizes that “‘[t]he CEQA reporting process is not designed to freeze the ultimate 
proposal in the precise mold of the initial project; indeed, new and unforeseen insights may emerge 
during investigation, evoking revision of the original proposal’” (Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of 
Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 736–737; see also River Valley Preservation Project v. Metropolitan 
Transit Development Bd. (1995) 37 Cal.App.4th 154, 168, fn. 11). “‘CEQA compels an interactive process 
of assessment of environmental impacts and responsive project modification which must be genuine. 
It must be open to the public, premised upon a full and meaningful disclosure of the scope, purposes, 
and effect of a consistently described project, with flexibility to respond to unforeseen insights that 
emerge from the process.’ In short, a project must be open for public discussion and subject to agency 
modification during the CEQA process” (Concerned Citizens of Costa Mesa, Inc. v. 33rd Dist. 
Agricultural Assn. (1986) 42 Cal.3d 929, 936).  

As demonstrated in this Final EIR, and summarized below, the revisions to the Draft EIR do not fall 
into any of the four circumstances identified by CEQA as triggering recirculation. MTC and ABAG have 
determined that the provisions of Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines are not triggered and 
recirculation of this EIR is not required. A more detailed description and substantiation of this 
determination will be included in the CEQA Findings of Fact. 

Of the text changes listed on the following pages: thirteen (13) include minor revisions to the Project 
Description; approximately 30 make minor clarifications and corrections to environmental and 
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regulatory setting information; one (1) includes the addition of a reference document; approximately 
fifteen (15) include minor clarifications to text in impact discussions as a result of comment letters and 
24 include minor corrections to impact discussions as a result of the refinements to the travel model 
assumptions (see “Master Response 8: Refinements of Travel Modeling Assumptions); seven (7) 
include the addition of text to existing mitigation measures; and 16 include clarifications to 
alternatives discussions.  

As explained in each of the corresponding responses to comments in Chapter 2 of this Final EIR, the 
revisions and clarifications made in responses to comments serve to amplify and add detail to the 
existing discussion in the Draft EIR, including the environmental setting, environmental impacts, and 
mitigation measures. Regarding additional or corrected language in mitigation measures, the edits 
do not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of any environmental impact because 
the impacts were already identified in the Draft EIR, and these edits supplement existing Draft EIR 
mitigation measures. Regarding revisions to tables related to the travel model refinements, see 
“Master Response 8: Refinements of Travel Modeling Assumptions,” which explains that while there 
would be minor changes in the overall reduction of VMT because of the model refinements, these 
changes do not alter the conclusions of the EIR with respect to the significance of impacts or 
substantially change the severity of significant impacts; nor do the refinements present new 
information not previously included in the Draft EIR. As noted in Master Response 8, the model 
refinements are not considered new information as defined in Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, 
because they do not change any impact significance conclusions or result in a substantial increase in 
the severity of impacts; nor do the refinements present new information not previously included in 
the Draft EIR.  

For the reasons described above, these revisions do not constitute significant new information, as 
defined under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 , and recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required. 

The following pages list the text revisions to the Draft EIR. Each text revision lists the Draft EIR page 
number(s) where the revision is being made. New text is underlined and deleted text is shown in 
strikeout.  

3.1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In addition to the specific text changes listed below for the Draft EIR Executive Summary, Table ES-1, 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures, has been revised to reflect the changes from this Final 
EIR. Revised Table ES-1 is included as Appendix A.  

Page ES-18 -- The text on page ES-18, under Mitigation Measure AQ-3(b), is revised as follows: 

MTC and ABAG, in partnership with BAAQMD and the Port of Oakland, and other agency 
partners, shall work together to secure incentive funding to reduce on-road mobile-source PM 
emissions from heavy duty trucks, diesel train engines, vessels and harbor craft, and cargo 
handling equipment as well as entrained PM sources such as tire wear, brake wear, and 
roadway dust.  



Plan Bay Area 2050 3. Revisions to the Draft EIR 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission & Final EIR | October 2021 
Association of Bay Area Governments 3-3 

Page ES-23 -- The text beginning on page ES-23, under Mitigation Measure BIO-1(a) is revised as 
follows:  

Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1(a) Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall implement 
measures, where feasible and necessary based on project- and site-specific considerations, 
that include those identified below: 

 Implementing agencies shall require project sponsors to prepare biological resource 
assessments for specific projects proposed in areas known or likely to contain habitat 
suitable for special-status plants and wildlife. The assessment shall be conducted by 
qualified professionals pursuant to adopted protocols and agency guidelines, where 
applicable. Where the biological resource assessments establish that mitigation is required 
to avoid and minimize direct and indirect adverse effects on special-status plant and 
wildlife species, or compensate for unavoidable effects, mitigation shall be developed 
consistent with the requirements or standards of CEQA, USFWS, CDFW, and local 
regulations and guidelines, in addition to requirements of any applicable and adopted 
HCP/NCCP or other applicable plans developed to protect species or habitat.  

 In support of CEQA, NEPA, CDFW, USFWS, and NOAA Fisheries review and permitting 
processes for individual proposed Plan projects, pre-project biological surveys shall be 
conducted as part of the environmental review process to determine the presence and 
extent of sensitive habitats and species in the project vicinity. Surveys shall follow 
established methods and shall be conducted at times when the subject species is most 
likely to be identified. In cases where impacts on State- or federally listed plant or wildlife 
species are possible, formal protocol-level surveys may be required on a species-by-species 
basis to determine the local presence and distribution of these species. Coordination with 
CDFW, USFWS, and NOAA Fisheries, as appropriate, shall be conducted early in the 
planning process at an informal level for projects that could adversely affect federal or State 
candidate, proposed, threatened, or endangered species to determine the need for 
consultation or permitting actions. Projects shall obtain incidental take authorization from 
the permitting agencies, as required, before project implementation. 

 A species and habitat compensation plan shall be prepared and implemented for 
unavoidable direct impacts on special-status plant species and shall be reviewed and 
approved by the resource agencies and lead agency prior to project approval. The plan shall 
identify effective methods for reestablishing the affected species and habitat, including 
but not limited to seed collection, salvage of root masses, and planting seeds and/or root 
masses in an area with suitable conditions. The plan shall also specify a monitoring 
program designed to evaluate success in reestablishing the affected species and habitat, 
and remedial measures that shall be followed if the project is not meeting specified 
performance criteria. The monitoring program shall be designed and implemented to 
evaluate the current and probable future health of the resources, and their ability to sustain 
populations in keeping with natural populations following the completion of the program. 
Remedial measures are highly dependent upon the species and habitats in question, but 
generally shall include but not be limited to invasive species management, predator 
control, access control, replanting and reseeding of appropriate habitat elements, 
regarding, and propagation and seed bulking programs. 
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 Project designs shall be reconfigured, whenever practicable, to avoid special-status species 
and sensitive habitats. Projects shall minimize ground disturbances and transportation 
project footprints near sensitive areas to the extent practicable. 

 Temporary access roads and staging areas shall not be located within the areas containing 
sensitive plants or wildlife species wherever feasible, to avoid or minimize impacts on these 
species. 

 Project activities in the vicinity of sensitive resources shall be completed during the period 
that best avoids disturbance to plant and wildlife species present to the extent feasible. 

 Individual projects shall minimize the use of in-water construction methods in areas that 
support sensitive aquatic species, especially when listed species could be present. 

 If equipment needs to operate in any watercourse with flowing or standing water where 
special-status species may be affected, a qualified biological resource monitor shall be 
present to alert construction crews to the possible presence of such special-status species.  

 If project activities involve pile driving or vibratory hammering in or near water, interim 
hydroacoustic threshold criteria for protected fish species shall be adopted as set forth by 
the Interagency Fisheries Hydroacoustic Working Group, as well as other avoidance 
methods to reduce the adverse effects of construction to sensitive fish, piscivorous birds, 
and marine mammal species. 

 A qualified biologist shall locate and fence off sensitive resources before construction 
activities begin and, where required, shall inspect areas to ensure that barrier fencing, 
stakes, and setback buffers are maintained during construction. 

 For work sites located adjacent to special-status plant or wildlife populations, a biological 
resource education program shall be provided for construction crews and contractors 
(primarily crew and construction foremen) before construction activities begin. 

 Biological monitoring shall be considered for areas near identified habitat for State- and 
federally listed species, and a “no take” approach shall be taken whenever feasible during 
construction near special-status plant and wildlife species. 

 Mitigation Measure NOISE-1 shall be implemented when permanent or temporary noise 
has been identified as a potential impact on wildlife. 

 Impacts resulting from nighttime lighting associated with construction and future 
permanent lighting shall be assessed at the project level. This assessment shall include an 
analysis of current light sources in the vicinity of the project. All feasible measures to reduce 
impacts from nighttime lighting shall be considered and implemented at the project level 
based on site-specific conditions. They may include but shall not be limited to the following 
measures: 

 To the extent feasible, nighttime lighting sources shall not be installed in areas that 
support highly sensitive natural resources. 

 Nighttime lighting shall be directed at the construction or project site and away from 
sensitive habitats. Light glare shields shall be used to reduce the extent of illumination 
onto adjoining areas. Permanent lighting shall be shielded and directed at intended 
use areas.  

 LEDs or bulbs installed as part of a project shall be rated to emit or produce light at or 
under 2700 Kelvin, which results in the output of a warm white color spectrum. 
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 Physical barriers, including solid concrete barriers or privacy slats in cyclone fencing, 
shall be installed where they have the potential to reduce illumination from overhead 
lights and vehicle lights. Barriers should only be utilized as a light pollution 
minimization measure if they do not create a substantial barrier to wildlife movement 
such that the height and/or width of the barrier do not allow wildfire to move through 
the area. Additional barrier types should be employed when feasible, such as privacy 
slats into the spacing of cyclone fencing to create light barriers for areas outside the 
roadway. 

 Reflective highway markers shall be used to reduce raptor collisions on roadways. 

 Projects on previously unlit roadways with adjacent sensitive habitat and open space 
shall explore design options that address safety needs without the use of artificial 
lighting. 

 If nighttime lighting has the potential to result in adverse effects on a listed or 
candidate wildlife species (e.g., a nest, den, or other important habitat feature is 
identified near the project site), then consultation with the appropriate natural 
resource agency may be required. 

 Fencing and/or walls shall be built to avoid temporary or permanent access of humans or 
domestic animals from development areas into areas occupied by special status species. 
Spoils, trash, or any debris shall be removed offsite to an approved disposal facility. 

 Project activities shall comply with existing local regulations and policies, including 
applicable HCP/NCCPs, that exceed or reasonably replace any of the above measures 
protective of special-status species. 

 Compensatory mitigation for unavoidable loss of habitat or other impacts on special-status 
species may be achieved in advance of impacts through the purchase or creation of 
mitigation credits or the implementation of mitigation projects through Regional Advance 
Mitigation Planning (RAMP) (i.e., Conservation and Mitigation Banking, natural community 
conservation planning, Regional Conservation Investment Strategies), as deemed 
appropriate by the permitting agencies. Projects will prioritize mitigation banking within 
the same county as the project, if possible (i.e., if mitigation banks or mitigation credits are 
available in a given county). 

The text beginning in first bulleted item on page 3.5-26, under Mitigation Measure BIO-2, is revised as 
follows:  

Implementing agencies shall require project sponsors to prepare biological resource 
assessments for specific projects proposed in areas containing, or likely to contain, 
jurisdictional waters or other sensitive or special-status communities. These assessments shall 
be conducted by qualified professionals in accordance with agency guidelines and standards. 
Qualified professionals shall reference applicable regional data sources for wetland mapping, 
which may include, but not be limited to, the Adaptation Atlas (San Francisco Estuary Institute 
2021), Recovery Plan for Tidal Marsh Ecosystems of Northern and Central California (USFWS 
2013), and the 2015 Bay Ecosystem Habitat Goals Update (Goals Project 2015). Where the 
biological resource assessments establish that mitigation is required to avoid and minimize 
direct and indirect adverse effects on State- or federally protected wetlands, or compensate 
for unavoidable effects, mitigation shall be developed consistent with the requirements or 
standards of USACE, EPA, RWQCB, and CDFW, and local regulations and guidelines, in 
addition to requirements of any applicable and adopted HCP/NCCP or other applicable plans 
developed to protect these resources. In keeping with the “no net loss” policy for jurisdictional 
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waters (i.e., wetlands and other waters of the United States or State), project designs shall be 
configured, whenever possible, to avoid wetlands and other waters and avoid disturbances to 
wetlands and riparian corridors to preserve both the habitat and the overall ecological 
functions of these areas. Projects shall minimize ground disturbances and transportation 
project footprints near such areas to the extent practicable. 

The text beginning in first bulleted item on page 3.5-30, under Mitigation Measure BIO-3(a), is revised 
as follows: 

Mitigation Measure BIO-3(a) Implementing agencies shall require project sponsors to 
prepare detailed analyses for specific projects affecting ECA lands to determine the wildlife 
species that may use these areas and the habitats those species require. Projects that would 
not affect ECA lands but that are located within or adjacent to open space lands, including 
wildlands and agricultural lands, or otherwise may contain land used as wildlife movement 
corridors (e.g., green belts in urban areas) shall also assess whether significant wildlife corridors 
are present, what wildlife species may use them, and what habitat those species require. The 
assessment shall be conducted by qualified professionals and according to applicable agency 
standards with consideration of the local, regional, and global context of landscape 
connectivity for a given project in a given area.  

Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall implement measures, where feasible 
and necessary based on project- and site-specific considerations, that include those identified 
below: 

 Design projects to minimize impacts on wildlife movement and habitat connectivity and 
preserve existing and functional wildlife corridors. 

 Design projects to promote wildlife corridor redundancy by including multiple 
connections between habitat patches. 

 Consult relevant guidance documents regarding wildlife movement and habitat 
connectivity during the project design phase, including but not limited to statewide and 
Bay Area region guides (e.g., CLN mapping, CDFW’s California Wildlife Barriers 2020 
[CDFW 2020], the California Department of Transportation’s Wildlife Crossings Guidance 
Manual [Meese et al. 2007], Critical Linkages: Bay Area & Beyond [Penrod et al. 2013]), and 
local guides (e.g., Gray et al. 2018; Diamond and Snyder 2016). 

 Conduct wildlife movement studies for projects that may fragment or constrict regional or 
local corridors and impede use to nursery sites. These studies will include, but would not 
be limited to, the following objectives: identify activity levels and directional wildlife 
movement trends within the study area, consult the California Fish Passage Assessment 
Database (CALFISH database) to identify potential fish barrier locations and conduct first 
pass and second pass fish assessments as necessary, assess current functionality of existing 
underpasses, and determine what species or groups of species exhibit sensitivity to the 
existing roadways. Movement studies shall identify project-specific measures to avoid or 
mitigate impacts on corridors and movement to nursery sites that may include, but are not 
limited to, developing alternative project designs that allow wider movement corridors to 
remain; provide for buffer zones adjacent to corridors, such as passive recreation zones; 
implement physical barriers that prevent human and/or domestic predator entry into the 
corridor or block noise and lighting from development; incorporate shielded and directed 
lighting in areas near corridors; implement a “natives only” landscaping policy within 200 
feet of identified wildlife corridors; incorporate periodic larger habitat patches along a 
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corridor’s length; minimize the number of road crossings of identified wildlife corridors; and 
replace roadway culverts with bridges to allow for wildlife movement. 

 For projects that cannot avoid significant impacts on wildlife movement corridors or native 
wildlife nursery areas, consult with CDFW to determine appropriate measures to minimize 
direct and indirect impacts and implement measures to mitigate impacts on wildlife 
corridors or native wildlife nursery sites.  

 Conduct site-specific analyses of opportunities to preserve or improve habitat linkages 
with areas on- and off-site. Preservation or improvements of habitat on both sides of a 
wildlife crossing should be prioritized. 

 Analyze habitat linkages and wildlife movement corridors on a broad scale for long linear 
projects with the possibility of adversely affecting wildlife movement to avoid critical 
narrow choke points that could reduce function of recognized movement corridor. 

 Construct wildlife-friendly overpasses and culverts. These structures should be designed to 
meet the needs of appropriate species, considering factors such as the size or diameter of 
the structure, interval frequency, and/or physical design to allow conditions similar to the 
surrounding habitat. 

 Upgrade existing culverts or implement directional fencing to guide animals to existing 
culverts or underpasses when conducting expansion or enhancement projects on existing 
roads. 

 Fence major transportation corridors in the vicinity of identified wildlife corridors. 

 Use wildlife-friendly fences that allow larger wildlife, such as deer, to cross over and smaller 
wildlife to move under. 

 For projects that require the placement of stream culverts in a fish spawning stream, follow 
USACE, NOAA Fisheries, USFWS, and CDFW permit conditions and design requirements 
to allow fish passage through the culverts. 

 Limit wildland conversions in identified wildlife corridors such that the function of the 
wildlife corridor is not impaired.  

 Retain wildlife-friendly vegetation in and around developments. 

 Monitor and maintain fencing, under crossings, and/or other crossing structures as needed 
to ensure corridor permeability and functionality. Development and implementation of a 
fencing and wildlife crossing structure maintenance plan is recommended to maintain 
permeability for wildlife across corridors. 

 Prohibit construction activities within 500 feet of occupied breeding areas for wildlife 
afforded protection pursuant to Title 14 Section 460 of the California Code of Regulations 
protecting fur-bearing mammals, during the breeding season. 

 Comply with existing local regulations and policies, including applicable HCP/NCCPs, that 
exceed or reasonably replace any of the above measures to protect wildlife corridors.  
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3.2 CHAPTER 2, “PROJECT DESCRIPTION” 

Page 2-21 -- The text on page 2-21, in Table 2-7, is revised as follows: 

T11 Public Transit Ferry | Service Frequency Boost | GGBHTD | Larkspur-San Francisco MRN, SF 

Public Transit Ferry | Service Frequency Boost | WETA REG 

Public Transit Ferry | Service Expansion | WETA | Berkeley-San Francisco ALA, SF 

Public Transit Ferry | Service Expansion | WETA | San Francisco Mission Bay-Alameda-Richmond-Vallejo ALA, CC, SF 

Public Transit Ferry | Service Expansion | WETA | Redwood City-San Francisco-Oakland ALA, SF, SM 

Public Transit Rail | Modernization & Electrification | Caltrain/High Speed Rail | San Francisco to San Jose SF, SM, SCL 

Public Transit Rail | Service Frequency Boost | ACE | System ALA, SCL 

Public Transit Rail | Service Frequency Boost | BART | System ("Core Capacity") ALA, CC, SF, SM, SCL 

Public Transit Rail | Service Frequency Boost | Caltrain | System SF, SM, SCL 

 

Page 2-22 -- The text on page 2-22, in Table 2-8, is replaced by Table 3.2-1: 

Table 3.2-1: Transportation System Capacity (2015–2050) 

Facility Type 
Base Year, 

2015 
Proposed Plan, 

2050 
Change, 2015 to 2050 

Numerical Percent 

Freeway Lane-Miles 5,440 5,880 5,840 +440 +400 +8% +7% 

Expressway Lane-Miles 1,080 1,120 1,140 +40 +60 +4% +5% 

Arterial Lane-Miles 8,670 8,640 8,670 -30 +3 -< 1% 

Collector Lane-Miles 5,690 5,690 0 0% 

Total Roadway Lane-Miles 20,880 20,870 21,340 21,330 +460 +2% 

Daily Local Bus Seat-Miles 9,124,000 9,125,000 13,213,000 13,231,000 +4,089,000 +4,106,000 +45% 

Daily Express Bus Seat-Miles 1,987,000 1,992,000 4,759,000 4,758,000 +2,772,000 +2,765,000 +140% +139% 

Daily Light Rail Seat-Miles 2,065,000 3,304,000 +1,239,000 +60% 

Daily Heavy Rail Seat-Miles 12,113,000 21,343,000 +9,230,000 +76% 

Daily Commuter Rail Seat-Miles 4,995,000 19,593,000 +14,598,000 +292% 

Daily Ferry Seat-Miles 687,900 2,884,000 +2,196,000 +319% 

Total Daily Transit Seat-Miles 30,972,000 30,979,000 65,097,000 65,114,000 +34,125,000 +34,134,000 +110% 
Notes: Numbers less than 1 are shown as “<1”. Whole numbers have been rounded (between 0 and 10 to the nearest whole number, between 11 
and 999 to the nearest 10, between 1,000 and 1,000,000 to the nearest 100, above 1,000,000 to the nearest 1,000). Figures may not sum because of 
independent rounding. 
Source: Data compiled by MTC and ABAG in 2021 

 

Page 2-23 -- The text in the first paragraph on page 2-23 is revised as follows: 

Roadway Network: The region’s base year roadway network (2015 conditions) is composed of 
about 20,900 lane-miles, with approximately one third of the lane-miles designated as 
freeways and expressways and two thirds as arterials and collectors. Compared to 2015 
conditions, implementing the proposed Plan would add approximately 460 lane-miles, an 
increase of 2 percent to the region’s total roadway lane-miles. New freeway lane-miles would 
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account for about 96 87 percent of the 460 new lane-miles. A major component of these new 
lane-miles is related to Transportation Strategy T12, “Build an Integrated Regional Express Land 
and Express Bus Network.” Implementing the proposed Plan would result in a net decrease of 
arterial lane-miles, in part the result of a Transportation Strategy T09, “Advance Regional Vision 
Zero Policy through Street Design and Reduced Speeds,” through actions such as the removal 
of travel lanes. 

Page 2-27 -- The text in the first paragraph on page 2-27 is revised as follows: 

Regional Travel 

Table 2-11 summarizes the changes in average daily travel metrics from 2015 to proposed Plan 
conditions. As previously noted, according to the regional growth forecast, demand on the 
transportation systems would increase. Total trips are forecasted to grow by 27 30 percent, which 
is a smaller amount of growth than that forecasted for population growth, meaning there would 
be fewer trips per capita in the 2050. Furthermore, commute trips are forecasted to grow by 12 
21 percent, which is less than the growth in employed residents noted in Table 2-11.  

The daily number of vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled (VMT)—a key metric for this 
program EIR and discussed in more detail in Section 3.15, “Transportation”—are forecasted to 
increase from 2015, albeit at a rate slower than forecasted population growth. As a result, daily 
VMT per capita is forecasted to decrease over time, meaning that in 2050, people and workers 
are forecasted to drive less, either by reducing the length of their trips and/or by making less 
auto trips by using alternative modes, such as transit, walking, or biking. Transit boardings and 
transit passenger miles are forecasted to increase by 133 145 and 168 190 percent, respectively, 
in part because of the proposed Plan’s integrated strategies that change land use activity 
(forecasted development pattern) and invest in transit systems. Finally, minimal changes to 
roadway capacity, discussed in the prior section, coupled with a growing region, would lead to 
more hours of vehicle delay forecasted on the region’s roadway systems.  

The text in the last paragraph on page 2-27 is revised as follows: 

Table 2-12 compares average trip characteristics for commute and non-commute trips 
between 2015 and proposed Plan 2050 conditions. Implementation of the proposed Plan’s 
integrated strategies results in a more compact forecasted development pattern, where 
regional subareas (e.g., North Bay) and subarea counties converge toward the regional jobs-
housing ratio. Changes to the forecasted development pattern result in an 8 7-percent 
reduction in average trip lengths, for both commute and non-commute trips.  

The text in Table 2-11, on page 2-27, is revised as follows: 

Table 2-11: Summary of Daily Travel Metrics 

 Base Year, 
2015 

Proposed Plan, 
2050 

Change, 2015 to 2050 

Numerical Percent 

Daily Commute Trips 8,360,000 8,366,000 9,324,000 10,108,000 +964,000 +1,742,000 +12% +21% 

Daily Non-commute Trips 17,939,000 17,943,000 24,197,000 24,095,000 +6,258,000 +6,152,000 +35% +34% 

Daily Trips Subtotal 26,299,000 26,309,000 33,521,000 34,203,000 +7,222,000 +7,895,000 +27% +30% 

Daily Vehicle Trips 20,896,000 20,921,000 23,487,000 23,950,000 +2,591,000 +2,566,000 +12% +14% 

Daily Vehicle Trips with Strategy EN09 20,896,000 20,921,000 23,222,000 23,685,000 +2,326,000 +2,764,000 +11% +13% 

Daily VMT 155,006,000 155,305,000 181,917,000 186,742,000 +26,911,000 +31,437,000 +17% +20% 
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 Base Year, 
2015 

Proposed Plan, 
2050 

Change, 2015 to 2050 

Numerical Percent 

Daily VMT with Strategy EN09 155,006,000 155,305,000 175,497,000 180,309,000 +20,491,000 +25,004,000 +13% +16% 

Daily VMT per Capita 20.4 20.5 17.5 18.0 -2.9 -2.5 -14% -12% 

Daily VMT per Capita with Strategy EN09 20.4 20.5 16.9 17.4 -3.5 -3.1 -17% -15% 

Daily Vehicle Hours of Recurring Delay 264,500 258,900 644,200 710,600 +379,800 +451,700 +144% +175% 

Daily Transit Boardings 1,703,000 1,687,000 3,964,000 4,128,000 +2,261,000 +2,441,000 +133% +145% 

Daily Transit Passenger Miles 11,292,000 11,068,000 30,245,000 32,099,000 +18,953,000 +21,030,000 +168% +190% 
Notes: Whole numbers have been rounded (between 1,000 and 1,000,000 to the nearest 100, above 1,000,000 to the nearest 1,000). Unless 
specified, daily travel metrics do not account for effects of implementing Strategy EN09 because of modeling limitations. 
Source: Data compiled by MTC and ABAG in 2021 

 

Page 2-28 -- The text in the first paragraph on page 2-28 is revised as follows: 

Conversely, the average trip time is forecasted to increase by 11 13 percent between 2015 and 
proposed Plan 2050 conditions. This increase is not uniform across modes, as summarized in 
Table 2-13. The average auto trip time is forecasted to increase by 10 12% over the baseline, 
whereas walk and bike trip times are forecasted to decrease by 3 and 4 percent, respectively. 
Transit trip times, which have trip times more than double the regional average, are also 
forecasted to increase, but at a rate less than for auto trips. 

The text in Table 2-12, on page 2-28, is revised as follows: 

Table 2-12: Average Trip Length (Miles) by Purpose 

 Base Year, 
2015 

Proposed Plan, 
2050 

Change, 2015 to 2050 

Numerical Percent 

Commute 9.8 9.6 -0.3 -0.2 -3% -2% 

Non-commute 4.7 4.3 -0.3 -0.4 -7% -8% 

Regional Total 6.3 5.8 5.9 -0.5 -0.4 -8% -7% 
Note: Average trip lengths do not account for effects of implementing Strategy EN09 because of modeling limitations. 
Source: Data compiled by MTC and ABAG in 2021 

 

The text in Table 2-13, on page 2-28, is revised as follows: 

Table 2-13: Average Trip Time (Minutes) by Mode 
 Base Year, 

2015 
Proposed Plan, 

2050 
Change, 2015 to 2050 

Numerical Percent 

Auto (“Vehicle”) 13.5 14.9 15.2 +1.4 +1.6 +10% +12% 

Transit 36.1 35.9 36.5 36.8 +0.5 +0.9 +1% +2% 

Bike 11.0 10.5 -0.5 -0.4 -4% 

Walk 17.0 16.5 -0.4 -0.5 -3% 

Regional Total 15.2 15.1 16.8 17.0 +1.7 +1.9 +11% +13% 
Note: Average trip times do not account for effects of implementing Strategy EN09 because of modeling limitations. 
Source: Data compiled by MTC and ABAG in 2021 
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The text in the last paragraph on page 2-28 is revised as follows: 

Daily Trips by Mode 

The transportation strategies discussed in Section 2.2.2, “Proposed Plan Strategies,” generally 
consist of strategies intended to alter the demand on the transportation system or alter the 
supply of the transportation system. Collectively, these strategies, along with changes from the 
forecasted development pattern, have the potential to influence mode choice decisions. 
Implementation of the proposed Plan’s integrated strategies facilitate a 300 310-percent 
growth in bike trips and a 110 118-percent growth in transit trips by 2050. Table 2-14 compares 
the number and share of trips by mode in 2015 and under proposed Plan 2050 conditions. 
While the forecasted shares of the various travel modes remain similar to 2015 conditions, an 
increase in transit and bike share modes is evident. Transit mode share is forecasted to 
increase from 6 percent to 9 percent of total trips by 2050, while bike mode share is forecasted 
to increase from 2 percent to 7 percent by 2050. The auto mode shares—drive alone, carpool 
and ride hail—are forecasted to decrease their collective share over time, from 79 80 percent 
in the baseline to 70 percent in 2050. 

Page 2-29 -- The text in Table 2-14, on page 2-29, is revised as follows: 

Table 2-14: Summary of All Trips by Mode 

 
 Base Year 2015 Proposed Plan, 2050 Change, 2015 to 2050 

Trips % of 
Total Trips % of 

Total Numerical Percent 

Drive Alone 12,030,000 
12,053,000 46% 13,417,000 

13,752,000 40% +1,387,000 
+1,699,000 

+12% 
+14% 

Carpool 8,318,000 32% 9,190,000 
9,281,000 27% +872,800 

+962,800 
+10% 
+12% 

Ride Hail 548,100 
550,400 2% 879,300 

917,800 3% +331,200 
+367,400 

+60% 
+67% 

Auto 
(“Vehicle”) 
Subtotal 

20,896,000 
20,921,000 

79% 
80% 

23,487,000 
23,950,000 70% 

+2,591,000 
+3,029,000 +12% 

+14% 

Transit 1,472,000 
1,465,000 6% 3,087,000 

3,200,000 9% +1,615,000 
+1,735,000 

+110% 
+118% 

Bike 583,800 
584,600 2% 2,336,000 

2,397,000 7% +1,753,000 
+1,812,000 

+300% 
+310% 

Walk 3,348,000 
3,338,000 13% 4,611,000 

4,656,000 14% +1,263,000 
+1,318,000 

+38% 
+39% 

Regional 
Total 

26,299,000 
26,309,000 100% 33,521,000 

34,203,000 100% +7,222,000 
+7,895,000 

+27% 
+30% 

Notes: Whole numbers have been rounded (between 0 and 10 to the nearest whole number, between 11 and 999 to the nearest 10, between 
1,000 and 1,000,000 to the nearest 100, above 1,000,000 to the nearest 1,000). Figures may not sum because of independent rounding. Trips 
and mode share do not account for effects of implementing Strategy EN09 because of modeling limitations. 
Source: Data compiled by MTC and ABAG in 2021 

 

The text on page 2-29 is revised as follows: 

Under the proposed Plan, commute trips represent approximately 28 30 percent of all 
regional trips (see Table 2-11), yet the average distance of commute trips is double the average 
distance of non-commute trips (see Table 2-12). Table 2-15 summarizes how Bay Area workers 
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get to their place of work and includes those workers who work from home (“telecommute”). 
Overall, workers are forecasted to rely less on autos to get to their places of employment. The 
proposed Plan would result in a net reduction in auto modes, from 71 percent to 53 50 percent 
of all commute trips. The number of commuters driving alone is forecasted to fall by 15 17 
percent as a share of all commute trips. Telecommuting is forecasted to see the greatest 
growth from baseline conditions, followed by workers using transit. The increase in 
telecommuting, both in absolute terms and as a share of total trips, is a direct result of 
Strategy EN07, “Expand Commute Trip Reduction Programs at Major Employers.” Similar to 
the findings summarized in Table 2-15, implementation of the proposed Plan’s integrated 
strategies would lead to fewer workers relying on autos to access their places of work and 
would facilitate an increase in trips across alternative modes with bike and transit modes 
forecasted to experience the most growth. 

The text in Table 2-15, on page 2-29, is revised as follows: 

Table 2-15: Summary of Journey to Work by Mode 
 2015 Baseline 2050 Proposed Plan Change, 2015 to 2050 

% of Total % of Total Percent 

Drive Alone 51% 50% 36% 33% -15% -17% 

Carpool 19% 17% 16% -2% -3% 

Ride Hail 1% < 1% < -1% 

Auto (“Vehicle”) Subtotal 70%71% 53% 50% -18% -21% 

Transit 13% 20% 19% +7% +6% 

Bike 3% 7% +4% 

Walk 2% 3% 2% +1% 0% 

Telecommute 10% 11% 17% 22% +7% +11% 
Notes: Workers and Mode share do not account for effects of implementing Strategy EN09 because of modeling limitations. Mode share limited 
to workers who are working on the modeled day.  
Source: Data compiled by MTC and ABAG in 2021 

3.3 DRAFT EIR SECTION 3.2, “AESTHETICS AND VISUAL 
RESOURCES” 

Page 3.2-14 -- The text in the sixth bulleted item under Mitigation Measure AES-1, on page 3.2-14 of the 
Draft EIR, is revised as follows: 

Where highway screening is a required element of a development, design landscaping along 
all highways, including State-designated scenic highways, locally designated scenic highways, 
and highway corridors in rural and open space areas to add natural elements and visual 
interest to soften the hard-edged, linear travel experience that would otherwise occur. Retain 
or replace trees bordering highways so that clear-cutting is not evident.  
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3.4 DRAFT EIR SECTION 3.4, “AIR QUALITY” 

Page 3.4-17 -- The text beginning on page 3.4-17 is revised as follows: 

Seaport Air Quality 2020 and Beyond Plan – Port of Oakland 

The Port of Oakland (Port) published the Seaport Air Quality 2020 and Beyond Plan in 2019 as 
the Port’s master plan to becoming a zero-emissions seaport. This plan focuses on reducing 
GHG, criteria air pollutant, and toxic air contaminant emissions, with a focus on reducing diesel 
PM to improve public health in the surrounding community. The plan evaluates measures to 
reduce emissions through 2050. The Port intends to regularly update the plan with the first 
plan update anticipated in 2023. The goals and strategies in the plan build upon the framework 
for air quality efforts set forth in the MAQIP, focusing on the MAQIP’s goal to reduce diesel PM 
emissions and achieve or exceed the State’s 2030 and 2050 GHG reduction targets and zero-
emissions initiatives. The strategies included in the plan include: continued reduction of 
emissions, promotion of the pathway to zero emissions, developing infrastructure, building 
and strengthening partnerships, engaging stakeholders, and pursuing external funding. 

Maritime Air Quality Improvement Plan – Port of Oakland 

In collaboration with a task force of diverse stakeholders, the Port of Oakland (Port) developed 
the Maritime Air Quality Improvement Plan (MAQIP) to guide its efforts to reduce criteria 
pollutants, notably diesel PM, associated with maritime (seaport) activities at the Port. The 
MAQIP is the Port’s master plan to reduce air pollution from both mobile and stationary 
on/near-shore and off-shore sources at the seaport. It not only supports current and future 
State and local emission reduction requirements but enhances these requirements through 
early implementation goals and by targeting emission reductions that exceed legally 
mandated requirements.  

The MAQIP builds upon the Port Maritime Air Quality Policy Statement (Port Air Quality 
Statement), adopted by the Board of Port Commissioners in March 2008. The Port Air Quality 
Statement sets a goal of reducing the excess community cancer health risk related to 
exposure to diesel PM emissions associated with the Port’s maritime operations by 85 percent 
from 2005 to 2020, through all practicable and feasible means. It also commits the Port to 
implement early action emissions reduction measures to reduce the duration of the public’s 
exposure to emissions that may cause health risk, through all practical and feasible means. 

Comprehensive Truck Management Plan – Port of Oakland 

The Port of Oakland initiated development of the Comprehensive Truck Management Plan 
(CTMP) in early 2007 through the establishment of a technical advisory committee. The 
purpose of the CTMP is to address air quality, safety and security, business and operations, and 
community issues associated with drayage trucks serving the Port. As part of implementing 
the CTMP, the Port has developed a truck registry for trucks serving the seaport, supported 
compliance with truck-related regulations to reduce emissions of air pollutants, increased 
safety and security domain awareness, improved operational efficiencies, reduced traffic and 
congestion, and involved and educated stakeholders. 

Waterfront Plan Update - Port of San Francisco  

The Port of San Francisco’s Waterfront Plan, last updated in 2016, addresses environmental 
sustainability at the port in areas of air, climate, water, land, community, energy, transportation, 
and buildings. With respect to air quality, the plan identifies multiple strategies and active 
programs that would reduce emissions from the port. These include implementing shoreside 
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power projects that provide zero-emission power for large ships, using renewable diesel fuel 
in the port’s heavy-duty fleet and equipment, and encouraging port employees to use 
alternative modes of transportation for commuting. The plan targets sustainability goals 
through 2020 (Port of San Francisco 2016). 

Clean Air Action Plan - Port of Richmond 

The Port of Richmond published its Clean Air Action Plan in 2010. The plan presents the port’s 
emissions inventory and emission reduction measures and identifies the emission reductions 
from both regulatory and voluntary emission reduction measures (e.g., heavy-duty truck idling 
rules, vessel speed reduction programs). A 2015 progress report found that SOX and diesel PM 
emissions between 2010 and 2014 declined by 95 percent and 90 percent, respectively, 
primarily resulting from new regulations from CARB requiring the use of very low sulfur fuel in 
ocean-going vessels (Port of Richmond 2010, 2015). 

Vision Plan - Port of Redwood City 

The Port of Redwood City completed its 2020 Vision Plan in January 2020. The intent of the 
plan is to track the port’s historical cargo throughput, establish a market forecast of activity at 
the port, establish land use priorities, prepare for changes in the market, identify operational 
efficiencies, and achieve sustainability. The plan includes 45 findings and recommendations, 
two of which could result in air quality improvements: 

 Reduce the number of trucks on the road by recommending a Regional Intermodal 
Network that would carry cargo within the Bay Area and Stockton/Sacramento River 
System instead of on the highway. Transporting freight along waterways is more efficient 
per ton of freight than transporting by truck and would also reduce congestion on 
roadways. 

 Propose a feasibility study evaluating the potential for ferry service to Redwood City that 
would reduce on-road congestion and emissions (Port of Redwood City 2020). 

Page 3.4-27 -- The text in Table 3.4-7, on page 3.4-27, is revised as follows: 

Table 3.4-7: Bay Area Travel Activity Data 

 
2015 

Baseline 
2050  

Proposed Plan 
Change (2015 to 2050) 

Numerical Percent 

Total Population 7,581,000 10,368,000 +2,786,000 +42% 

Employed Residents 2,841,000 4,027,000 +1,186,000 +37% 

Vehicles in Use  4,617,000 4,629,000 5,295,000 5,435,000 +679,000 +806,000 +15% +17% 

Engine Starts  23,164,000 23,227,000 27,066,000 27,782,000 +3,902,000 +4,555,000 +17% +20% 

Daily VMT  155,006,000 155,305,000 181,917,000 186,742,000 +26,911,000 +31,437,000 +17% +20% 
Notes: Whole numbers have been rounded (between 11 and 999 to the nearest 10, above 1,000,000 to the nearest 1,000). Number of vehicles 
in use, engine starts, and Daily VMT forecasts do not account for expected reductions from the implementation of Strategy EN09 because of 
modeling limitations. 
Source: Data compiled by MTC and ABAG in 2021 

 

Page 3.4-28 -- The text on page 3.4-28, second paragraph under Motor Vehicle Emissions, is revised as 
follows: 

Vehicle activity projections are correlated to changes in demographic, housing, and 
socioeconomic factors. For calculations relying on outputs from Travel Model 1.5 and 
population totals (i.e., per capita VMT or per capita energy use), model-simulated population 
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levels were used to ensure consistency. Simulated population may be slightly different than 
overall population forecasts for the proposed Plan and alternatives due to slight variability in 
modeling tools (please refer to Chapter 1 for an explanation of the different modeling tools). As 
shown in Table 3.4-5 7, between 2015 and 2050, the Bay Area is projected to add about 2.8 
million people (a 42-percent increase) and 1.2 million employed residents (a 37-percent 
increase). Based on expected future growth, the total daily VMT in the region would increase 
by 17 20 percent, meaning VMT is projected to grow at a rate less than half that of population 
and job growth in the region. The results presented in Table 3.4-5 7 do not account for 
implementation of Strategy EN09, “Expand Transportation Demand Management Initiatives,” 
due to limitations that do not allow for the distribution of the VMT reductions by speed and 
county, key model outputs for emissions analyses. As such, the mobile source emissions in the 
following analyses are overstated. 

Page 3.4-43 -- The text in Table 3.4-12, on page 3.4-43, is revised as follows: 

Table 3.4-12: Emission Estimates for Criteria Pollutants using EMFAC2021 Emission Rates (tons per day) 

 Baseline, 2015 Proposed Project, 
2050 

Change, 2015 to 2050 

Numerical Percentage 

ROG 58.5 58.7 17.4 17.9 -41.1 -40.8 -70%  

NOX (Summertime) 111.6 111.9 21.7 22.3 -89.9 -89.6 -81% -80% 

NOX (Wintertime) 126.7 127.0 24.5 25.1 -102.2 -101.9 -81% -80% 

PM2.5 6.3 5.5 5.7 -0.7 -0.6 -12% -10% 

PM10 27.1 30.0 30.8 +3.0 +3.7 +11% +14% 
Note: Forecasts of mobile-source emissions do not account for expected reductions from the implementation of Strategies EN08 or EN09 
because of modeling limitations. 
Source: Data compiled by MTC and ABAG in 2021 

 

The text in the third paragraph on page 3.4-43 is revised as follows: 

The results in Table 3.4-12 indicate that mobile-source PM2.5 emissions would decrease by 12 
14 percent (0.7 tons per day), and PM10 emissions would increase 11 14 percent (3.0 tons per day) 
during the proposed Plan’s timeframe compared to existing conditions. The higher levels of 
PM10 emissions in 2050 conditions are primarily a function of the 17 20 percent growth in VMT 
(Table 3.4-7) (which directly affects the occurrence of entrained roadway dust), with some 
contributions from tire and brake wear and exhaust. Exhaust emissions of PM10 would not 
increase at the same rate as VMT (17 20 percent percent) because of the stringent emission 
controls that would take effect with fleet turnover. Note that daily VMT is projected to increase 
when comparing the proposed Plan to existing conditions, but to a large degree, these 
increases would be offset by improvements to the vehicle fleet.  

Page 3.4-44 -- The text in Table 3.4-13, on page 3.4-44, is revised as follows: 

Table 3.4-1: Net Mobile- and Area-Source Emissions Anticipated under the Plan (Tons per Year) 
Source ROG NOX PM2.5 PM10 

Mobile -41.1 -40.8 -89.9 -89.6 -0.7 -0.6 3.0 3.7 

Area 22.8 5.3 1.5 1.5 

Total -18.3 -18.0 -84.6 -84.3 0.8 0.9 4.5 5.2 

Increase from Existing? No No Yes Yes 
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Source ROG NOX PM2.5 PM10 

Within BAAQMD CEQA Plan Thresholds of Significance Yes Yes No No 
Note: Forecasts of mobile- and area-source emissions do not account for expected reductions from the implementation of strategies EN02, 
EN03, EN08, or EN09 because of modeling limitations. 
Sources: Emissions modeling using EMFAC2021; data compiled by MTC and ABAG in 2021 

 

Page 3.4-45 -- The text on page 3.4-45, under Mitigation Measure AQ-3(b), is revised as follows: 

MTC and ABAG, in partnership with BAAQMD and the Port of Oakland, and other agency 
partners, shall work together to secure incentive funding to reduce on-road mobile-source PM 
emissions from heavy duty trucks, diesel train engines, vessels and harbor craft, and cargo 
handling equipment as well as entrained PM sources such as tire wear, brake wear, and 
roadway dust.  

Page 3.4-51 -- The text in Table 3.4-15, on page 3.4-51, is revised as follows: 

Table 3.4-15: Emission Estimates for Toxic Air Contaminants Pollutants (kilograms per day)  
Baseline,  

2015 
Proposed Plan, 

2050 
Change, 2015 to 2050 

Numerical Percent 

Diesel Particulate Matter 1,366.2 1,367.5 126.9 129.7 -1,239.3 -1,237.8 -91% 

1,3 Butadiene 77.5 77.7 22.5 23.2 -55.0 -54.5 -71% -70% 

Benzene 363.1 363.4 90.7 93.4 -272.4 -270.0 -75% -74% 
Note: Forecasts of mobile-source emissions do not account for expected reductions from the implementation of Strategies EN08 or EN09 
because of modeling limitations. 
Source: Data compiled by MTC and ABAG in 2021 

Page 3.4-52 -- The text in Table 3.4-16, on page 3.4-52, is revised as follows: 

Table 3.4-16: Percent Change in On-Road Mobile Source Exhaust and total PM2.5 Emissions, Years 2015-
2050 

County CARE Status 
Exhaust Emissions 

Total 
PM2.5 VMT Exhaust  

Only PM2.5 Diesel PM Benzene 1, 3  
Butadiene 

Alameda 
CARE Community -89% -88% -93% -79% -78% -76% -75% -18% -16% 10% 12% 

Remainder of County -74% -90% -89% -73% -72% -73% -72% 7% 10% 11% 14% 

Contra Costa 
CARE Community -88% -92% -76% -75% -74% -8% -6% 21% 24% 

Remainder of County -71% -70% -83% -73% -72% -73% -72% 14% 17% 20% 23% 

Marin Entire County -77% -76% -91% -74% -73% -74% -73% 9% 11% 13% 16% 

Napa Entire County -80% -79% -94% -80%  -80% 2% 4% 8% 11% 

San Francisco 
CARE Community -90% -96% -74% -75% -72% -5% -4% 20% 

Remainder of County -88% -98% -73% -72% -73% -72% 3% 6% 12% 15% 

San Mateo Entire County -69% -68% -84% -83% -34% -32% -34% -32% 22% 25% 8% 11% 

Santa Clara 
CARE Community -86% -92% -73% -71% -70% -69% 4% 6% 23% 26% 

Remainder of County -68% -66% -88% -87% -67% -66% -67% -66% 25% 30% 22% 26% 

Solano 
CARE Community -89% -92% -91% -79% -78% -77% -76% -3% 0% 24% 28% 

Remainder of County -79% -78% -89% -77% -76% -77% -76% 17% 21% 23% 26% 

Sonoma Entire County -80% -79% -95% -86% -86% 6% 7% 11% 12% 
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County CARE Status 
Exhaust Emissions 

Total 
PM2.5 VMT Exhaust  

Only PM2.5 Diesel PM Benzene 1, 3  
Butadiene 

Regional Total 

CARE Community -88% -93% -76% -75% -73% -72% -8% -6% 18% 20% 

Remainder of Region -74% -73% -91% -71% -70% -70% -69% 14% 17% 15% 18% 

Total -83% -82% -93% -74% -73% -71% -70% 9% 12% 17% 19% 
Notes: CARE = Community Air Risk Evaluation; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter; PM = particulate matter; VMT = vehicle miles travelled. 
Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole number. Total PM2.5 includes vehicle exhaust, entrained road dust, and tire and brake wear. 
Marin, Napa, San Mateo, and Sonoma Counties do not have CARE-designated areas. Emissions rates from EMFAC. Forecasts of mobile-source 
emissions and VMT do not account for expected reductions from the implementation of Strategies EN08 or EN09 because of modeling 
limitations. 
Sources: Data compiled by MTC and ABAG in 2021 based on data from BAAQMD 2020  

The text in the third paragraph on page 3.4-52 is revised as follows: 

Overall TAC and PM2.5 exhaust emissions from diesel and gasoline vehicles decrease 
throughout the Bay Area between existing conditions in 2015 and the proposed Plan’s horizon 
year 2050. Region-wide, for all TAC emissions (diesel PM, benzene, and 1, 3 butadiene), on-road 
vehicle exhaust is estimated to decrease between 71 70 and 93 percent. Region-wide PM2.5 
emissions from all on-road vehicle exhaust are expected to decrease by approximately 83 82 
percent. The reductions in TAC and PM2.5 exhaust emissions expected from 2015 to 2050 within 
CARE community and within areas without CARE community status vary by county. Areas 
without CARE status are considered non-CARE communities. As shown in Table 3.4-16, 
reductions in TAC and PM2.5 exhaust emissions are greater in CARE communities than non-
CARE Communities. 

3.5 DRAFT EIR SECTION 3.5, “BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Pages 3.5-4 through 3.5-7 -- Figures 3.5-1 through 3.5-4 on pages 3.5-4 through 3.5-7 are revised as 
follows.  
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Revised Figure 3.5-4: Critical Habitat: Alameda and Santa Clara Counties 
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Revised Figure 3.5-1: Critical Habitat: Sonoma and Marin Counties 
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Revised Figure 3.5-2: Critical Habitat: Napa, Solano, and Contra Costa Counties 
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Revised Figure 3.5-3: Critical Habitat: San Francisco and San Mateo Counties 
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Page 3.5-18 -- The text on pages 3.5-17 and 3.5-18 is revised as follows:  

San Francisco Bay Aquatic Resources 

Natural Community Summary 
The San Francisco Bay and Delta make up the Pacific Coast’s largest estuary, encompassing 
roughly 1,600 square miles of waterways and draining more than 40 percent of California’s 
fresh water. The outer coasts of Sonoma, Marin, San Francisco, and San Mateo Counties host 
diverse habitats, including sandy beaches, kelp forests, and rocky reefs. The Sacramento and 
San Joaquin Rivers flow from northern California’s inland valleys into the Delta’s winding 
system of islands, sloughs, canals, and channels before emptying into San Francisco Bay and 
the Pacific Ocean. Major transportation corridors bridge the open waters of San Francisco Bay, 
and many others are located close to the bay. 

The marine environment varies widely between the six transportation corridors that cross the 
open waters of the San Francisco Bay. Most of the transbay corridors consist of open water 
habitat—that is, habitat below the low-tide line (also known as subtidal habitat). 

Eelgrass (Zostera marina) may occur near the footings of bridges in the transbay corridors and 
is considered a sensitive habitat by CDFW. Eelgrass is an important habitat for many organisms 
and may influence benthic community structure by stabilizing sediments, providing forage and 
detritus food sources, and creating a refuge and nursery for small organisms. Eelgrass beds also 
provide an important attachment substrate for Pacific herring eggs and thus support an 
important Bay Area commercial fishery (USFWS 1994). As the largest estuary on the west coast, 
the San Francisco Bay also supports millions of birds that depend on the bay for rest and 
refueling on migratory routes.  

More than 100 species of fish are described from the San Francisco Bay system (USFWS 1983). 

The majority of these are native species that live year-round in San Francisco Bay, though a 
few, such as striped bass (Morone saxatilis), have been introduced. Anadromous fish also use 
San Francisco Bay seasonally during their migrations to and from spawning grounds 
throughout the Bay Area and in California’s Central Valley. The species composition within the 
bay varies by season and changes to reflect the regularly changing physical conditions created 
by the freshwater flow from the San Joaquin and Sacramento Rivers and other tributaries into 
San Francisco Bay. Native fish commonly found within the bay include such diverse species as 
starry flounder (Platichthys stellatus), California halibut (Paralichthys californicus), leopard 
shark (Triakis semifasciata), tule perch (Hysterocarpus traski), Pacific herring (Clupea 
harengus pallasi), northern anchovy (Engraulis mordax), and sturgeons (Acipenser spp.), 
steelhead, and Chinook salmon (Central Valley spring-run and Sacramento River winter-run 
ESUs). Nonnative fish species in the bay include largemouth bass, threadfin shad (Dorosoma 
petenense), and yellowfin goby (Acanthogobius flavimanus). 

The benthic invertebrate community of the bay is composed of various annelids, mysid shrimp, 
copepods, amphipods, shrimp, crabs, and other macroinvertebrates. All of these organisms 
provide important food sources for estuary fish and bird species. 

Riprap occurs along many areas of the bay shore and can provide some, but not all, of the 
habitat values and functions that naturally occurring rocky shore habitat would provide, 
including a substrate for marine plant and sessile intertidal organisms, such as mussels 
(Mytilus spp.) and barnacles. Rocky shore habitat also provides cover for invertebrates such as 
rock crabs (Cancer antennarius and Cancer productus) and for fish such as plainfin 
midshipmen (Porichthys notatus), which are known to seek cover and to spawn under 
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concrete slabs. The marine plants, clams, mussels, barnacles, annelids, and crustaceans 
inhabiting rocky shore habitat are food sources for larger marine invertebrates, fishes, birds, 
and marine mammals. 

The marine environment associated with San Francisco Bay also sustains important 
commercial and recreational fisheries, such as Dungeness crab (Cancer magister), Pacific 
herring, rockfish (Sebastes spp.), California halibut, surfperches (Embiotocidae), and California 
grunion (Leuresthes tenuis). 

Special-Status Wildlife 
The two marine mammals most commonly found in San Francisco Bay are the California sea 
lion (Zalophus californianus) and the harbor seal (Phoca vitulina). Both species forage in the 
open waters of the bay and bask on exposed rocks, piers, or wharves throughout the bay. The 
federal Marine Mammal Protection Act protects both species. 

NOAA Fisheries recognizes several threatened and endangered species that occur in San 
Francisco Bay. These include loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretta), leatherback turtle 
(Dermochelys coriacea), olive ridley sea turtle (Lepidochelys olivacea), and several fish species, 
including coho salmon, steelhead, Delta smelt, tidewater goby, and Sacramento splittail. The 
goby, smelt, and splittail are resident species; the salmonids, however, are expected to use 
open water habitats of the bay only seasonally or infrequently. Although California brown 
pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis californicus) and Steller sea lion (Eumetopias jubatus) are now 
delisted, brown pelican is still a fully protected species under the California Fish and Game 
Code, and Steller sea lion is still protected under the Marine Mammal Protection Act.  

Page 3.5-20 -- The text on page 3.5-20 is revised as follows:  

Special-Status Wildlife 
Rare and endangered wildlife species that occur in tidal marshes of the Bay Area include 
California Ridgway’s rail (Rallus obsoletus obsoletus), California black rail (Laterallus 
jamaicensis coturniculus), western snowy plover (Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus), Alameda 
song sparrow (Melospiza melodia pusillula), San Pablo song sparrow (Melospiza melodia 
samuelis), salt marsh common yellowthroat (Geothlypis trichas sinuosa), salt marsh harvest 
mouse (Reithrodontomys raviventris), San Pablo vole (Microtus californicus sanpabloensis), 
Suisun shrew (Sorex ornatus sinuosus), and salt marsh wandering shrew (Sorex vagrans). The 
wetland-upland transition zone associated with tidal marshes (i.e., areas where the wetlands 
and uplands meet which contain vegetation types from both habitats) often provide habitat 
(e.g., refuge, foraging) for these wildlife species. 

Freshwater emergent wetlands and adjacent grassland habitats in Solano County support 
populations of giant garter snake (Thamnophis gigas), federally and State listed as threatened. 
Freshwater emergent wetlands throughout the region support California red-legged frog, and 
vernal pools and other seasonal wetlands of sufficient depth and duration of inundation 
support California tiger salamander in the Santa Rosa Plain, East Bay, and elsewhere. Special-
status invertebrates found in seasonal wetlands and vernal pools, primarily in the East Bay and 
Solano County, include longhorn fairy shrimp (Branchinecta longiantenna), vernal pool fairy 
shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi), and vernal pool tadpole shrimp (Lepidurus packardi). 



3. Revisions to the Draft EIR Plan Bay Area 2050 

Final EIR | October 2021 Metropolitan Transportation Commission & 
3-24 Association of Bay Area Governments 

Pages 3.5-20 and 3.5-21 -- The text on pages 3.5-20 and 3.5-21 is revised as follows:  

Urban/Agricultural/Ruderal 

Natural Community Summary  

Urban 
Urban development and landscaped areas support few biological resources and provide limited 
wildlife habitat but do provide foraging or nesting habitat for generalist, and sometimes 
nonnative, wildlife species that can tolerate human presence and activities. These include birds 
and small mammals such as California scrub jay, California towhee, house finch (Carpodacus 
mexicanus), house sparrow (Passer domesticus), raccoon, Virginia opossum (Didelphis 
virginica), and house mouse. Although these areas often do not provide suitable habitat for 
many specialized species of native wildlife because of higher human activity levels and the 
resources available, they may support a greater diversity of native wildlife species under 
appropriate conditions. For example, urban areas adjacent to natural habitat areas may be used 
as low-quality wildlife movement corridors as wildlife species move between these natural 
habitat areas, especially if urban areas contain open space features.  

Page 3.5-26 – The text beginning in the first bulleted item on page 3.5-26, under Mitigation Measure 
BIO-2, is revised as follows:  

Implementing agencies shall require project sponsors to prepare biological resource 
assessments for specific projects proposed in areas containing, or likely to contain, 
jurisdictional waters or other sensitive or special-status communities. These assessments shall 
be conducted by qualified professionals in accordance with agency guidelines and standards. 
Qualified professionals shall reference applicable regional data sources for wetland mapping, 
which may include, but not be limited to, the Adaptation Atlas (San Francisco Estuary Institute 
2021), Recovery Plan for Tidal Marsh Ecosystems of Northern and Central California (USFWS 
2013), and the 2015 Bay Ecosystem Habitat Goals Update (Goals Project 2015). Where the 
biological resource assessments establish that mitigation is required to avoid and minimize 
direct and indirect adverse effects on State- or federally protected wetlands, or compensate 
for unavoidable effects, mitigation shall be developed consistent with the requirements or 
standards of USACE, EPA, RWQCB, and CDFW, and local regulations and guidelines, in 
addition to requirements of any applicable and adopted HCP/NCCP or other applicable plans 
developed to protect these resources. In keeping with the “no net loss” policy for jurisdictional 
waters (i.e., wetlands and other waters of the United States or State), project designs shall be 
configured, whenever possible, to avoid wetlands and other waters and avoid disturbances to 
wetlands and riparian corridors to preserve both the habitat and the overall ecological 
functions of these areas. Projects shall minimize ground disturbances and transportation 
project footprints near such areas to the extent practicable. 

Page 3.5-29 -- The text at the top of page 3.5-29 is revised to read as follows: 

recommendations to further the State’s coequal goals for the Delta: Improve Statewide water 
supply reliability and protect and restore a vibrant and healthy Delta ecosystem, all in a manner 
that preserves, protects, and enhances the unique agricultural, cultural, and recreational 
characteristics of the Delta. The Delta Plan was unanimously adopted by DSC on May 16, 2013, 
and became effective with legally enforceable regulations on September 1, 2013. The following 
regulatory policies and recommendations are applicable to biological resources: 
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 Complete Bay Delta Conservation Plan Promote options for conveyance, storage, and the 
operation of both (Recommendation WR R12). 

 Restore Habitats at Appropriate Elevations (23 CCR Section 5006)). 

 Protect Opportunities to Restore Habitat (23 CCR Section 5007). 

 Expand Floodplains and Riparian Habitats in Levee Projects (23 CCR Section 5008). 

 Prioritize and Implement Projects That Restore Delta Habitat (Recommendation ER R2). 

 Avoid Introductions of and Habitat Improvements for Invasive Nonnative Species (23 CCR 
Section 5009). 

 Prioritize and Implement Actions to Control Nonnative Invasive Species (Recommendation 
ER R7). 

Page 3.5-30 – The text beginning in the first bulleted item on page 3.5-30, under Mitigation Measure 
BIO-3(a), is revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure BIO-3(a) Implementing agencies shall require project sponsors to 
prepare detailed analyses for specific projects affecting ECA lands to determine the wildlife 
species that may use these areas and the habitats those species require. Projects that would 
not affect ECA lands but that are located within or adjacent to open space lands, including 
wildlands and agricultural lands, or otherwise may contain land used as wildlife movement 
corridors (e.g., green belts in urban areas) shall also assess whether significant wildlife corridors 
are present, what wildlife species may use them, and what habitat those species require. The 
assessment shall be conducted by qualified professionals and according to applicable agency 
standards with consideration of the local, regional, and global context of landscape 
connectivity for a given project in a given area.  

Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall implement measures, where feasible 
and necessary based on project- and site-specific considerations, that include those identified 
below: 

 Design projects to minimize impacts on wildlife movement and habitat connectivity and 
preserve existing and functional wildlife corridors. 

 Design projects to promote wildlife corridor redundancy by including multiple 
connections between habitat patches. 

 Consult relevant guidance documents regarding wildlife movement and habitat 
connectivity during the project design phase, including but not limited to statewide and 
Bay Area region guides (e.g., CLN mapping, CDFW’s California Wildlife Barriers 2020 
[CDFW 2020], the California Department of Transportation’s Wildlife Crossings Guidance 
Manual [Meese et al. 2007], Critical Linkages: Bay Area & Beyond [Penrod et al. 2013]), and 
local guides (e.g., Gray et al. 2018; Diamond and Snyder 2016). 

 Conduct wildlife movement studies for projects that may fragment or constrict regional or 
local corridors and impede use to nursery sites. These studies will include, but would not 
be limited to, the following objectives: identify activity levels and directional wildlife 
movement trends within the study area, consult the California Fish Passage Assessment 
Database (CALFISH database) to identify potential fish barrier locations and conduct first 
pass and second pass fish assessments as necessary, assess current functionality of existing 
underpasses, and determine what species or groups of species exhibit sensitivity to the 
existing roadways. Movement studies shall identify project-specific measures to avoid or 
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mitigate impacts on corridors and movement to nursery sites that may include, but are not 
limited to, developing alternative project designs that allow wider movement corridors to 
remain; provide for buffer zones adjacent to corridors, such as passive recreation zones; 
implement physical barriers that prevent human and/or domestic predator entry into the 
corridor or block noise and lighting from development; incorporate shielded and directed 
lighting in areas near corridors; implement a “natives only” landscaping policy within 200 
feet of identified wildlife corridors; incorporate periodic larger habitat patches along a 
corridor’s length; minimize the number of road crossings of identified wildlife corridors; and 
replace roadway culverts with bridges to allow for wildlife movement. 

 For projects that cannot avoid significant impacts on wildlife movement corridors or native 
wildlife nursery areas, consult with CDFW to determine appropriate measures to minimize 
direct and indirect impacts and implement measures to mitigate impacts on wildlife 
corridors or native wildlife nursery sites.  

 Conduct site-specific analyses of opportunities to preserve or improve habitat linkages 
with areas on- and off-site. Preservation or improvements of habitat on both sides of a 
wildlife crossing should be prioritized. 

 Analyze habitat linkages and wildlife movement corridors on a broad scale for long linear 
projects with the possibility of adversely affecting wildlife movement to avoid critical 
narrow choke points that could reduce function of recognized movement corridor. 

 Construct wildlife-friendly overpasses and culverts. These structures should be designed to 
meet the needs of appropriate species, considering factors such as the size or diameter of 
the structure, interval frequency, and/or physical design to allow conditions similar to the 
surrounding habitat. 

 Upgrade existing culverts or implement directional fencing to guide animals to existing 
culverts or underpasses when conducting expansion or enhancement projects on existing 
roads. 

 Fence major transportation corridors in the vicinity of identified wildlife corridors. 

 Use wildlife-friendly fences that allow larger wildlife, such as deer, to cross over and smaller 
wildlife to move under. 

 For projects that require the placement of stream culverts in a fish spawning stream, follow 
USACE, NOAA Fisheries, USFWS, and CDFW permit conditions and design requirements 
to allow fish passage through the culverts. 

 Limit wildland conversions in identified wildlife corridors such that the function of the 
wildlife corridor is not impaired.  

 Retain wildlife-friendly vegetation in and around developments. 

 Monitor and maintain fencing, under crossings, and/or other crossing structures as needed 
to ensure corridor permeability and functionality. Development and implementation of a 
fencing and wildlife crossing structure maintenance plan is recommended to maintain 
permeability for wildlife across corridors. 

 Prohibit construction activities within 500 feet of occupied breeding areas for wildlife 
afforded protection pursuant to Title 14 Section 460 of the California Code of Regulations 
protecting fur-bearing mammals, during the breeding season. 
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 Comply with existing local regulations and policies, including applicable HCP/NCCPs, that 
exceed or reasonably replace any of the above measures to protect wildlife corridors.  

Pages 3.5-38 and 3.5-39 -- The text on pages 3.5-38 through 3.5-39, under Mitigation Measure BIO-1(a) 
is revised as follows:  

 A species and habitat compensation plan shall be prepared and implemented for 
unavoidable direct impacts on special-status plant species and shall be reviewed and 
approved by the resource agencies and lead agency prior to project approval. The plan shall 
identify effective methods for reestablishing the affected species and habitat, including 
but not limited to seed collection, salvage of root masses, and planting seeds and/or root 
masses in an area with suitable conditions. The plan shall also specify a monitoring 
program designed to evaluate success in reestablishing the affected species and habitat, 
and remedial measures that shall be followed if the project is not meeting specified 
performance criteria. The monitoring program shall be designed and implemented to 
evaluate the current and probable future health of the resources, and their ability to sustain 
populations in keeping with natural populations following the completion of the program. 
Remedial measures are highly dependent upon the species and habitats in question, but 
generally shall include but not be limited to invasive species management, predator 
control, access control, replanting and reseeding of appropriate habitat elements, 
regarding, and propagation and seed bulking programs. 

 Project designs shall be reconfigured, whenever practicable, to avoid special-status species 
and sensitive habitats. Projects shall minimize ground disturbances and transportation 
project footprints near sensitive areas to the extent practicable. 

 Temporary access roads and staging areas shall not be located within the areas containing 
sensitive plants or wildlife species wherever feasible, to avoid or minimize impacts on these 
species. 

 Project activities in the vicinity of sensitive resources shall be completed during the period 
that best avoids disturbance to plant and wildlife species present to the extent feasible. 

 Individual projects shall minimize the use of in-water construction methods in areas that 
support sensitive aquatic species, especially when listed species could be present. 

 If equipment needs to operate in any watercourse with flowing or standing water where 
special-status species may be affected, a qualified biological resource monitor shall be 
present to alert construction crews to the possible presence of such special-status species.  

 If project activities involve pile driving or vibratory hammering in or near water, interim 
hydroacoustic threshold criteria for protected fish species shall be adopted as set forth by 
the Interagency Fisheries Hydroacoustic Working Group, as well as other avoidance 
methods to reduce the adverse effects of construction to sensitive fish, piscivorous birds, 
and marine mammal species. 

 A qualified biologist shall locate and fence off sensitive resources before construction 
activities begin and, where required, shall inspect areas to ensure that barrier fencing, 
stakes, and setback buffers are maintained during construction. 

 For work sites located adjacent to special-status plant or wildlife populations, a biological 
resource education program shall be provided for construction crews and contractors 
(primarily crew and construction foremen) before construction activities begin. 
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 Biological monitoring shall be considered for areas near identified habitat for State- and 
federally listed species, and a “no take” approach shall be taken whenever feasible during 
construction near special-status plant and wildlife species. 

 Mitigation Measure NOISE-1 shall be implemented when permanent or temporary noise 
has been identified as a potential impact on wildlife. 

 Impacts resulting from nighttime lighting associated with construction and future 
permanent lighting shall be assessed at the project level. This assessment shall include an 
analysis of current light sources in the vicinity of the project. All feasible measures to reduce 
impacts from nighttime lighting shall be considered and implemented at the project level 
based on site-specific conditions. They may include but shall not be limited to the following 
measures: 

 To the extent feasible, nighttime lighting sources shall not be installed in areas that 
support highly sensitive natural resources. 

 Nighttime lighting shall be directed at the construction or project site and away from 
sensitive habitats. Light glare shields shall be used to reduce the extent of illumination 
onto adjoining areas. Permanent lighting shall be shielded and directed at intended 
use areas.  

 LEDs or bulbs installed as part of a project shall be rated to emit or produce light at or 
under 2700 Kelvin, which results in the output of a warm white color spectrum. 

 Physical barriers, including solid concrete barriers or privacy slats in cyclone fencing, 
shall be installed where they have the potential to reduce illumination from overhead 
lights and vehicle lights. Barriers should only be utilized as a light pollution 
minimization measure if they do not create a substantial barrier to wildlife movement 
such that the height and/or width of the barrier do not allow wildfire to move through 
the area. Additional barrier types should be employed when feasible, such as privacy 
slats into the spacing of cyclone fencing to create light barriers for areas outside the 
roadway. 

 Reflective highway markers shall be used to reduce raptor collisions on roadways. 

 Projects on previously unlit roadways with adjacent sensitive habitat and open space 
shall explore design options that address safety needs without the use of artificial 
lighting. 

 If nighttime lighting has the potential to result in adverse effects on a listed or 
candidate wildlife species (e.g., a nest, den, or other important habitat feature is 
identified near the project site), then consultation with the appropriate natural 
resource agency may be required. 

 Fencing and/or walls shall be built to avoid temporary or permanent access of humans or 
domestic animals from development areas into areas occupied by special status species. 
Spoils, trash, or any debris shall be removed offsite to an approved disposal facility. 

 Project activities shall comply with existing local regulations and policies, including 
applicable HCP/NCCPs, that exceed or reasonably replace any of the above measures 
protective of special-status species. 

 Compensatory mitigation for unavoidable loss of habitat or other impacts on special-status 
species may be achieved in advance of impacts through the purchase or creation of 
mitigation credits or the implementation of mitigation projects through Regional Advance 
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Mitigation Planning (RAMP) (i.e., Conservation and Mitigation Banking, natural community 
conservation planning, Regional Conservation Investment Strategies), as deemed 
appropriate by the permitting agencies. Projects will prioritize mitigation banking within 
the same county as the project, if possible (i.e., if mitigation banks or mitigation credits are 
available in a given county). 

Pages 3.5-46 and 3.5-47 -- The text on pages 3.5-46 and 3.5-47 under subheading, “Sea Level Rise 
Adaptation Impacts,” is revised as follows:  

Potential effects of sea level rise adaptation infrastructure projects on wetlands and other 
waters are generally similar to those described above for land use development under the 
proposed Plan. In this case, most impacts on wetlands and other waters would occur in 
association with sea level rise adaptation infrastructure projects that would result in 
earthmoving activities (e.g., elevated highway/roadway, levees, sea walls, tidal gates) in areas 
that contain or are adjacent to wetlands or other waters. Additionally, w While marshland 
restoration projects would likely result in an overall beneficial impact on wetlands and other 
waters, these projects could also result in temporary adverse effects on these resources. 
Additionally, if sea walls or levees are sited in areas containing or adjacent to wetland habitat 
(e.g., estuarine and marine wetlands), indirect effects on these resources may occur, including 
disruption of the existing hydrology of these habitats. 

Page 3.5-48 -- The text on page 3.5-48, in the first bulleted item of Mitigation Measure BIO-2, is revised 
as follows:  

 Implementing agencies shall require project sponsors to prepare biological resource 
assessments for specific projects proposed in areas containing, or likely to contain, 
jurisdictional waters or other sensitive or special-status communities. These assessments shall 
be conducted by qualified professionals in accordance with agency guidelines and standards. 
Qualified professionals shall reference applicable regional data sources for wetland mapping, 
which may include, but not be limited to, the Adaptation Atlas (San Francisco Estuary Institute 
2021), Recovery Plan for Tidal Marsh Ecosystems of Northern and Central California (USFWS 
2013), and the 2015 Bay Ecosystem Habitat Goals Update (Goals Project 2015). Where the 
biological resource assessments establish that mitigation is required to avoid and minimize 
direct and indirect adverse effects on State- or federally protected wetlands, or compensate 
for unavoidable effects, mitigation shall be developed consistent with the requirements or 
standards of USACE, EPA, RWQCB, and CDFW, and local regulations and guidelines, in 
addition to requirements of any applicable and adopted HCP/NCCP or other applicable plans 
developed to protect these resources. In keeping with the “no net loss” policy for jurisdictional 
waters (i.e., wetlands and other waters of the United States or State), project designs shall be 
configured, whenever possible, to avoid wetlands and other waters and avoid disturbances to 
wetlands and riparian corridors to preserve both the habitat and the overall ecological 
functions of these areas. Projects shall minimize ground disturbances and transportation 
project footprints near such areas to the extent practicable. 

Page 3.5-51 -- The text in the second paragraph on pages 3.5-51 under Impact BIO-3 is revised as 
follows: 

The proposed Plan’s land use growth footprint overlaps with approximately 1,700 acres of 
mapped ECAs, primarily in Contra Costa (700 acres), Solano (330 acres), Santa Clara (210 acres), 
San Mateo (170 acres), Alameda (150 acres), and Napa Counties (150 acres) (Table 3.5-10). 
However, the land use growth footprint is concentrated primarily in or adjacent to already 
urban and built-up areas and along existing transit corridors where migratory corridors for 
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wildlife have already been fragmented and degraded to the point that their function as 
linkages is either limited or lost entirely. On a local level, waterways, riparian corridors, and 
contiguous or semicontiguous expanses of habitat are likely to facilitate wildlife movement, 
even through urbanized areas in the region. In some cases, land use development projects 
may directly encroach on wildlife corridors, particularly when direct habitat removal occurs or 
when sites are located adjacent to open space or streams.  

Long-term increases in the volume of vehicular traffic and major expansions of existing roads 
or development of new roads in rural areas are expected to result in increased vehicle-related 
wildlife mortalities and injuries of common and special-status wildlife species. Degradation of 
areas that have high value as wildlife movement corridors could also occur in association with 
proposed Plan development, where such development occurs adjacent to these corridors, 
through increases in ambient noise levels and fire frequency, as well as the introduction of 
lighting, domestic pets, pollution, and invasive species. 

The text on pages 3.5-53 and 3.5-54, under Pages 3.5-53 and 3.5-54 -- Mitigation Measure BIO-3(a) is 
revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure BIO-3(a) Implementing agencies shall require project sponsors to 
prepare detailed analyses for specific projects affecting ECA lands to determine the wildlife 
species that may use these areas and the habitats those species require. Projects that would 
not affect ECA lands but that are located within or adjacent to open space lands, including 
wildlands and agricultural lands, or otherwise may contain land used as wildlife movement 
corridors (e.g., green belts in urban areas) shall also assess whether significant wildlife corridors 
are present, what wildlife species may use them, and what habitat those species require. The 
assessment shall be conducted by qualified professionals and according to applicable agency 
standards with consideration of the local, regional, and global context of landscape 
connectivity for a given project in a given area.  

Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall implement measures, where feasible 
and necessary based on project- and site-specific considerations, that include those identified 
below: 

 Design projects to minimize impacts on wildlife movement and habitat connectivity and 
preserve existing and functional wildlife corridors. 

 Design projects to promote wildlife corridor redundancy by including multiple 
connections between habitat patches. 

 Consult relevant guidance documents regarding wildlife movement and habitat 
connectivity during the project design phase, including but not limited to statewide and 
Bay Area region guides (e.g., CLN mapping, CDFW’s California Wildlife Barriers 2020 
[CDFW 2020], the California Department of Transportation’s Wildlife Crossings Guidance 
Manual [Meese et al. 2007], Critical Linkages: Bay Area & Beyond [Penrod et al. 2013]), and 
local guides (e.g., Gray et al. 2018; Diamond and Snyder 2016). 

 Conduct wildlife movement studies for projects that may fragment or constrict regional or 
local corridors and impede use to nursery sites. These studies will include, but would not 
be limited to, the following objectives: identify activity levels and directional wildlife 
movement trends within the study area, consult the California Fish Passage Assessment 
Database (CALFISH database) to identify potential fish barrier locations and conduct first 
pass and second pass fish assessments as necessary, assess current functionality of existing 
underpasses, and determine what species or groups of species exhibit sensitivity to the 
existing roadways. Movement studies shall identify project-specific measures to avoid or 



Plan Bay Area 2050 3. Revisions to the Draft EIR 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission & Final EIR | October 2021 
Association of Bay Area Governments 3-31 

mitigate impacts on corridors and movement to nursery sites that may include, but are not 
limited to, developing alternative project designs that allow wider movement corridors to 
remain; provide for buffer zones adjacent to corridors, such as passive recreation zones; 
implement physical barriers that prevent human and/or domestic predator entry into the 
corridor or block noise and lighting from development; incorporate shielded and directed 
lighting in areas near corridors; implement a “natives only” landscaping policy within 200 
feet of identified wildlife corridors; incorporate periodic larger habitat patches along a 
corridor’s length; minimize the number of road crossings of identified wildlife corridors; and 
replace roadway culverts with bridges to allow for wildlife movement. 

 For projects that cannot avoid significant impacts on wildlife movement corridors or native 
wildlife nursery areas, consult with CDFW to determine appropriate measures to minimize 
direct and indirect impacts and implement measures to mitigate impacts on wildlife 
corridors or native wildlife nursery sites.  

 Conduct site-specific analyses of opportunities to preserve or improve habitat linkages 
with areas on- and off-site. Preservation or improvements of habitat on both sides of a 
wildlife crossing should be prioritized. 

 Analyze habitat linkages and wildlife movement corridors on a broad scale for long linear 
projects with the possibility of adversely affecting wildlife movement to avoid critical 
narrow choke points that could reduce function of recognized movement corridor. 

 Construct wildlife-friendly overpasses and culverts. These structures should be designed to 
meet the needs of appropriate species, considering factors such as the size or diameter of 
the structure, interval frequency, and/or physical design to allow conditions similar to the 
surrounding habitat. 

 Upgrade existing culverts or implement directional fencing to guide animals to existing 
culverts or underpasses when conducting expansion or enhancement projects on existing 
roads. 

 Fence major transportation corridors in the vicinity of identified wildlife corridors. 

 Use wildlife-friendly fences that allow larger wildlife, such as deer, to cross over and smaller 
wildlife to move under. 

 For projects that require the placement of stream culverts in a fish spawning stream, follow 
USACE, NOAA Fisheries, USFWS, and CDFW permit conditions and design requirements 
to allow fish passage through the culverts. 

 Limit wildland conversions in identified wildlife corridors such that the function of the 
wildlife corridor is not impaired.  

3.6 DRAFT EIR SECTION 3.6, “CLIMATE CHANGE, 
GREENHOUSE GASES, AND ENERGY” 

Page 3.6-2 -- The text in the first full paragraph on page 3.6-2 is revised as follows: 

“IPCC predicts that the global mean surface temperature increase by the end of the 21st 
century (2081–2100), relative to 1986–2005, could range from 0.5 to 8.7 degrees Fahrenheit. 
Additionally, IPCC projects that global mean sea level rise will continue during the 21st century, 
very likely at a faster rate than observed from 1901 to 20151971 to 2010. By 2010 For the period 



3. Revisions to the Draft EIR Plan Bay Area 2050 

Final EIR | October 2021 Metropolitan Transportation Commission & 
3-32 Association of Bay Area Governments 

2081–2100 relative to 1986–2005, the rise will likely range from 1810 to 3332 inches (0.480.26 to 
0.840.82 meters) (IPCC 2019:323-4 IPCC 2014:10, 13).” 

Pages 3.6-7 and 3.6-8 -- The text on page 3.6-7 and 3.6-8 is revised as follows: 

Sea Level Rise Projections 

IPCC projects that global mean sea level rise will likely range from 10 to 32 inches (0.26 to 0.82 
meter) for the period 2081–2100 relative to 1986–2005. It is very likely that by the end of the 21st 
century, sea level will rise in more than 95 percent of the ocean area worldwide. About 70 
percent of the coastlines worldwide are projected to experience a sea level change within ±20 
percent of the global mean. Based on current understanding, only the collapse of marine-
based sectors of the Antarctic ice sheet could cause global mean sea level to rise substantially 
above the likely range during the 21st century (IPCC 2014:13, 1140). Statewide guidance has also 
been issued by the California Ocean Protection Council (OPC) to help the region prepare for 
sea level rise. The State of California Sea-Level Rise Guidance Document: 2018 Update (OPC 
Guidance) offers a series of projections for the state using a set of probability distributions. The 
OPC Guidance used IPCC projections as a starting point, and includes the emissions scenarios; 
however, the absence of local projections and a lack of probabilities led to more localized 
projection analysis. The OPC Guidance specifies the projections of Kopp et. al 2014 as the best 
available for California. California projections are measured by emissions, time, and risk 
aversion. For 2050, the sea level rise projections are all still considered to be in a high emissions 
timeframe and range from 1.1 feet as the low risk averse choice, 1.9 feet as the medium-high 
risk averse choice, and 2.7 feet as the extreme risk averse choice. The OPC Guidance projection 
referenced in the proposed Plan comes from the projection that a 1-in-200 chance of 
exceeding 1.9 feet by the year 2050, characterizing this projection as a medium-high risk averse 
choice (OPC 2018). Figure 3.6-3 presents the approximate medium-high risk projections for the 
region, including 24 inches representing sea level rise inundation by 2050, and 83 inches, or 7 
feet, representing the sea level rise inundation projected by 2100. For more information on the 
document, see Regulatory Settings. 

Sea Level Rise in San Francisco Bay 

Overall sea level rise projections in the Bay Area were developed using two map sets. The San 
Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission’s (BCDC’s) Adapting to Rising 
Tides program has developed county-specific analyses of sea level rise projects for the nine 
Bay Area counties: Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Mateo, San Francisco, Santa Clara, 
Solano, and Sonoma (BCDC 2021). Sea level rise projections for coastal areas outside of the bay 
were based on the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Coastal Service 
Center’s sea level rise inundation maps for the San Francisco Bay Area in 2017. Both maps 
depict sea level rise relative to a mean higher high-water condition in the bay. Table 3.6-4 
present NOAA and BCDC sea level rise inundation information with 24 inches of sea level rise, 
as based on the OPC Guidance above for 2050. 
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Page 3.6-9 -- Figure 3.6-3 on page 3.6-9 is revised as follows.  

 

New Revised Figure 3.6-3: Sea Level Rise at Mean Higher High Water 



3. Revisions to the Draft EIR Plan Bay Area 2050 

Final EIR | October 2021 Metropolitan Transportation Commission & 
3-34 Association of Bay Area Governments 

Page 3.6-30 -- The text in Table 3.6-7 on Draft EIR page 3.6-30 is revised to read as follows: 

Solano County X X 

 

Page 3.6-33 –The text on page 3.6-33 is revised as follows: 

San Mateo County Sea Level Rise Vulnerability Assessment  
Point Blue Conservation Science and the San Francisco Estuary Institute, in partnership with 
the County of Marin, developed a framework and resources to enable planners and other 
coastal decision makers to identify, evaluate, and prioritize adaptation strategies to manage 
risk in a way that transparently considers multiple benefits. The resources in the user guide are 
intended to help coastal decision-makers (1) efficiently identify a range of natural and nature-
based, landscape-scale adaptation strategies that can address coastal climate change 
vulnerabilities, and (2) evaluate how well these adaptation strategies achieve coastal 
community and stakeholder objectives, and prioritize their implementation. The framework, 
case studies, and resources presented in the Sea Level Rise Adaptation Framework are a step 
toward addressing the challenges in transitioning from community vulnerability assessment 
to action. The adaptation phase of Marin County’s Bay Waterfront Adaptation and Vulnerability 
Evaluation (BayWAVE) project was used as a test case with the intent that the framework 
developed be applicable around the entire San Francisco Estuary and beyond. 

Page 3.6-34 -- The text on page 3.6-34 is revised as follows: 

Motor Vehicle Emissions 

Motor vehicle, or mobile source, emissions were calculated using MTC’s travel demand 
forecasting model, Travel Model 1.5, and mobile source emission factors developed by the 
California Air Resources Board (CARB). Vehicle activity projections are correlated to changes in 
demographic, housing, and socioeconomic factors. As shown in Table 2-11, between 2015 and 
2050, the Bay Area is projected to add about 2.8 million people (a 37 percent increase) and 1.4 
million jobs (a 40 percent increase). Based on expected future growth, the total vehicles miles 
traveled would increase by 18 20 percent, which means that VMT is projected to grow at a 
much slower rate than both population and jobs in the region. This can be attributed to the 
anticipated job growth in the region, consistent with recent trends. MTC also projects that 
much of the region's housing will grow along transit corridors and near job centers, further 
reducing VMT. For more information on the land use development pattern see Chapter 2, 
“Project Description.” 

Page 3.6-38 -- The text in Table 3.6-9, on page 3.6-38, is revised as follows: 

Table 3.6-9: Daily Levels of Gasoline and Diesel Consumption1 

Vehicle 
Category 

2015 2050 Net Change 

Gasoline 
(thousan

ds 
gal/day)2 

Diesel 
(thousan

ds 
gal/day)2 

Natural 
Gas 

(thousan
ds 

gal/day)2 

Gasoline 
(thousan

ds 
gal/day)2 

Diesel 
(thousan

ds 
gal/day2 

Natural 
Gas 

(thousan
ds 

gal/day)2 

Gasoline 
(thousan

ds 
gal/day)2 

Diesel 
(thousan

ds 
gal/day)2 

Natural 
Gas 

(thousan
ds 

gal/day)2 

Passenger Vehicles 6,200 40 0 4,800 5,000 10 0 -1,200 -30 0 

Trucks 400 1,100 20 190 200 950 1,000 40 -200 -210 -150 -130 20 

Buses 40 80 2 10 30 1 -30 -40 -1 
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Vehicle 
Category 

2015 2050 Net Change 

Gasoline 
(thousan

ds 
gal/day)2 

Diesel 
(thousan

ds 
gal/day)2 

Natural 
Gas 

(thousan
ds 

gal/day)2 

Gasoline 
(thousan

ds 
gal/day)2 

Diesel 
(thousan

ds 
gal/day2 

Natural 
Gas 

(thousan
ds 

gal/day)2 

Gasoline 
(thousan

ds 
gal/day)2 

Diesel 
(thousan

ds 
gal/day)2 

Natural 
Gas 

(thousan
ds 

gal/day)2 

Other Vehicles 40 4 0 30 4 0 -10 1 0 

All Vehicle Types 6,700 1,200 20 4,300 5,200 1,100 1,000 40 -1,500  -160 -200 20 
Notes: Gal/yea = gallons per year. 
1 Whole numbers have been rounded (between 0 and 10 to the nearest whole number, between 11 and 999 to the nearest 10, between 1,000 

and 1,000,000 to the nearest 100, above 1,000,000 to the nearest 1,000). Figures may not sum due to independent rounding.  
2 Gasoline and diesel consumption forecasts do not account for expected reductions from the implementation of Strategies EN08 or EN09 

because of modeling limitations. 
Source: Data compiled by MTC/ABAG in 2021. 

 

Page 3.6-41 -- The text in the first paragraph on page 3.6-41 is revised as follows: 

The proposed Plan would result in a number of strategies aimed at reducing GHG emissions 
from mobile sources through reducing commute trips, expanding clean vehicle initiatives, and 
expanding transportation demand programs. However, with the operation of new 
transportation projects, as well as the growing number of residents and jobs in the region, total 
on-road transportation GHG emissions would be expected to increase over time if no 
standards were put in place. This analysis incorporates implementation of Pavley regulations 
over the life of the proposed Plan. As shown in Table , when these standards are considered, 
overall on-road vehicle GHG emissions decline by 21 19 percent for passenger vehicles. Pavley 
standards only affect passenger vehicles, but emissions of other vehicles decline by 64 percent 
for buses, by 21 19 percent for trucks, and by 25 percent for “Other Vehicles” due to recently 
adopted regulations such as Advanced Clean Trucks (ACT) and Heavy Duty Omnibus 
regulations (CARB 2021f). 

The text in Table 3.6-12, on page 3.6-41, is revised as follows: 

Table 3.6-12: Existing and Forecasted Daily Transportation GHG Emissions by Vehicle Source (MTCO2e) 
Emission Source 2015 Baseline 2050 Proposed Plan Change from 

Baseline 
Percent Change 

from Baseline 

Passenger Vehicles 53,300 41,900 43,100 -11,400 -10,200 -21% -19% 

Trucks 14,900 11,700 12,000 -3,200 -2,900 -21% -19% 

Buses 1,100 400 -700 -64% 

Other Vehicles 400 300 -100 -25% 

Total 69,700 54,300 55,800 -15,400 -13,900 -22% -20% 
Notes: Values include clean car standards. Whole numbers have been rounded (between 0 and 10 to the nearest whole number, between 11 
and 999 to the nearest 10, between 1,000 and 1,000,000 to the nearest 100, above 1,000,000 to the nearest 1,000). Figures may not sum due to 
independent rounding. Estimates calculated using EMFAC 2021. MTC applied a ratio of 1:00:1:02 to all EMFAC2021 generated CO2 estimates 
for conversion to CO2e. Emissions were annualized by multiplying by 300 to take account for the fact that there is less traffic on weekends. 
Emission estimates do not account for expected reductions from the implementation of Strategies EN08 or EN09 because of modeling 
limitations. 
Source: Data compiled by MTC 2021 
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Page 3.6-42 -- The text in the first paragraph on page 3.6-42 is revised as follows: 

Emissions are reported on a regional basis, with respect to mobile sources. Changes in land 
use and transportation activity under the proposed Plan would result in a net reduction of 4.0 
3.6 MMTCO2e, or 9 8 percent, from 2015 to 2050, as shown in Table 3.6-1. Therefore, there would 
be a less-than-significant (LS) impact. 

The text in Table 3.6-13, on page 3.6-42, is revised as follows: 

Table 3.6-1: Annual GHG Emissions from Projected Land Use and Transportation Sources (MTCO2e/year) 
Sources 2015 Baseline 2030 Proposed 

Plan1 
2050 Proposed 

Plan 
Change from 

2050 to 
Baseline 

Percent Change 
from 2050 to 

Baseline 

Land Use 23,810,0002 24,100,000 24,399,0003 +589,400 +2% 

Transportation 20,910,0004 18,600,000 16,320,0004 
16,740,0004 

-4,590,000 -4,170,000 -22% -20% 

Regional Total 44,720,000 42,700,000 40,719,000 41,139,000 -4,001,000 -3,580,600 -9% -8% 
Notes: Whole numbers have been rounded (between 0 and 10 to the nearest whole number, between 11 and 999 to the nearest 10, between 
1,000 and 1,000,000 to the nearest 100, above 1,000,000 to the nearest 1,000). Figures may not sum due to independent rounding. Emission 
estimates do not account for expected reductions from the implementation of strategies EN02, EN03, EN08, or EN09 because of modeling 
limitations. 
1 Interpolated between 2015 and 2050. 
2 Based on emissions from electricity consumption, building energy usage (e.g. natural gas, propane), and waste management emissions 

from BAAQMD’s 2015 Bay Area GHG Inventory (BAAQMD 2017: Table 3-2).  
3 Calculated by adding the calculated net change in to 2015 values. Calculations assume residential and nonresidential land uses built 

between 2015 and 2050 would be built to 2019 Title 24 building energy efficiency standards. 
4 Calculated by MTC using EMFAC2021. 
Source: Data compiled by MTC 2021 

 

Page 3.6-43 -- The text in the fifth paragraph on page 3.6-43, is revised as follows: 

The proposed Plan would also result in the implementation of transportation projects. 
However, several strategies in the proposed Plan would reduce emissions from cars and light 
duty trucks. As shown in Table 3.6-2, Strategy EN08, "Expand Clean Vehicle Initiatives" includes 
strategies to support electric vehicle (EV) adoption and charging infrastructure and Strategy 
EN09, "Expand Transportation Demand Management Initiatives" includes strategies that are 
expected to reduce vehicle trips and, subsequently, on-road passenger vehicle emissions by 
nearly 6,300 MTCO2 per day in 2035. As noted in the methodology, Travel Model 1.5 is not 
sensitive to the full range of strategies in the proposed Plan. As a result, the emissions 
reduction benefits of Strategy EN08 and Strategy EN09 are calculated “off-model” consistent 
with guidance from CARB. 

The text in Table 3.6-14, on page 3.6-43, is revised as follows: 

Table 3.6-2: Plan Bay Area 2050 Strategy EN08: Clean Vehicle Initiatives and Strategy EN09: 
Transportation Demand Management Initiatives MTCO2 Reductions 

Strategy 2035 

Daily Reductions  
(MTCO2) 

Annual Reductions  
(MTCO2) 

Bike Share 10 14 4,100 

Car Share 1,800 1,700 537,500 524,800 

Targeted Transportation Alternatives 800 238,300 240,300 
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Strategy 2035 

Daily Reductions  
(MTCO2) 

Annual Reductions  
(MTCO2) 

Vanpool Incentives 120 35,600 35,700 

Regional EV Charger Network 670 201,600 

Vehicle Buyback Program 2,900 3,000 864,000 890,100 

Total 6,300 1,881,000 1,897,000 
Notes: Whole numbers have been rounded (between 0 and 10 to the nearest whole number, between 11 and 999 to the nearest 10, between 
1,000 and 1,000,000 to the nearest 100, above 1,000,000 to the nearest 1,000). Figures may not sum due to independent rounding. Emissions 
are annualized by multiplying by 300 to take account for the fact that there is less traffic on weekends. 
Source: Data compiled by MTC/ABAG 2021 

 

Page 3.6-44 -- The text in the first paragraph on page 3.6-44 is revised as follows: 

Table 3.6-3 shows the change in daily and per-capita car and light duty truck CO2 emissions 
between 2005 and future years. Emissions are expected to decline over time with and without 
the implementation of Strategy EN08 and Strategy EN09. With Strategy EN08 and Strategy 
EN09, the proposed Plan is expected to result in nearly a 22 20 percent decline in per capita 
CO2 emissions from 2005 to 2035, exceeding the SB 375 target of 19 percent. This decline is 
attributable to numerous factors, most importantly the integrated land use and transportation 
strategies reflected in the proposed Plan that result in a land use development pattern that 
focuses growth into higher-density locations near transit services. This “focused growth” 
approach allows more efficient use of the existing transportation infrastructure. The integrated 
land use development pattern and transportation strategies are described in greater detail in 
Chapter 2, “Project Description.” 

The text in Table 3.6-15, on page 3.6-44, is revised as follows: 

Table 3.6-3: Analysis of Passenger Vehicle and Light Duty Truck CO2 Emissions1 Pursuant to SB 375 
Year Population Modeled 

GHG 
Emissions  

(MTCO2/ 
day) 

Strategy EN08 
and EN09 

Reductions  
relative to 2005 

(MTCO2/ day) 

Emissions 
per Capita 

(kg CO2) 

Percent Reduction in Per Capita CO2 

Emissions Relative to 2005 

Proposed Plan 
without 

Strategy EN08 
and EN09 

Proposed 
Plan with 
Strategy 
EN08 and 

EN09 

Reduction 
Target 

Pursuant 
to SB 375 

Target 

2005 6,979,000 54,800 0 7.9 7.8 0 0 n/a 

2035 9,167,000 62,600 63,900 -6,300  6.8 6.3 -13% -11% -22% -20% -19% 
Notes: Whole numbers have been rounded (between 0 and 10 to the nearest whole number, between 11 and 999 to the nearest 10, between 
1,000 and 1,000,000 to the nearest 100, above 1,000,000 to the nearest 1,000). Figures may not sum due to independent rounding.  
1 Estimates calculated using EMFAC 2014, as per SB 375 protocol. 
Source: Data compiled by MTC/ABAG 2021 

 

Pages 3.6-44 and 3.6-45 -- The text on page 3.6-44 and 3.6-45 is revised as follows: 

Land Use, Sea Level Rise Adaptation, and Transportation System Impacts 

As discussed under Impact GHG-1, implementation of the proposed Plan would result in a net 
reduction in GHG emissions from land use and transportation sources combined. As shown in 
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Table 3.6-1, the net land use and transportation emissions under the Plan would be reduced 
by 9 5 percent from 2015 to 2030 and 9 8 percent from 2015 to 2050.  

In order to determine whether the net land use and transportation emission reductions under 
the proposed Plan would conflict with implementation of state policies and plans, including 
statewide goals set by SB 32 and EO S-3-05 and the 2017 Scoping Plan, the proposed Plan’s 
reductions must be correlated to the statewide reduction of GHG emissions to 40 percent 
below 1990 levels by 2030 and 80 percent below 1990 by 2050, respectively. Based on the 
available data and assumptions described above under Method of Analysis, which include 
recommendations from CARB and BAAQMD for determining plan level significance of GHG 
emissions in relation to the State’s goals, a reduction of 41 percent below 2015 levels by 2030 
and 83 percent below 2015 levels would be needed for the proposed Plan to be consistent with 
the State’s 2030 and 2050 target, respectively. See Appendix E for detailed quantification of 
this weighted target. As shown in Table 3.6-1, in 2015, land use and transportation accounted 
for nearly 48 5 MMCO2e in the Bay Area. Consequently, the proposed Plan would need to 
achieve a net reduction in land use and transportation emissions of 20 18 MMTCO2e from 2015 
by 2030 and 40 37 MMTCO2e from 2015 by 2050 to be consistent with the State’s 2030 and 2050 
targets. As shown in Table 3.6-3 16, the proposed Plan would achieve an annual reduction of 
2.0 MMTCO2e from 2015 land use and on-road transportation emissions by 2030 and 4.0 3.6 
MMTCO2e by 2050, which does not achieve the necessary reductions to be consistent with the 
State’s targets. Error! Reference source not found. below presents these calculations.  

Page 3.6-45 -- The text in Table 3.6-16, on page 3.6-45, is revised as follows: 

Table 3.6-4: Calculation of GHG Reduction and Targets from Land Use and Transportation relative to 1990 
and 2015 levels 

Year Target Percent  
below 2015 Levels 

(MTCO2e/year) 

Historical and 
Targeted Bay Area 

Transportation and 
Land Use 
Emissions 

(MTCO2e/year) 

Reductions  
needed from 2015 

(MTCO2e/year) 

Reductions  
from 2015 

Proposed Plan  
(MTCO2e/year) 

Additional 
Reductions Needed 

(MTCO2e/year) 

2015 n/a 44,720,0001 n/a n/a n/a 

2030 -41%2 26,385,000 -18,335,000 -2,020,000 -16,315,000 

2050 -83%3 7,602,000 -37,118,000 -4,001,000 -3,581,000 -33,117,000 -33,537,000 
Notes: Whole numbers have been rounded (between 0 and 10 to the nearest whole number, between 11 and 999 to the nearest 10, between 
1,000 and 1,000,000 to the nearest 100, above 1,000,000 to the nearest 1,000). Figures may not sum due to independent rounding. Emission 
estimates do not account for expected reductions from the implementation of strategies EN02, EN03, EN08, or EN09 because of modeling 
limitations. 
1 Based on land use emissions from BAAQMD’s 2017 Clean Air Plan (electricity consumption, building energy usage (e.g. natural gas, 
propane), and waste management emissions) and transportation estimates from MTC. 
2 Based on Reflects the SB 32 Target. See Appendix E for calculations of Plan-adjusted target. 
3 Reflects B-30-15 Target. See Appendix E for calculations of Plan-adjusted target. 
Source: Data compiled by MTC/ABAG 2021 
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3.7 DRAFT EIR SECTION 3.10, “HYDROLOGY AND WATER 
QUALITY” 

Page 3.10-5 -- The text in the last paragraph on page 3.10-5 is revised as follows: 

Groundwater is used for numerous purposes, including municipal and industrial water supply, 
in the Bay Area; however, it accounts for only about 5 20 percent of total water consumption 
(San Francisco Bay RWQCB 2021).   

Page 3.10-14 -- The text on page 3.10-14 in the second bulleted item under the heading “Sustainable 
Groundwater Management Act,” is revised as follows: 

 requires all groundwater basins found to be of “high” or “medium” priority to prepare 
Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSPs) or submit an alternative to a GSP that 
demonstrates how water managers have already achieved or will achieve sustainable 
groundwater management. Sonoma, Napa, Solano, Contra Costa, Alameda, and Santa 
Clara Counties include basins designated as high or medium priority (see Figure 3.10-4); 

Pages 3.10-16 and 3.10-17 -- The text on pages 3.10-16 and 3.10-17 is revised as follows: 

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Porter-Cologne Act) established SWRCB and 
divided the State into nine regions, each overseen by an RWQCB. The nine regional boards 
have the primary responsibility for the coordination and control of water quality within their 
respective jurisdictional boundaries. Under the Porter-Cologne Act, water quality objectives 
are limits or levels of water quality constituents or characteristics established for the purpose 
of protecting beneficial uses. Each RWQCB must develop, adopt, and implement a Water 
Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) for its region. The act requires the RWQCBs must to establish 
water quality objectives while acknowledging that water quality may be changed to some 
degree without unreasonably affecting beneficial uses. Designated beneficial uses, together 
with the corresponding water quality objectives, also constitute water quality standards under 
the federal CWA. Therefore, the water quality objectives form the regulatory references for 
meeting State and federal requirements for water quality control.  

SWRCB also has adopted several statewide Water Quality Control Plans, including the Bay-
Delta Plan. SWRCB adopted amendments to the Water Quality Control Plan for the San 
Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary in 2018. The amendments established 
water quality objectives to maintain Bay-Delta ecosystem health. SWRCB intends to 
implement the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment on the Tuolumne River by 2022; however, its 
implementation is uncertain for several reasons, including ongoing litigation and because the 
Bay-Delta Plan Amendment provides a regulatory framework for flow allocation, which must 
be achieved through other proceedings (SFPUC 2021). 

Page 3.10-18 -- The text in the last paragraph on page 3.10-18 is revised as follows: 

The California Department of Transportation’s (Caltrans’) was originally issued a current 
Statewide NPDES permit (Order 112-0011 99-06-DWQ) in 1999, which requires Caltrans to 
regulate nonpoint-source discharge from its properties, facilities, and activities, became 
effective in July of 2013 and has been subsequently amended. The Caltrans permit requires 
development of a program for communication with local agencies, and coordination with 
other MS4 programs where those programs overlap geographically with Caltrans facilities. As 
part of the permit, Caltrans is required to create and annually update maintain and implement 
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a Stormwater Management Plan (SWMP) that is used to outline the regulation of pollutant 
discharge caused by current and future construction and maintenance activities. SWMP 
requirements apply to discharges from Caltrans stormwater conveyances, including catch 
basins and drain inlets, curbs, gutters, ditches, channels, and storm drains.  

Page 3.10-19 -- The text in the fourth paragraph on page 3.10-19 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

The SWMP must be approved by SWRCB, and as specified in the permit, it is an enforceable 
document. Compliance with the permit is measured by implementation of the SWMP. 
Caltrans’ policies, manuals, and other guidance related to stormwater are intended to facilitate 
implementation of the SWMP. Caltrans also requires all contractors to prepare and implement 
a program to control water pollution effectively during the construction of all projects. Caltrans 
projects must also meet the requirements in the Caltrans San Francisco Bay Trash Work Plan 
to meet San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board Cease and Desist Order No. 
R2-2019-0007. Caltrans continues to modify its policies and procedures to be consistent with 
the SWRCB’s General Construction Permit, described above. 

The text in the sixth paragraph on page 3.10-19 is revised as follows: 

The Project Planning and Design Guide provides guidance on the process and procedures for 
evaluating project scope and site conditions to determine the need for and feasibility of 
incorporating BMPs into projects within Caltrans right-of-way. It provides design guidance for 
incorporating those stormwater quality controls into projects during the planning and project 
development process. The Project Planning and Design Guide was prepared in support of the 
Statewide Stormwater Management Plan. The document addresses key regulatory, policy, and 
technical requirements by providing direction on the procedures to incorporate stormwater 
BMPs into the design of all Caltrans projects. Construction projects within Caltrans’ right-of-
way that would disturb less than 1 acre of soil would be subject to Caltrans’ Project Planning 
and Design Guide requirement to implement a Water Pollution Control Plan. 

Page 3.10-24 -- The text in the last paragraph on page 3.10-24 is revised as follows:  

The following provides an analysis of the potential for implementation of the Plan to result in 
degradation of surface water and groundwater quality, including the potential to conflict with 
or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan. The discussion is focused on 
potential adverse effects on surface water quality associated with discharge to waters listed 
under Section 303(d) of the CWA. The potential water quality implications of drainage pattern 
alterations and construction activities are also analyzed in Impacts HYDRO-3 (with respect to 
erosion) and HYDRO-4 (with respect to rates and amounts of urban runoff caused by an 
increase in the extent of impervious surfaces). The potential for construction activities to 
encounter, and potentially spread, existing groundwater contamination is addressed in 
Section 3.9, “Hazards and Wildfire,” in Impact HAZ-4. 

Page 3.10-30 -- The text of the last full paragraph on page 3.10-30 is revised as follows: 

As discussed above, SGMA requires the formation of GSAs to manage local groundwater 
basins; this includes the development of GSPs or alternatives to GSPs by 2022. Groundwater 
basins throughout much of the Plan area, including TPAs where development could occur, 
have been classified as high- or medium-priority basins under SGMA (see Figure 3.10-4). 
Under SGMA, agencies high- and medium-priority basins are required to be managed to halt 
overdraft and bring groundwater basins into balanced levels of pumping and recharge. As 
noted above, GSPs or alternative GSPs have not been submitted to DWR for most of these 
basins (see Table 3.10-4). 

https://water.ca.gov/Programs/Groundwater-Management/Basin-Prioritization
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3.8 DRAFT EIR SECTION 3.11, “LAND USE, POPULATION, AND 
HOUSING” 

Page 3.11-5 -- The text on page 3.11-15 is revised as follows: 

San Francisco Bay Area Seaport Plan 

The San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) developed the 
San Francisco Bay Area Seaport Plan in 1996, last amended in 2012, to forecast cargo activity, 
assess port terminal handling capacity, and coordinate port area development. The plan 
assists in coordinating Bay Area maritime activities with the region's surface transportation 
system. The plan uses Port Priority Use Areas as a land use designation for port development 
planning and establishing policies to achieve goals for the port system and surrounding 
areas. However, the projections and plan horizon was 2020, and BCDC is in the process of 
updating the plan.  

Page 3.11-24 -- The text beginning in the last paragraph on page 3.11-24 is revised to read as follows: 

Portions of Alameda, Contra Costa, and Solano Counties overlap with areas covered by the 
Delta Plan. The boundaries, which are described in Delta Plan Policy DP Pl, Locate New 
Urban Development Wisely (23 CCR Section 5010), are intended to strengthen existing Delta 
communities while protecting farmland and open space, providing land for ecosystem 
restoration needs, and reducing flood risk. Delta Plan Policy DP Pl is consistent with the Delta 
Reform Act (PRC Section 29702), which states that one of the basic goals of the State for the 
Delta is to "[p]rotect, maintain, and, where possible, enhance and restore the overall quality of 
the Delta environment, including, but not limited to, agriculture, wildlife habitat, and 
recreational activities. Projected development could affect consistency with the Delta Plan 
adopted by the Delta Stewardship Council because development at the urban edge could 
adversely impact agriculture, natural resources, recreational land, and water quality in the 
Delta. In order to be consistent with Delta Plan Policy DP P1, new residential, commercial, or 
industrial development must be limited to areas that city or county general plans designate 
for such development as of the date of the Delta Plan’s adoption (May 16, 2013) In Contra 
Costa County, new residential, commercial, and industrial development within the Delta 
must be limited to areas within the 2006 voter-approved urban limit line. is permitted 
outside the urban boundaries only if it is consistent with the land use designated in the 
relevant county general plan as of the date of the Delta Plan's adoption (January 2019). 
Jurisdictions with land in the Primary Zone are required by PRC Section 29763 to adopt 
general plans with land uses consistent with the goals and policies in the Delta Plan, subject 
to review by the Delta Stewardship Council. Therefore, subsequent projects within the 
proposed Plan that fall within the Delta Plan boundaries would be required to demonstrate 
consistency with the plan and satisfy mitigation requirements.121-7 

3.9 DRAFT EIR SECTION 3.14, PUBLIC UTILITIES AND 
FACILITIES 

Page 3.14-2 -- The text in last paragraph on page 3.14-2 is revised as follows: 

The Bay Area Water Supply & Conservation Agency (BAWSCA) was created on May 7, 2003, and 
represents 26 water suppliers that purchase water from the San Francisco Regional Water 



3. Revisions to the Draft EIR Plan Bay Area 2050 

Final EIR | October 2021 Metropolitan Transportation Commission & 
3-42 Association of Bay Area Governments 

System on a wholesale basis and deliver water to people, businesses, and community 
organizations in San Mateo, Santa Clara, and Alameda Counties. BAWSCA’s goals are to ensure 
a reliable water supply, of high-quality water, and at a fair price for its service areacustomers. 
BAWSCA has the authority to coordinate water conservation, supply, and recycling activities 
for its agencies; acquire water and make it available to other agencies on a wholesale basis; 
finance projects, including improvements to the regional water system; and build facilities 
jointly with other local public agencies or on its own to carry out the agency’s purposes. It 
should be noted that the other water agencies discussed herein contain members of BAWSCA. 

Page 3.14-5 -- The text in the second paragraph on page 3.14-5 is revised as follows: 

The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) operates the Regional Water System, 
which provides water to nearly 2.6 million people within San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara, 
Alameda, and Tuolumne Counties. The Regional Water System consists of more than 280 miles 
of pipeline and 60 miles of tunnels, 11 reservoirs, five pump stations, and two water treatment 
plants. The SFPUC provides water to both retail and wholesale customers (approximately 35 
and 65 percent, respectively) (SFPUC 2016). 

Page 3.14-6 -- The text in the second paragraph on page 3.14-6 is revised as follows: 

The SCVWD manages groundwater and provides comprehensive water management as 
authorized by the Santa Clara Valley District Act. SCVWD’s water supply system comprises 
storage, conveyance, recharge, treatment, and distribution facilities that include 11 10 local 
reservoirs, the groundwater basin, groundwater recharge facilities, treatment plants, 
imported supply, and raw treated water conveyance facilities. The primary source of water 
for SCVWD is groundwater and surface water stored in the reservoirs. The reservoirs store up 
to 25 percent of Santa Clara County’s water supply. The capacity of all the local reservoirs of 
SCVWD is 169,009 acre-feet, with 122, 924 acre-feet of restricted capacity (SCVWD 2016). 

Page 3.14-7 -- The text in the first paragraph on page 3.14-7 is revised as follows: 

The Sonoma County Water Agency (Sonoma Water) is a water wholesaler that provides 
drinking water to nine cities and special districts and to more than 630,000 residents in 
portions of Sonoma and Marin Counties. Sonoma Water, formerly known as the Sonoma 
County Water Agency, serves a large portion of Sonoma County, as well as the northern 
portion of Marin County. The primary water source for Sonoma Water is the Russian 
River. The Russian River originates in central Mendocino County and discharges into the 
Pacific Ocean near Jenner, about 20 miles west of Santa Rosa, and it is approximately 
110 miles in length. Additionally, the Santa Rosa Plain provides groundwater. 
Groundwater is an important source of water in Sonoma County because it provides the 
domestic water supply for most of the unincorporated portion of the county and is a 
primary source of water for agricultural users. Three water agency wells located along 
the Russian River- Cotati Intertie Pipeline in the Santa Rosa Plain also provide a portion 
of the agency’s water supply. Sonoma Water diverts water from the Russian River and 
delivers it to customers through a transmission system. The transmission system 
consists of six radial collector wells at the Wohler and Mirabel production facilities 
adjacent to the Russian River. In 2015, Sonoma Water provided 44,733 afy to its 
customers and contractors (including surplus and non-surplus customers) (Sonoma 
County Water Agency 2016). 
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Page 3.14-10 -- The text in the second paragraph on page 3.14-10 is revised as follows: 

In 2003, ACWD opened the Newark Desalination Facility, the first brackish water desalination 
facility in northern California, with a capacity of 5 mgd, and it doubled the production to 10 
mgd for a total blended production of 12.5 mgd to the distribution system. Eight water 
agencies in the Bay Area (ACWD, BAWSCA, CCWD, EBMUD, MMWD, SFPUC, SCVWD, and 
Zone 7 Water Agency) are working together to investigate opportunities for collaboration. The 
purpose of this planning effort, known as Bay Area Regional Reliability (BARR), is to identify 
projects and processes to enhance water supply reliability across the region, leverage existing 
infrastructure investments, facilitate water transfers during critical shortages, and improve 
climate change resiliency. Projects to be considered will include interagency interties and 
pipelines, treatment plant improvements and expansion, groundwater management and 
recharge, potable reuse, desalination, and water transfers. While no specific capacity or supply 
has been identified, this program may result in additional of future supplies that would benefit 
Bay Area Customers (Brown and Caldwell 2017). 

Page 3.14-14 -- The text beginning in the last paragraph on page 3.14-14 is revised as follows: 

Urbanized and unincorporated areas of cities and counties throughout the Bay Area provide 
wastewater treatment facilities. These facilities include systems made up of pipelines, 
pipepump stations, interceptor stations, and discharge stations. Treatment plants send 
wastewater through up to three treatment processes (primary, secondary, tertiary) depending 
on treatment requirements established by the pertinent RWQCB for the particular plant. The 
level of treatment is often dictated by where treated effluent is discharged (land, water body) 
and if there is an end use that requires higher treatment levels (recycling).  

Pages 3.14-15 and 3.15-16 -- The text on pages 3.14-15 and 3.14-16 in Table 3.14-4 is revised as follows: 

Table Error! No text of specified style in document.: Wastewater Treatment Facilities in the Region 
Treatment Agency Service Area 

Alameda County  

City of Hayward City of Hayward 

City of Livermore City of Livermore and surrounding unincorporated areas 

City of San Leandro, Environmental Services Division City of San Leandro 

Dublin San Ramon Services District Cities of Pleasanton and Dublin 

East Bay Municipal Utility District Cities of Alameda, Albany, Berkeley, Emeryville, Oakland, and Piedmont 

Oro Loma Sanitary District City of San Leandro, City of Hayward and unincorporated areas San Lorenzo, Ashland, 
Cherryland, Fairview, and portions of Castro Valley 

Union Sanitary District Cities of Fremont, Newark, and Union City 

Contra Costa County  

Central Contra Costa Sanitary District Cities of Clayton, Concord, Lafayette, Orinda, Pleasant Hill, San Ramon, Walnut Creek, 
Towns of Danville, Moraga, and unincorporated area of Alamo 

City of Brentwood City of Brentwood 

City of Hercules / City of Pinole City of Hercules 

City of Richmond Municipal Services District City of Richmond 

Crockett-Valona Sanitary District Unincorporated area of Crockett 

Delta Diablo Sanitation District Cities of Antioch, Pittsburg, and unincorporated Bay Point area 

East Bay Municipal Utility District Cities of El Cerrito, and Richmond and unincorporated Kensington 
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Treatment Agency Service Area 

Ironhorse Sanitary District City of Oakley and unincorporated area of Bethel Island 

Mt. View Sanitary Eastern District City of Martinez and surrounding unincorporated areas 

Rodeo Sanitary District Unincorporated Rodeo area 

West County Wastewater District City of Richmond and unincorporated El Sobrante area 

Marin County  

Central Marin Sanitation Agency 
City San Rafael and Towns of Corte Madera and FairfaxService 
areas of Sanitary District No. 2, San Rafael Sanitation District, Ross 
Valley Sanitary District 

Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary District City of San Rafael and surrounding unincorporated areas 

Marin County Sanitary District #5 Town of Tiburon 

Novato Sanitary District City of Novato and unincorporated Bel Marin, Ignacio and Hamilton areas 

Ross Valley Sanitation District City of Larkspur, Town of San Anselmo, and surrounding unincorporated areas 

Sausalito Marin City Sanitary District  City of Sausalito and unincorporated Marin City area 

Sewerage Agency of Southern Marin City of Mill Valley and surrounding unincorporated areas 

Napa County  

City of American Canyon City of American Canyon 

City of Calistoga City of Calistoga 

City of St. Helena City of St. Helena 

Napa Sanitation District City of Napa and unincorporated surrounding areas 

Town of Yountville Town of Yountville 

San Francisco County 

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission City and County of San Francisco 

San Mateo County  

City of Burlingame City of Burlingame, Town of Hillsborough and unincorporated Burlingame Hills area 

City of Millbrae City of Millbrae 

City of Pacifica City of Pacifica 

City of San Mateo/ Estero Municipal Improvement District Cities of San Mateo and Foster City 

Cities of South San Francisco and San Bruno Cities of South San Francisco, San Bruno, Daly City and Millbrae and Town of Colma 

North San Mateo County Sanitation District Cities of Daly City and South San Francisco 

Sewer Authority Mid- Coastside City of Half Moon Bay and unincorporated Granada, Moss Beach and Montero areas 

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission Cities of Brisbane and Daly City 

Silicon Valley Clean Water Cities of Belmont, San Carlos, Redwood City, Menlo Park and Towns of Atherton, Portola 
Valley, Woodside 

Santa Clara County  

City of Sunnyvale Water Pollution Control Plant City of Sunnyvale 

Palo Alto Regional Water Quality Control Plant Cities of East Palo Alto, Los Altos, Mountain View, Palo Alto, Town of Los Altos Hills and 
unincorporated Stanford University area 

San José/ Santa Clara County Water Pollution Control 
Plant 

Cities of San José, Campbell, Saratoga, Monte Sereno, Cupertino, Milpitas and Town of 
Los Gatos 
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Treatment Agency Service Area 

South County Regional Waste Water Authority Cities of Morgan Hill and Gilroy 

Solano County  

City of Benicia City of Benicia 

City of Dixon City of Dixon 

City of Rio Vista City of Rio Vista 

City of Vacaville City of Vacaville 

Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District Cities of Fairfield and Suisun City 

Vallejo Sanitation and Flood Control District City of Vallejo 

Sonoma County  

Airport/Larkfield/Wikiup Sanitation Zone Unincorporated areas of Larkfield and Wikiup 

City of Cloverdale City of Cloverdale 

City of Petaluma City of Petaluma and unincorporated Penngrove area 

Geyserville Sanitation Zone Unincorporated Geyserville area 

Penngrove Sanitation Zone Unincorporated Penngrove area 

Occidental County Sanitation District Unincorporated Occidental area 

Russian River County Sanitation District Unincorporated areas of Guerneville and Rio Nido 

Sonoma Water Sonoma Valley County Sanitation District 

Town of Sonoma and surrounding unincorporated areas  Areas covered by 
Airport/Larkfield/Wikiup Sanitation Zone, Geyserville Sanitation Zone, Penngrove 
Sanitation Zone, Occidental County Sanitation District, Russian River County Sanitation 
District, Sonoma Valley County Sanitation District, South Park County Sanitation District 

Santa Rosa Water Cities of Santa Rosa, Rohnert Park, Sebastopol, Cotati, and surrounding unincorporated 
areas 

Sonoma Valley County Sanitation District Town of Sonoma and surrounding unincorporated areas 

South Park County Sanitation District Southern portion of City of Santa Rosa. 

Town of Windsor Town of Windsor 

Occidental County Sanitation District Unincorporated Occidental area 

Russian River County Sanitation District Unincorporated Sonoma County 

South Park County Sanitation District Unincorporated Sonoma County 

Airport/Larkfield/Wikiup Sanitation District Unincorporated Larkfield and Wikiup area 

Geyserville Sanitation Zone Unincorporated Geyserville area 

Penngrove Sanitation Zone Unincorporated Penngrove area 
Source: ABAG 2016 

 

Page 3.14-31 -- The text on page 3.14-31 is revised as follows: 

State Water Resources Control Board and Regional Water Quality Control Boards  
SWRCB issues individual and general NPDES permits for wastewater and stormwater through 
the authorization of EPA. Discharges that may affect surface water or groundwater, and that 
are not regulated by an NPDES permit, are issued a WDR that serves as a permit under the 
authority of the California Water Code. The RWQCBs issue land disposal WDRs that permit 
certain solid and liquid waste discharges to land to ensure that wastes do not reach surface 
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water or groundwater. Land disposal WDRs contain requirements for liners, covers, 
monitoring, cleanup, and closure. The RWQCBs also permit certain point source discharges of 
waste to land that have the potential to affect surface water or groundwater quality. This 
category of discharges, known as “Non-15” discharges, are the most diverse and include 
sewage sludge and biosolids, industrial wastewater from power plants, wastes from water 
supply treatment plants, treated wastewater for aquifer storage and recovery, treated 
groundwater from cleanup sites, and many others. 

The State Water Resources Control Board adopted amendments to the Water Quality Control 
Plan for the San Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary in 2018. The 
amendments established water quality objectives to maintain Bay-Delta ecosystem health. 
The SWRCB intends to implement the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment on the Tuolumne River by 
2022; however, its implementation is uncertain for several reasons, including ongoing litigation 
and because the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment provides a regulatory framework for flow 
allocation, which must be achieved through other proceedings (SFPUC 2021). 

Page 3.14-34 -- The text in the third paragraph on page 3.14-34 is revised as follows: 

The California Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (MWELO) sets restrictions on 
outdoor landscaping. The Bay Area contains several local agencies under the MWELO that 
require project applicants to prepare plans consistent with the requirements of the MWELO 
for review and approval. The MWELO was most recently updated by DWR and approved by 
the California Water Commission on July 15, 2015. All provisions became effective on February 
1, 2016. The revisions, which apply to new construction with a landscape area greater than 500 
square feet, reduced the allowable coverage of high-water-use plants to 25 percent of the 
landscaped area. The MWELO also requires use of a dedicated landscape meter on landscape 
areas for residential landscape areas greater than 5,000 square feet or nonresidential 
landscape areas greater than 1,000 square feet, it and requires weather-based irrigation 
controllers or soil moisture–based controllers or other self-adjusting irrigation controllers for 
irrigation scheduling in all irrigation systems. Local agencies must either adopt the MWELO or 
may adopt a more stringent local ordinances if they are at least as effective in conserving water 
as MWELO. 

Page 3.14-38 -- The text between the third and fourth paragraph on page 3.14-38 is revised to add the 
“Construction” subheading as follows: 

Construction 
Environmental impacts could occur from both construction and the conversion of undeveloped 
land to accommodate new, expanded, or relocated water, wastewater treatment or stormwater 
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities. The construction process 
could result in environmental impacts related to air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, 
hazardous materials, stormwater runoff, cultural and tribal cultural resources, and noise. 
Moreover, it may be necessary to relocate existing electrical, natural gas, and 
telecommunication infrastructure if the proposed Plan's development pattern would require 
re-routing infrastructure. It is foreseeable that the removal or relocation of this infrastructure 
could result in potentially significant construction impacts related to aesthetics, agriculture 
and forest land, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, hazardous materials, emergency 
response or evacuation plans, wildfire, stormwater runoff, cultural resources, and noise. 
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Page 3.14-41 -- The text on page 3.14-41 is revised to read as follows: 

Conclusion 
Potential impacts on water, wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, 
natural gas, or telecommunications facilities would occur primarily from the land use 
development pattern that would result from implementation of the proposed Plan and 
increased electricity demand related to electrification of the transportation fleet. Relocation 
impacts on electrical, natural gas, and telecommunications infrastructure could occur from 
transportation projects. Stormwater iImpacts from transportation projects would only be 
expected to occur in the case of a combined stormwater and wastewater conveyance system. 
Development outside of urbanized areas could require the construction of new stormwater 
drainage systems, and this impact would be potentially significant. Transportation projects 
that aren’t subject to Caltrans NPDES Stormwater Regulations or in areas lacking adequate 
stormwater drainage capacity or hardened sea level rise adaptation infrastructure could result 
in impacts that would be potentially significant. Additionally, implementation of the proposed 
Plan may require new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or stormwater drainage, 
electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities or the relocation of existing 
facilities. The construction or relocation of these facilities may have effects related to 
construction and to conversion of undeveloped land. Therefore, these impacts would be 
potentially significant (PS). Mitigation Measures PUF-1(a) through PUF-1(f) address these 
impacts and are described below. 

Page 3.14-44 -- The text on page 3.14-44, in the footnote of Table 3.14-8, is revised as follows: 
2 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission is a wholesale water provider to BAWSCA member agencies; however, the agencies' service 

populations are listed separately. 

3.10 DRAFT EIR SECTION 3.15, “TRANSPORTATION” 

Page 3.15-4 -- The text on page 3.15-4 is in Table 3.15-2 revised as follows: 

Table Error! No text of specified style in document.-1: Public Transit Operators in the Bay Area 

Transit System Mode Average Weekday 
Ridership Bay Area Counties Served 

SFMTA Local/express bus; Light rail;  
Cable car/streetcar/trolley 744,000 MRN, SF, SM 

BART Heavy rail 427,000 ALA, CC, SCL, SF, SM 

AC Transit Local/transbay bus 180,000 ALA, CC, SCL, SF, SM 

VTA Local/express bus; Light rail 121,000 ALA, SCL, SM 

Caltrain Commuter rail 61,000 SCL, SF, SM 

SamTrans Local/express bus 38,000 SCL, SF, SM 

Golden Gate Transit Local/express bus; Ferry 19,000 MRN, SF, SON, CC 

County Connection Local/express bus 11,000 ALA, CC 

Marin Transit Local bus 10,000 MRN 

WETA Ferry 10,000 ALA, CC, SF, SM, SOL 

Tri Delta Transit Local/express bus 7,000 CC 

Santa Rosa CityBus Local bus 6,000 SON 
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Transit System Mode Average Weekday 
Ridership Bay Area Counties Served 

LAVTA Wheels Local/express bus 6,000 ALA, CC 

ACE Commuter rail 5,000 ALA, SCL 

SolTrans Local/express bus 5,000 CC, SOL 

WestCAT Local bus; Express/transbay bus 4,000 CC, SF 

VINE Local/express bus 4,000 NAP, SOL 

Sonoma County Transit Local/express bus 3,000 SON 

FAST Local/express bus 3,000 CC, SOL 

SMART Commuter rail 2,000 MRN, SON 

Vacaville City Coach Local bus 1,000 SOL 

Petaluma Transit Local bus 1,000 SON 

Union City Transit Local bus 1,000 ALA 

Dixon Readi-Ride Local bus < 1,000 SOL 

Rio Vista Delta Breeze Local/express bus < 1,000 CC, SOL 

Pleasanton Paratransit Local bus < 1,000 CC 
Note: Average weekday ridership has been rounded to the nearest 1,000; Figures may not sum due to independent rounding; Average weekday 
ridership is calculated by taking the total annual ridership and dividing by 300, an assumption which is consistent with MTC travel modeling 
procedure; Primary counties served by operator are marked in bold. 
Source: Data compiled by MTC and ABAG in 2020 based on data from Unlinked Passenger Trips and National Transit Database 2019 
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The following figure has been added. 

 

New Figure: Goods Movement 
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Page 3.15-6 -- The text in the first paragraph on page 3.15-6 is revised as follows: 

Amtrak provides long-distance passenger rail services to the Bay Area via the Capitol Corridor, 
San Joaquin, Coast Starlight, and California Zephyr lines, connecting the region to the Central 
Valley, Southern California, the Pacific Northwest, and the Midwest. 

Amtrak provides once-daily long-distance passenger rail service to the Bay Area via the Coast 
Starlight and California Zephyr lines, connecting the region to southern California, the Pacific 
Northwest, and the Midwest. The two State-supported intercity routes in the region, the 
Capitol Corridor and the San Joaquins, provide more frequent regional and interregional 
service and provide additional connections to the Central Valley.  

Page 3.15-7 -- The title to Figure 3.15-3 on page 3.15-7 is revised as follows 

Figure 3.15-3: Bay Area Bicycle Facilities Regional Bike Network 

Page 3.15-9 -- The text in the last paragraph on page 3.15-9 is revised as follows: 

As shown in Table 3.15-3, the region sees 155 million VMT on a typical weekday in the 2015 base 
year, or 20.4 20.5 VMT per capita. 

The text on page 3.15-9 in Table 3.15-3 is revised as follows: 

Table 3.15-3: Modeled Bay Area Travel Behavior (2015) 

Daily Trips 

Commute Trips 8,360,000 8,366,000 

Non-Commute Trips 17,939,000 17,943,000 

Total Daily Trips 26,299,000 26,309,000 

Daily Vehicle Trips 20,896,000 20,921,000 

Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) 155,006,000 155,305,000 

Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled per Capita 20.4 20.5 

Daily Vehicle Hours of Recurring Delay 264,500 258,900 

Daily Transit Boardings 1,703,000 1,687,000 

Daily Transit Passenger Miles 11,292,000 11,068,000 
Note: Figures may not sum due to independent rounding. Daily metrics are measures for a typical weekday. Vehicle trips reflect interzonal 
trips assigned directly to the network and includes intraregional and commercial vehicle trips; Population statistics reflect the total Bay Area 
population able to travel on the region’s transport network and does not include immobile, involuntary populations such as prison inmates. 
Source: Data compiled by MTC and ABAG in 2021. 

 

Page 3.15-10 -- The text in the first paragraph on page 3.15-10 is revised as follows: 

Mode Share and Daily Trips 

Of the trips made by Bay Area residents, the MTC travel model forecasts that 32 percent are for 
work, 14 13 percent for college or school, and 13 percent for shopping, as shown below in Table 
3.15-4. The average one-way commute trip for the region is about 10 miles and takes 20 
minutes, as shown in Table 3.15-5. The average one-way transit commute trip is just above the 
regional average distance, but almost double the regional average time.  
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The text on page 3.15-10 in Table 3.15-4 is revised as follows: 

Table 3.15-4: Modeled Typical Weekday Daily Person Trips by Purpose (2015) 
Purpose Trips Percent of Total 

Commute 8,360,000 8,366,000 32% 

Shopping 3,478,000 3,487,000 13% 

School 2,764,000 2,761,000 11% 10% 

Escort (pick-up/drop-off passengers) 2,393,000 2,391,000 9% 

At Work 1,900,000 1,896,000 7% 

Eat Out 1,088,000 1,090,000 4% 

Social/Recreational 827,800 827,500 3% 

College 663,600 661,900 3% 

Other 4,826,000 4,829,000 18% 

Non-Commute Subtotal 17,939,000 17,943,000 68% 

Regional Total 26,299,000 26,309,000 100% 
Note: Whole numbers have been rounded (between 1,000 and 1,000,000 to the nearest 100 and over 1,000,000 to the nearest 1,000).  
Figures may not sum due to independent rounding. Metrics are measures for a typical weekday. 
Source: Data compiled by MTC and ABAG 2021. 

 

The text on page 3.15-10 in Table 3.15-5 is revised as follows: 

Table 3.15-5: Average One-Way Commute Trip by Mode (2015) 
Purpose Average Commute Distance (miles) Average Commute Time (minutes) 

Auto 10.3 18.0 17.9 

Transit 11.0 10.9 37.2 37.0 

Bicycle 2.4 12.0 

Walk 0.8 16.2 16.3 

Regional Average  9.8 19.7 
Note: Metrics are measures for a typical weekday. 
Source: Data compiled by MTC and ABAG in 2021.  

 
Page 3.15-12 -- The text on page 3.15-12 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

California Transportation Plan 2050 

The California Transportation Plan (CTP) serves as the state's comprehensive long-range 
transportation plan and provides a common framework for guiding transportation decisions 
and investments in the state. CTP 2050 was adopted February 2021 as the state transportation 
plan, as required by federal and state law. CTP 2050 defines performance-based goals, policies, 
and strategies to achieve the state's vision for a statewide integrated multimodal 
transportation system over a 25-year timeframe. The CTP must plan for a system that reduces 
greenhouse gas emissions 80 percent below the 1990 levels by 2050 as described by Assembly 
Bill 32 and Executive Order S-03-05. Unlike, regional transportation plans, CTP 2050 is not 
fiscally constrained. CTP 2050 identifies opportunities for coordinating planning between 
major metropolitan areas, rural areas, and state agencies to achieve shared goals. 
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California Freight Mobility Plan 2020 

The California Freight Mobility Plan (CFMP) 2020 serves as the state's immediate and long-
range freight plan, identifying activities and capital investments that support statewide goals 
associated with freight movement in California. The CFMP complies with freight provisions 
included in the Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Act. The CFMP’s vision is to plan 
for sustainability, in terms of economic vitality, environmental stewardship, and social equity, 
in the freight sector. The CFMP articulates a vision of having “the world’s most innovative, 
economically-competitive multimodal freight network that is efficient, reliable, modern, 
integrated, resilient, safe, and sustainable, where social and environmental impacts are 
considered equally.” The CFMP is guided by goals to improve efficiency, reduce pollution, and 
increase capacity in its freight facilities, equipment, and operations. It assesses current 
conditions and performance, identifies trends and challenges, and lays out immediate and 
long-range strategies to achieve the identified goals. 

Pages 3.15-19 and 3.15-20 -- The text in the last paragraph on page 3.15-19 and first paragraph on page 
3.15-20 is revised as follows: 

Table 2-11 in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” summarizes the change in forecasted daily 
transit boardings and daily transit passenger miles. Both transit metrics are forecasted to more 
than double, 133 145 percent and 168 190 percent respectively, from baseline (2015) to proposed 
Plan conditions (2050). Similarly, transit trips are forecasted to double between 2015 and 2050 
and increase transit mode share from six to nine percent of all trips in 2050 (see Table 2-14). 

Page 3.15-25 -- The text in the third paragraph on page 3.15-25 is revised as follows: 

The housing and economy strategies result in the proposed Plan’s forecasted development 
pattern, which informs travel patterns in 2050. These travel patterns, when coupled with the 
transportation strategies, are simulated in the regional travel model, Travel Model 1.5, to derive 
a series of forecasted travel metrics to contrast to simulated baseline conditions (2015). Metrics 
include summaries of trips by mode, their average travel time and distance, and the purpose 
of the trip. Table 3.10-2 summarizes auto trips by purpose—commute versus non-commute—
and their respective average travel distances. Overall, implementation of the proposed Plan 
would lead to shorter auto trip distances for both commute and non-commute trips. Auto 
commute trip distances are expected to decrease by four three percent and non-commute 
trips are forecasted to decrease by five percent between 2015 and 2050. 

The text on page 3.15-25 in Table 3.15-7 is revised as follows: 

Table 3.10-2: Average Travel Distance per Auto Trip by Purpose 
 

2015 Baseline (miles) 2050 Proposed Plan 
(miles) 

Change (2015 to 2050) 

Numerical Percent 

Commute 10.3 9.9 10.0 -0.4 -0.3 -4% -3% 

Non-Commute 5.5 5.2 -0.3 -5% 
Note: Metrics are measures for a typical weekday. 
Source: Data compiled by MTC and ABAG in 2021 

Page 3.15-26 -- The text in the second paragraph on page 3.15-26 is revised as follows: 

These transportation and environmental strategies in combination with the housing and 
economy strategies described earlier, would shift trips throughout the Bay Area away from 
driving and towards transit, walk, and bike modes. As shown in Table , auto trips (drive alone, 
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carpool, and ride hail) make up 79 80 percent of all trips in 2015 and would make up 70 percent 
in 2050 under the proposed Plan. 

Page 3.15-26 -- The text on page 3.15-26 in Table 3.15-9 is revised as follows: 

Table 3.15-9 Count and Share of Daily Trips by Mode 

Mode 
2015 Baseline 2050 Proposed Plan 

Trips % of Total Trips % of Total 

Drive Alone 12,030,000 12,053,000 46% 13,417,000 13,752,000 40% 

Carpool 8,318,000 32% 9,190,000 9,281,000 27% 

Ride Hail 548,100 550,400 2% 879,300 917,800 3% 

Auto “Vehicle” Subtotal 20,896,000 20,921,000 79% 80% 23,487,000 23,950,000 70% 

Transit 1,472,000 1,465,000 6% 3,087,000 3,200,000 9% 

Bike 583,800 584,600 2% 2,336,000 2,397,000 7% 

Walk 3,348,000 3,338,000 13% 4,611,000 4,656,000 14% 

Total Trips 26,299,000 26,309,000 100% 33,521,000 34,203,000 100% 
Note: Whole numbers have been rounded (between 0 and 10 to the nearest whole number, between 11 and 999 to the nearest 10, between 
1,000 and 1,000,000 to the nearest 100, above 1,000,000 to the nearest 1,000). Figures may not sum due to independent rounding. Metrics are 
measures for a typical weekday. Trips and mode share do not account for expected trip reductions from the implementation of Strategy EN09 
because of modeling limitations. 
Source: Data compiled by MTC and ABAG in 2021 

Page 3.15-27 -- The text in the first paragraph on page 3.15-27 is revised as follows: 

Similarly, the proposed Plan results in a lower share of workers in the Bay Area commuting by 
auto in 2050 compared to 2015. As shown in Table 3.15-10 is revised as follows: 

Table , the share of workers commuting to work by auto (drive alone, carpool, and ride hail) 
would drop from 70 71 percent in 2015 to 53 50 percent in 2050 in the proposed Plan. Despite 
the addition of 1.4 million new jobs in the region, implementation of the proposed Plan would 
result in fewer workers commuting by driving alone relative to baseline conditions. In addition 
to shifting to transit, walk, and bike modes, a greater share of workers in the proposed Plan are 
expected to telecommute in 2050. The mode shift in commute trips is particularly impactful 
on overall VMT as commute trips are longer on average than trips for other purposes (see Table 
3.10-2). 

The text on page 3.15-27 in Table 3.15-10 is revised as follows: 

Table 3.15-10: Share of Workers by Commute Mode 

Mode 
2015 Baseline 2050 Proposed Plan 

% of Total % of Total 

Drive Alone 51% 50% 36% 33% 

Carpool  19% 17% 16% 

Ride Hail 1% < 1% 

Auto “Vehicle” Subtotal 70%71% 53% 50% 

Transit 13% 20% 19% 

Bike 3% 7% 

Walk 2% 3% 2% 
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Mode 
2015 Baseline 2050 Proposed Plan 

% of Total % of Total 

Telecommute 10% 11% 17% 22% 
Notes: Whole numbers have been rounded (between 0 and 10 to the nearest whole number, between 11 and 999 to the nearest 10, between 
1,000 and 1,000,000 to the nearest 100, above 1,000,000 to the nearest 1,000). Figures may not sum due to independent rounding; Trips and. 
Mode share is for a typical weekday and limited to workers who are working on the modeled day. Mode share does not account for the effect 
from the implementation of Strategy EN09 because of modeling limitations.  
Source: Data compiled by MTC and ABAG in 2021 

The text in the last paragraph on page 3.15-27 is revised as follows: 

These strategies help reduce regional daily vehicle trips per capita by 19 17 percent and VMT 
per capita by 17 15 percent, as shown in Table , below. The net impact of the transportation 
strategies, including investments in transit, bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure expansion, 
priced roads, and other strategies is an overall reduction in VMT per capita relative to baseline 
conditions.  

Page 3.15-28 -- The text on page 3.15-28 is revised as follows: 

Conclusion 

Overall, the impact of the proposed Plan’s forecasted land use growth pattern, sea level rise 
adaptation infrastructure, and proposed transportation projects and strategies result in an 
increase in total regional VMT and a decrease in regional per-capita VMT between the base 
year and 2050, as shown in Table 2-12 of Chapter 2, “Project Description,” and combined in part 
in Table  above. Implementation of the proposed Plan would result in a VMT per capita rate 17 
15 percent lower in 2050 than in 2015. 

The text on page 3.15-28 in Table 3.15-11 is revised as follows: 

Table 3.15-11: Summary of Baseline and Proposed Plan 2050 Vehicle Trips and VMT 
 2015 

Baseline 
2050  

Proposed Plan 
Change (2015 to 2050) 

Numerical Percent 

Total Population 7,581,000 10,368,000 +2,786,000 +37% 

Daily Vehicle Trips without Strategy EN09 20,896,000 20,921,000 23,487,000 23,950,000 +2,591,000 +2,566,000 +12% +14% 

Daily Vehicle Trips with Strategy EN09 20,896,000 20,921,000 23,222,000 23,685,000 +2,326,000 +2,764,000 +11% +13% 

Daily Vehicle Trips per Capita without Strategy 
EN09 

2.8 2.3 -0.5 -0.4 -18% -16% 

Daily Vehicle Trips per Capita with Strategy EN09 2.8 2.2 2.3 -0.5 -19% -17% 

Daily VMT without Strategy EN09 155,006,000 
155,305,000 

181,917,000 
186,742,000 

+26,911,000 
+31,437,000 

+17% +20% 

Daily VMT with Strategy EN09 155,006,000 
155,305,000 

175,497,000 
180,309,000 

+20,491,000 
+25,004,000 

+13% +16% 

Daily VMT per Capita without Strategy EN09 20.4 20.5 17.5 18.0 -2.9 -2.5 -14% -12% 

Daily VMT per Capita with Strategy EN09 20.4 20.5 16.9 17.4 -3.5 -3.1 -17% -15% 
Note: Whole numbers have been rounded (between 1,000 and 1,000,000 to the nearest 100, above 1,000,000 to the nearest 1,000). Figures may 
not sum due to independent rounding. Population statistics reflect the total Bay Area population able to travel on the region’s transport 
network and does not include immobile, involuntary populations such as prison inmates. Daily metrics are measures for a typical weekday 
and do not account for the effect from the implementation of Strategy EN09 because of modeling limitations. 
Source: Data compiled by MTC and ABAG in 2021 

 



Plan Bay Area 2050 3. Revisions to the Draft EIR 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission & Final EIR | October 2021 
Association of Bay Area Governments 3-55 

3.11 DRAFT EIR CHAPTER 4, “ALTERNATIVES TO THE 
PROPOSED PLAN” 

Page 4-23 -- The text on page 4-23 in Table 4-13 is revised as follows: 

Table 4-13: Added Transportation System Capacity by Alternative (2015–2050)  

Proposed Plan No Project 
Alternative Alternative 1 Alternative 2 

Freeway Lane-Miles 440 400 60 220 200 450 410 

Expressway Lane-Miles 40 60 -20 40 9 40 60 

Arterial Lane-Miles -30 3 -40 -20 9 -20 5 

Collector Lane-Miles 0 -10 -10 0 

Total Roadway Lane-Miles 460 -20 230 210 470 

Daily Local Bus Seat-Miles 4,089,000 4,106,000 833,000 861,900 5,459,000 5,464,000 6,308,000 6,300,000 

Daily Express Bus Seat-Miles 2,772,000 2,765,000 524,000 519,600 2,715,000 2,708,000 7,350,000 7,346,000 

Daily Light Rail Seat-Miles 1,239,000 50,000 59,700 1,239,000 1,655,000 

Daily Heavy Rail Seat-Miles 9,230,000 3,667,000 3,666,000 9,230,000 9,230,000 

Daily Commuter Rail Seat-Miles 14,598,000 968,000 968,100 14,598,000 3,397,000 

Daily Ferry Seat-Miles 2,196,000 -37,000 2,196,000 2,196,000 

Total Daily Transit Seat-Miles 34,125,000 34,134,000 6,016,000 6,039,000 35,438,000 35,435,000 30,136,000 30,124,000 
Notes: Numbers less than 1 are shown as “<1”; whole numbers have been rounded (between 11 and 999 to the nearest 10, between 1,000 and 
1,000,000 to the nearest 100). Figures may not sum because of independent rounding. Negative values in No Project alternative represent 
reductions due closures from sea level rise inundation.  
Source: Data compiled by MTC and ABAG in 2021  

 

Pages 4-31 and 4-32 -- The text on pages 4-31 and 4-32 in Table 4-18 is revised as follows: 

Table 4-18: CARE Communities and Region Analysis by Alternative Compared to Existing Conditions 

County CARE Status 
Exhaust Emissions 

Total 
PM2.5 VMT Exhaust 

Only PM2.5 Diesel PM Benzene 1, 3 
Butadiene 

Proposed Plan CARE Community -88% -93% -76% -75% -73% -72% -8% -6% +18% 
+20% 

Remainder of Region -74% -73% -91% -71%  -70% -70% -69% +14% +17% +15% 
+18% 

Total -83% -82% -93% -74% -73% -71% -70% +9% +12% +16% 
+19% 

No Project 
Alternative 

CARE Community -84% -90% -69% -68% -66% -65% +12% +13% +44% 
+45% 

Remainder of Region -69% -68% -88% -65% -64% -64% +28%+30% +33% 
+35% 

Total -78% -90% -67% -66% -65% -64% +24% +26% +36% 
+38% 

Alternative 1 – TRA 
Focus Alternative 

CARE Community -88% -93% -76% -75% -73% -9% -7% +16% 
+18% 
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County CARE Status 
Exhaust Emissions 

Total 
PM2.5 VMT Exhaust 

Only PM2.5 Diesel PM Benzene 1, 3 
Butadiene 

Remainder of Region -66% -74% -91% -72% -71% -71% -70% +12% +15% +14% 
+16% 

Total -83% -82% -93% -74% -73% -71% -70% +7% +10% +14% 
+17% 

Alternative 2 – HRA 
Focus Alternative  

CARE Community -88% -93% -76% -75% -73% -72% -8% -6% +17% 
+20% 

Remainder of Region -66% -73% -91% -72% -71% -71% -70% +13% +16% +14% 
+17% 

Total -83% -82% -93% -74% -73% -71% -70% +8% +11% +15% 
+18% 

Notes: CARE = Community Air Risk Evaluation, PM2.5 = fine particulate matter, PM = particulate matter, VMT = vehicle miles travelled; 
Percentages rounded to nearest whole number; Total PM2.5 includes vehicle exhaust, re-entrained road dust, tire and brake wear; Marin, Napa, 
San Mateo and Sonoma Counties do not have CARE-designated areas; Emissions rates from EMFAC2021. Forecasts of mobile-source emissions 
and VMT do not account for expected reductions from the implementation of Strategies EN08 or EN09 because of modeling limitations. 
Sources: Data compiled by MTC and ABAG in 2021; BAAQMD 2014 

 

Page 4-33 -- The text in the last paragraph on page 4-32 and first paragraph on page 4-33 is revised 
as follows: 

The area-source emissions of criteria pollutants and precursors would increase over the 
planning horizon of the Plan due to the net increase in land use development and 
transportation projects. As shown in Table 4-18, the increase of regional VMT would be greater 
under the No Project Alternative than under the proposed Plan (36 38-percent regional 
increase versus 16 19-percent regional increase). Because the No Project Alternative would 
emit a greater level of criteria air pollutants than the proposed Plan, due to greater VMT, this 
impact would be significant and unavoidable for the reasons described under Impact AQ-3 
and greater than the impact that would occur under the proposed Plan.  

TAC Risk Areas are locations where cancer risk levels and/or PM2.5 concentrations are 
exceeded. In general, TAC Risk Areas tend to occur along high-volume freeways and roadways, 
high-use rail lines, locations near numerous stationary-sources, and locations where a single 
stationary-source has very high estimated cancer risk levels or PM2.5 concentration. As 
indicated in Table 4-19, the No Project Alternative would result in a greater land use growth 
footprint within TAC risk areas than the proposed Plan (10,400 acres versus 8,800 acres). In 
addition, as shown in Table 4-18, there would be an increase of 12 15 percent in total PM2.5 in 
CARE Communities under the No Project Alternative, which indicates a greater level of PM2.5 
emissions than the decrease of 8 6 percent in total PM2.5 expected under the proposed Plan. 
This impact would be significant and unavoidable for the reasons described under Impact AQ-
4 and greater than the impact that would occur under the proposed Plan because emissions 
would be greater.  

Pages 4-33 and 4-34 -- The text in the last paragraph on page 4-33 and first paragraph on page 4-34 
is revised as follows: 

The area-source emissions of criteria pollutants and precursors would increase over the 
planning horizon of the Plan due to the net increase in land use development and 
transportation projects. As shown in Table 4-18, the increase of regional VMT would be less 
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under the TRA Focus Alternative than the proposed Plan (14 17-percent regional increase 
versus 16 19 -percent regional increase). Because the TRA Focus Alternative would emit a lower 
level of criteria air pollutant than the proposed Plan, due to a lower VMT, this impact would be 
significant and unavoidable for the reasons described under Impact AQ-3 and less than the 
impact that would occur under the proposed Plan because emissions would be less. 

TAC Risk Areas are locations where cancer risk levels and/or PM2.5 concentrations are exceeded. 
In general, TAC Risk Areas tend to occur along high-volume freeways and roadways, high-use 
rail lines, locations near numerous stationary-sources, and locations where a single stationary-
source has very high estimated cancer risk levels or PM2.5 concentration. As indicated in Table 
4-19, the TRA Focus Alternative would result in a smaller land use growth footprint within TAC 
risk areas than the proposed Plan (7,800 acres versus 8,800 acres). In addition, as shown in 
Table 4-18, there would be a decrease of 9 7 percent in total PM2.5 in CARE Communities under 
the TRA Focus Alternative, which indicates a greater reduction in PM2.5 than the decrease of 8 
6 percent in total PM2.5 expected under the proposed Plan. This impact would be significant 
and unavoidable for the reasons described under Impact AQ-4 and less than the impact that 
would occur under the proposed Plan because emissions would be less in TAC Risk Areas 
under the TRA Focus Alternative.  

Pages 4-34 and 4-35 -- The text in the last two paragraphs on page 4-34 and first paragraph on page 
4-35 is revised as follows: 

The area-source emissions of criteria pollutants and precursors would increase over the 
planning horizon of the Plan due to the net increase in land use development and 
transportation projects. As shown in Table 4-18, the increase of regional VMT would be less 
under the HRA Focus Alternative than the proposed Plan (15 18-percent regional increase 
versus 16 19 -percent regional increase). Because the HRA Focus Alternative would emit a lower 
level of criteria air pollutant than the proposed Plan, due to a lower VMT, this impact would be 
significant and unavoidable for the reasons described under Impact AQ-3 and less than the 
impact that would occur under the proposed Plan because emissions would be less. 

TAC Risk Areas are locations where cancer risk levels and/or PM2.5 concentrations are exceeded. 
In general, TAC Risk Areas tend to occur along high-volume freeways and roadways, high-use 
rail lines, locations near numerous stationary-sources, and locations where a single stationary-
source has very high estimated cancer risk levels or PM2.5 concentration. As indicated in Table 
4-19, the HRA Focus Alternative would result in a greater land use growth footprint within TAC 
risk areas than the proposed Plan (8,900 acres versus 8,800 acres). In addition, as shown in 
Table 4-18, there would be a decrease of 8 6 percent in total PM2.5 in CARE Communities under 
the HRA Focus Alternative, which indicates a similar reduction in PM2.5 as the decrease of 8 6 
percent in total PM2.5 expected under the proposed Plan. This impact would be significant and 
unavoidable for the reasons described under Impact AQ-4 and similar to the impact that 
would occur under the proposed Plan.  

Page 4-40 -- The text on page 4-40 in Table 4-22 is revised as follows: 

Table 3-22: Mobile Source Emissions by Vehicle Source (MTCO2e) for Each Alternative 
 2015 Baseline Proposed Plan No Project 

Alternative 
Alternative 1 Alternative 2 

Passenger Vehicles 15,518,000 
16,050,000 

10,223,000 
12,930,000 

12,126,000 
15,180,000 

10,055,000 
12,690,000 

10,158,000 
12,840,000 

Trucks 4,102,000  
4,470,000 

3,672,000 
3,600,000 

4,280,000 
4,140,000 

3,610,000 
3,510,000 

3,651,000 
3,600,000 



3. Revisions to the Draft EIR Plan Bay Area 2050 

Final EIR | October 2021 Metropolitan Transportation Commission & 
3-58 Association of Bay Area Governments 

 2015 Baseline Proposed Plan No Project 
Alternative 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 

Buses 345,000 
330,000 

265,000 
120,000 

311,000 
150,000 

262,000 
120,000 

262,000 
120,000 

Other Vehicles 129,000 
120,000 

109,000 
90,000 

129,000 
90,000 

107,000 
90,000 

108,000 
90,000 

Total  20,094,000 
20,970,000 

14,269,000 
16,740,000 

16,846,000 
19,560,000 

14,034,000 
16,410,000 

14,179,000 
16,650,000 

Note: Numbers are rounded. Figures may not sum due to independent rounding. Population statistics reflect the total Bay Area population 
able to travel on the region’s transport network; it does not include immobile, involuntary populations such as prison inmates. 
Source: data compiled by MTC and ABAG in 2021 

Page 4-41 -- The text in the first paragraph on page 4-41 is revised as follows: 

NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 

Construction-related and operational GHG emissions associated with the forecasted 
development pattern, sea level rise adaptation infrastructure, and transportation projects 
would contribute to GHG emissions. In terms of operational GHG emissions, the Plan 
alternatives primarily differ due to the number and type of transportation projects and types 
of mobile source-based GHG emission reduction programs. As shown in Table 4-22, relative to 
baseline (20,094,000 20,970,000 MTCO2e) mobile source emissions under the No Project 
Alternative would be reduced (16,846,000 19,560,000), although to a lesser extent than under 
the proposed Plan (14,269,000 16,740,000). Similarly to the proposed Plan, construction 
emissions may not be reduced to net zero in all cases. This impact would be significant and 
unavoidable for the reasons described in Impact GHG-1 and greater than the impact that 
would occur under the proposed Plan because mobile source emissions would be greater 
under the No Project Alternative.  

The text on page 4-41 in Table 4-23 is revised as follows: 

Table 3-23: SB 375 GHG Emissions Reductions Relative to 2005 Baseline for Each Alternative 

 Proposed Plan No Project 
Alternative Alternative 1 Alternative 2 

Modeled Passenger Vehicles Emissions (2035) 69,000 70,400 79,900 80,600 68,600 69,800  68,300 69,600 
Emissions Per Capita (2035) 13.5 13.8 17.4 17.6 13.4 13.7 13.4 13.7 
Reductions in Emissions Per Capita Relative to 2005 -22% -20% +1% +2% -22% -21% -23% -21% 

Note: Numbers are rounded. Population statistics reflect the total Bay Area population able to travel on the region’s transport network; it does 
not include immobile, involuntary populations such as prison inmates. 
Source: data compiled by MTC and ABAG in 2021 

Page 4-42 -- The text beginning in the third paragraph on page 4-42 is revised as follows: 

ALTERNATIVE 1 – TRA FOCUS ALTERNATIVE 

Construction-related and operational GHG emissions associated with the forecasted 
development pattern, sea level rise adaptation infrastructure, and transportation projects 
would contribute to GHG emissions. In terms of operational GHG emissions, the Plan 
alternatives primarily differ due to the number and type of transportation projects and types 
of mobile source-based GHG emission reduction programs. As shown in Table 4-22, relative to 
baseline (20,094,000 20,970,000 MTCO2e) mobile source emissions under the TRA Focus 
Alternative would be reduced (14,034,000 16,410,000) to a greater extent than under the 
proposed Plan (14,269,000 16,740,000). Similar to the proposed Plan, construction emissions 
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may not be reduced to net zero in all cases. This impact would be significant and unavoidable 
for the reasons described in Impact GHG-1 and less than the impact that would occur under 
the proposed Plan because mobile-source emissions would be lower under the TRA Focus 
Alternative.  

The TRA Focus Alternative would decrease CO2 emissions per capita passenger vehicle and 
light trucks by 22 21 percent between 2005 and 2035, thereby meeting SB 375 goals to reduce 
per capita passenger vehicle and light duty truck CO2 emissions by over 19 percent by 2035 as 
compared to 2005 baseline (Table 4-23). This impact would be less than significant for the 
reasons described under Impact GHG-2 and similar to the impact that would occur under the 
proposed Plan because per capita emissions from passenger vehicles and light trucks would 
be the same.  

The proposed Plan meets SB 375 goals and places the Bay Area on a downward trajectory in 
GHG emissions, but CARB has identified that meeting SB 375 goals alone will not meet 
Statewide goals under the Scoping Plan. Compared to the proposed Plan, the TRA Focus 
Alternative includes higher levels of household and job growth in the growth geographies, 
with substantially more housing growth in TRAs. As shown in Table 4-23, the TRA Focus 
Alternative would reduce GHG emissions per capita by 22 21 percent, relative to the 2005 
baseline, which is the same as the proposed Plan. However, this would not provide enough of 
a reduction in GHG emissions to meet Statewide goals under the Scoping Plan. This impact 
would be significant and unavoidable for the reasons described in Impact GHG-3 and similar 
to the impact that would occur under the proposed Plan because emissions would be similar. 

Page 4-43 -- The text beginning in the third paragraph on page 4-43 is revised as follows: 

ALTERNATIVE 2 – HRA FOCUS ALTERNATIVE 

Construction-related GHG emissions associated with the forecasted development pattern, sea 
level rise adaptation infrastructure, and transportation projects would contribute to GHG 
emissions. In terms of operational GHG emissions, the Plan alternatives primarily differ due to 
the number and type of transportation projects and types of mobile source-based GHG 
emission reduction programs. As shown in Table 4-22, relative to baseline (20,094,000 
20,970,000 MTCO2e) mobile source emissions under the HRA Focus Alternative would be 
reduced (14,179,000 16,650,000) to a greater extent than under the proposed Plan (14,269,000 
16,740,000). Similar to the proposed Plan, construction emissions may not be reduced to net 
zero in all cases. This impact would be significant and unavoidable for the reasons described 
in Impact GHG-1 and less than the impact that would occur under the proposed Plan because 
emissions would be less.  

The HRA Focus Alternative would decrease CO2 emissions per capita passenger vehicle and 
light trucks by 23 21 percent between 2005 and 2035, thereby meeting SB 375 goals to reduce 
per capita passenger vehicle and light duty truck CO2 emissions by over 19 percent by 2035 as 
compared to 2005 baseline (Table 4-23). This impact would be less than significant for the 
reasons described in Impact GHG-2 and less than the impact that would occur under the 
proposed Plan because per capita emissions from passenger vehicles and light trucks would 
be comparatively lower under the HRA Focus Alternative.  

The proposed Plan meets SB 375 goals and places the Bay Area on a downward trajectory in 
GHG emissions, but CARB has identified that meeting SB 375 goals alone will not meet 
Statewide goals under the Scoping Plan. Compared to the proposed Plan, the HRA Focus 
Alternative includes higher levels of household and job growth in the growth geographies, 
with substantially more housing growth in HRAs. As shown in Table 4-23, the HRA Focus 
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Alternative would reduce GHG emissions per capita by 23 21 percent, relative to the 2005 
baseline, which represents a comparatively greater reduction than the proposed Plan. 
However, this would not provide enough of a reduction in GHG emissions to meet Statewide 
goals under the Scoping Plan. This impact would be significant and unavoidable for the 
reasons described in Impact GHG-3 and less than the impact that would occur under the 
proposed Plan because emissions would be less. 

Page 4-75 -- The text on page 4-75 in Table 4-31 is revised as follows: 

Table 3-31: Comparison of Bay Area Travel Behavior by Alternative in 2050 

 Proposed Plan No Project 
Alternative Alternative 1 Alternative 2 

Daily Commute Trips 9,324,000 10,108,000 10,709,000 11,227,000 9,317,000 10,125,000 9,302,000 10,135,000 

Daily Non-Commute Trips 24,197,000 24,095,000 24,211,000 24,173,000 24,166,000 24,073,000 24,229,000 24,133,000 

Total Daily Trips 33,521,000 34,203,000 34,920,000 35,400,000 33,482,000 34,198,000 33,531,000 34,268,000 

Daily Vehicle Trips 23,487,000 23,950,000 26,466,000 26,813,000 23,258,000 23,706,000 23,488,000 23,970,000 

Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) 181,917,000 186,742,000 212,110,000 215,239,000 179,094,000 183,283,000 180,701,000 185,392,000 

Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled per Capita 17.5 18.0 20.5 20.8 17.3 17.7 17.4 17.9 

Daily Vehicle Hours of Recurring Delay 644,200 710,600 1,277,000 1,379,000 613,100 678,100 622,500 684,000 

Daily Transit Boardings 3,964,000 4,128,000 3,146,000 3,226,000 4,155,000 4,346,000 4,177,000 4,374,000 

Daily Transit Passenger Miles 30,245,000 32,099,000 24,051,000 24,967,000 30,667,000 32,738,000 33,133,000 35,158,000 
Note: Whole numbers have been rounded, with the exception of VMT. Population statistics reflect the total Bay Area population able to travel 
on the region’s transport network; it does not include immobile, involuntary populations such as prison inmates. Daily metrics are measures 
for a typical weekday and do not account for the effect from the implementation of Strategy EN09 because of modeling limitations. 
Source: Data compiled by MTC and ABAG in 2021 

 

The text on page 4-75 in Table 4-32 is revised as follows: 

Table 3-32: Comparison of Average Trip Length (Miles) by Purpose by Alternative in 2050 

 Proposed Plan No Project 
Alternative Alternative 1 Alternative 2 

Commute 9.6 10.1 9.3 9.4 9.7 9.8 

Non-Commute 4.3 4.4 4.3 4.3 4.4 

Total 5.8 5.9 6.1 6.2 5.7 5.8 5.9 6.0 
Notes: Figures may not sum due to independent rounding. Population statistics reflect the total Bay Area population able to travel on the 
region’s transport network; it does not include immobile, involuntary populations such as prison inmates. Average trip length does not 
account for the effects of the implementation of Strategy EN09 because of modeling limitations. 
Source: Data compiled by MTC and ABAG in 2021 

 

The text on page 4-75 in Table 4-33 is revised as follows: 

Table 3-33: Comparison of Journey to Work by Mode by Alternative in 2050 

 Proposed Plan No Project 
Alternative Alternative 1 Alternative 2 

Auto (“Vehicle”) – Drive Alone 36% 33% 45% 44% 35% 33% 35% 33% 

Auto – Other 17% 18% 19% 17% 17% 

Transit 20% 19% 17% 20% 19% 21% 20% 
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 Proposed Plan No Project 
Alternative Alternative 1 Alternative 2 

Active Modes (Bike/Walk) 10% 9% 6% 10% 9% 9% 

Telecommute 17% 22% 13% 15% 17% 22% 17% 21% 
Notes: Figures may not sum due to independent rounding. Population statistics reflect the total Bay Area population able to travel on the 
region’s transport network; it does not include immobile, involuntary populations such as prison inmates. Mode share does not account for 
the effects of the implementation of Strategy EN09 because of modeling limitations. Mode share limited to workers who are working on the 
modeled day.  
Source: Data compiled by MTC and ABAG in 2021 

Page 4-76 -- The text in the second paragraph on page 4-76 is revised as follows: 

The No Project Alternative would result in substantially lower levels of household growth in the 
proposed Plan’s growth geographies than the proposed Plan and slightly higher levels of job 
growth in growth geographies. This means that housing growth would be more dispersed, 
while job growth would be slightly more concentrated in the region’s two largest job centers 
of San Francisco and Silicon Valley. As shown above in Table 4-31, modeling indicates that the 
No Project Alternative would result in more daily trips (approximately 34.9 35.4 million versus 
33.5 34.2 million) and less transit passenger use than the proposed Plan (approximately 24.1 
25.1 daily passenger miles versus 30.2 32.1 daily passenger miles). In addition, under the No 
Project Alternative there would be longer trips (6.1 6.2 miles versus 5.8 5.9 miles [Table 4-32]) 
and a larger share of drive along, auto-based commuting (45 44 percent versus 36 33 percent 
[Table 4-33]). Overall, because VMT per capita would be greater under the No Project 
Alternative than the proposed Plan (20.5 20.8 versus 17.5 18.0, Table 4-31), this impact would be 
significant and unavoidable for the reasons described under Impact TRA-2 and greater than 
the impact that would occur under the proposed Plan. 

Page 4-77 -- The text in the first full paragraph on page 4-77 is revised as follows: 

The TRA Focus Alternative features the most compact growth pattern, with the greatest share 
of housing and job growth in TRAs—especially within walking distance of regional rail stations. 
To support this more urban-oriented growth pattern, additional core capacity transit 
investments are funded in lieu of highway projects that add lane-mileage to the system. As 
shown above in Table 4-31, modeling indicates that the TRA Focus Alternative would result in 
slightly fewer similar daily trips (approximately 33.48 34.2 million versus 33.52 34.2 million) and 
slightly more transit passenger use than the proposed Plan (approximately 30.67 32.7 daily 
passenger miles versus 30.25 32.1 daily passenger miles). In addition, under the TRA Focus 
Alternative there would be slightly shorter average trips (5.7 5.8 miles versus 5.8 5.9 miles [Table 
4-32]) and a slightly smaller share of drive along auto-based commuting (35 33 percent versus 
36 33 percent, Table 4-33). Because VMT would be less under the TRA Focus Alternative than 
the proposed Plan (17.3 17.7 versus 17.5 18.0, Table 4-31), this impact would be significant and 
unavoidable for the reasons described under Impact TRA-2 and similar to the impact that 
would occur under the proposed Plan. 

The text in the last paragraph on page 4-77 is revised as follows: 

The HRA Focus Alternative would result in substantially lower levels of household growth in 
the proposed Plan’s growth geographies than the proposed Plan and slightly higher levels of 
job growth in growth geographies. This means that housing growth would be more dispersed, 
while job growth would be slightly more concentrated in the region’s two largest job centers 
of San Francisco and Silicon Valley. As shown above in Table 4-31, modeling indicates that the 
HRA Focus Alternative would result in slightly more daily trips (approximately 33.53 34.3 million 
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versus 33.52 34.2 million) and more transit passenger use than the proposed Plan 
(approximately 33.13 35.2 daily passenger miles versus 30.25 32.1 daily passenger miles). In 
addition, under the HRA Focus Alternative there would be slightly longer average trips (5.9 6.0 
miles versus 5.8 5.9 miles [Table 4-32]) and a slightly smaller share of auto-based commuting 
(35 33 percent versus 36 33 percent, Table 4-33). Because VMT would be less under the HRA 
Focus Alternative than the proposed Plan (17.4 17.9 versus 17.5 18.0, Table 4-31), this impact 
would be significant and unavoidable for the reasons described under Impact TRA-2 and 
similar to the impact that would occur under the proposed Plan. 

3.12 DRAFT EIR CHAPTER 7, “REFERENCES” 

Pages 7-15 and 7-20 -- The text on pages 7-15 and 7-20 are revised to add the reference cited: 

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission. 2021 (June). 2020 Urban Water Management Plan 
for the City and County of San Francisco. Available 
https://sfpuc.org/sites/default/files/programs/local-
water/SFPUC_2020_UWMP2020_%20FINAL.pdf. Accessed August 4, 2021. 

3.13 DRAFT EIR APPENDIX C, “BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES DATA” 

Pages C-15 and C-16 -- The ”Fish” section, on pages C-15 through C-16 of Appendix C of the Draft EIR, is 
revised as follows: 

Fish       

Green sturgeon Acipenser medirostris FT — — SSC Spawns in the Sacramento, Klamath, and 
Trinity Rivers. Preferred spawning 
substrate is large cobble but can range 
from clean sand to bedrock. 

Sacramento perch Archoplites interruptus — — — SSC Historically found in the sloughs, slow-
moving rivers, and lakes of the Central 
Valley. 

Tidewater goby Eucyclogobius newberryi E — — SSC Brackish water habitats along the 
California coast from Agua Hedionda 
Lagoon, San Diego County to the mouth 
of the Smith River. 

Delta smelt Hypomesus transpacificus T E — — Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. 
Seasonally in Suisun Bay, Carquinez Strait 
and San Pablo Bay. 

Russian River tule perch Hysterocarpus traski pomo — — — SSC Low elevation streams of the Russian 
River system. 

Navarro roach Lavinia symmetricus 
navarroensis 

— — — SSC Habitat generalists. Found in warm 
intermittent streams as well as cold, well-
aerated streams. 

Gualala roach Lavinia symmetricus 
parvipinnis 

— — — SSC Found only in the Gualala River. 

Tomales roach Lavinia symmetricus ssp. 2 — — — SSC Tributaries to Tomales Bay. 
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Monterey roach Lavinia symmetricus subditus — — — SSC Tributaries to Monterey Bay, specifically 
the Salinas, Pajaro, and San Lorenzo 
drainages. 

Hardhead Mylopharodon conocephalus — — — SSC Low to mid-elevation streams in the 
Sacramento-San Joaquin drainage. Also 
present in the Russian River. 

Coho salmon - central 
California coast ESU 

Oncorhynchus kisutch E E — — Aquatic. 

Steelhead - central California 
coast DPS 

Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus T — — — Aquatic, Sacramento/San Joaquin flowing 
waters 

Steelhead - south-central 
California coast DPS 

Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus T — — — Aquatic, Sacramento/San Joaquin flowing 
waters 

Steelhead - Central Valley DPS Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus T — — — Aquatic, Sacramento/San Joaquin flowing 
waters 

Chinook salmon – Central 
Valley spring-run ESU 

Oncorhynchus tshawytscha 
pop. 11 

T T — — Aquatic, Sacramento/San Joaquin flowing 
waters 

Chinook salmon – Sacramento 
River winter-run ESU 

Oncorhynchus tshawytscha 
pop. 7 

E E — — Aquatic, Sacramento/San Joaquin flowing 
waters 

Sacramento splittail Pogonichthys macrolepidotus — — — SSC Endemic to the lakes and rivers of the 
Central Valley, but now confined to the 
Delta, Suisun Bay and associated 
marshes. 

Longfin smelt Spirinchus thaleichthys C T — SSC Euryhaline, nektonic and anadromous. 
Found in open waters of estuaries, mostly 
in middle or bottom of water column. 

Eulachon Thaleichthys pacificus T — — — Eulachon range from Monterey Bay, 
California, to the Bering Sea and Pribilof 
Islands. Spawn in lower reaches of coastal 
rivers with moderate water velocities and 
bottom of pea-sized gravel, sand, and 
woody debris 
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Revised Table ES-1: Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impacts 
Significance 

before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance  

after Mitigation 

w/ MM* w/o MM** 

3.2 AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES     

Impact AES-1: Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic 
vista 

PS Mitigation Measure AES-1: Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall implement 
measures, where feasible and necessary based on project- and site-specific considerations, 
that include those identified below:  
 Reduce the visibility of construction staging areas by fencing and screening these areas 

with low contrast materials consistent with the surrounding environment, and by 
revegetating graded slopes and exposed earth surfaces at the earliest opportunity. 

 Site or design projects to minimize their intrusion into important viewsheds. Measures to 
achieve this could include, but are not limited to, requiring that the scale and massing of 
new development in higher-density areas provide appropriate transitions in building 
height and bulk that are sensitive to the physical and visual character of adjoining 
neighborhoods that have lower development intensities and building heights, and 
ensuring building heights are stepped back from sensitive adjoining uses to maintain 
appropriate transitions in scale and to protect scenic vistas and scenic resources. 

 Design projects to minimize the potential to obscure, detract from, or negatively affect the 
quality of views from State-designated scenic roadways or scenic highways. 

 Use see-through safety barrier designs (e.g., railings rather than walls).  
 Develop interchanges and transit lines at the grade of the surrounding land to limit view 

blockage.  
 Design landscaping along State-designated scenic highways and highway corridors in rural 

and open space areas to add natural elements and visual interest to soften the hard-edged, 
linear travel experience that would otherwise occur. Retain or replace trees bordering 
highways so that clear-cutting is not evident. 

 Identify, preserve, and enhance scenic vistas to and from hillside areas and other visual 
resources. 

SU SU 

Impact AES-2: Substantially damage scenic resources, 
including but not limited to trees, rock outcropping, and 
historical buildings within a state scenic highway 

PS Mitigation Measure AES-2 Implement Mitigation Measure AES-1. SU SU 
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Impacts 
Significance 

before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance  

after Mitigation 

w/ MM* w/o MM** 

Impact AES-3: In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade 
the existing visual character or quality of public views of the 
site and its surroundings and in an urbanized area, conflict with 
applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic 
quality 

PS Mitigation Measure AES-3: Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall implement 
measures, where feasible and necessary based on project- and site-specific considerations, 
that include those identified below: 
 Require that the scale, massing, and design of new development provide appropriate 

transitions in building height, bulk, and architectural style that are sensitive to the physical 
and visual character of surrounding areas.  

 Contour the edges of major cut and fill slopes to provide a finished profile that is 
appropriate to the surrounding context, using shapes, textures, colors, and scale to 
minimize contrasts between the project and surrounding areas.  

 Require project sponsors to conduct shadow studies for four-story high (and higher) 
buildings and roadway facilities to identify and implement development strategies for 
reducing the impact of shadows on public open space, where feasible. Study 
considerations shall include, but are not limited to, the placement, massing, and height of 
structures, surrounding land uses, time of day and seasonal variation, and reflectivity of 
materials. Study recommendations for reducing shadow impacts shall be incorporated 
into the project design as feasible based on project- and site-specific considerations.  

SU SU 

Impact AES-4: Create a new source of substantial light or glare 
which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area 

PS Mitigation Measure AES-4: Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall implement 
measures, where feasible and necessary based on project- and site-specific considerations, 
that include those identified below: 
 Design projects to minimize light and glare from lights, buildings, and roadways facilities.  
 Minimize and control glare from transportation projects through the adoption of project 

design features that reduce glare. These features include: 
 planting trees along transportation corridors to reduce glare from the sun; 
 landscaping off-street parking areas, loading areas, and service areas; and 
 shielding transportation lighting fixtures to minimize off-site light trespass. 

 Minimize and control glare from land use and transportation projects through the adoption 
of project design features that reduce glare. These features include: 
 limiting the use of reflective materials, such as metal; 
 using non-reflective material, such as paint, vegetative screening, matte finish 

coatings, and masonry; 
 screening parking areas by using vegetation or trees; and 

LTS SU 
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Impacts 
Significance 

before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance  

after Mitigation 

w/ MM* w/o MM** 
 using low-reflective glass. 

 Impose lighting standards that ensure that minimum safety and security needs are 
addressed and minimize light trespass and glare associated with land use development. 
These standards include the following: 
 minimizing incidental spillover of light onto adjacent private properties and 

undeveloped open space; 
 directing luminaries away from habitat and open space areas adjacent to the project 

site; 
 installing luminaries that provide good color rendering and natural light qualities; and 
 minimizing the potential for sky glow into the nighttime sky and for incidental spillover 

of light onto adjacent private properties and undeveloped open space. 

3.3 AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES     

Impact AGF-1: Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on 
the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to 
non-agricultural use, or conflict with existing zoning for 
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract 

PS Mitigation Measure AGF-1 Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall implement 
measures, where feasible and necessary based on project- and site-specific considerations, 
that include those identified below: 
 Require project relocation or corridor realignment, where feasible, to avoid agricultural 

land, especially Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Significance, and land under a 
Williamson Act contract. 

 Provide buffers, berms, setbacks, fencing, or other project design measures to protect 
surrounding agriculture, and to reduce conflict with farming that could result from 
implementation of transportation improvements and/or projected land use pattern 
included as a part of the RTP/SCS.  

 Maintain and expand agricultural land protections such as urban growth boundaries. 
 Achieve compensatory mitigation in advance of impacts through the purchase or creation 

of mitigation credits or the implementation of mitigation projects through Regional 
Advance Mitigation Planning, as deemed appropriate by the permitting agencies. 

 Require acquisition of conservation easements on land in the same jurisdiction, if feasible, 
and at least equal in quality and size as mitigation for the loss of agricultural land. 

 Institute new protection of farmland in the project area or elsewhere through the use of 
long-term restrictions on use, such as 20-year Farmland Security Zone contracts 

SU SU 
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Impacts 
Significance 

before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance  

after Mitigation 

w/ MM* w/o MM** 
(Government Code Section 51296 et seq.) or 10-year Williamson Act contracts 
(Government Code Section 51200 et seq.). 

Impact AGF-2: Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code 
Section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources 
Code Section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland 
Production (as defined by Government Code Section 51104(g)) 

PS Mitigation Measure AGF-2 Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall implement 
measures, where feasible and necessary based on project- and site-specific considerations, 
that include those identified below: 
 Require project relocation or corridor realignment, where feasible, to avoid forest land or 

timberland. 
 Maintain and expand forest land protections such as urban growth boundaries.  
 Achieve compensatory mitigation in advance of impacts through the purchase or creation 

of mitigation credits or the implementation of mitigation projects through Regional 
Advance Mitigation Planning, as deemed appropriate by the permitting agencies. 

 Require acquisition of conservation easements on land at least equal in quality and size as 
mitigation for the loss of forest land or timberland. 

SU SU 

Impact AGF-3: Involve other changes in the existing 
environment which, due to their location or nature, could 
result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest use 

PS Mitigation Measure AGF-3 Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall implement 
measures, where feasible and necessary based on project- and site-specific considerations, 
that include those identified below: 
 Implement Mitigation Measures AGF-1 and AGF-2. 
 Manage project operations to minimize the introduction of invasive species or weeds that 

may affect agricultural production on adjacent agricultural land. Where a project has the 
potential to introduce sensitive species or habitats or have other spill-over effects on 
nearby agricultural lands, the project proponents shall be responsible for acquiring 
easements on nearby agricultural land and/or financially compensating for indirect effects 
on nearby agricultural land. Easements (e.g., flowage easements) shall be required for 
temporary or intermittent interruption in farming activities (e.g., because of seasonal 
flooding or groundwater seepage). Acquisition or compensation would be required for 
permanent or significant loss of economically viable operations. 

 Design project features to minimize fragmenting or isolating agricultural land. Where a 
project involves acquiring land or easements, ensure that the remaining agricultural land 
is of a size sufficient to allow economically viable farming operations. The project sponsors 
shall be responsible for acquiring easements, making lot line adjustments, and merging 

SU SU 
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Impacts 
Significance 

before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance  

after Mitigation 

w/ MM* w/o MM** 
affected land parcels into units suitable for continued commercial agricultural 
management. 

3.4 AIR QUALITY     

Impact AQ-1: Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan 

LTS None required. LTS LTS 

Impact AQ-2: Result in a substantial net increase in 
construction-related emissions 

PS Mitigation Measure AQ-2 Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall implement 
measures, where feasible and necessary based on project- and site-specific considerations, 
that include those identified below: 
When applicable screening levels set by the relevant air district are exceeded, implementing 
agencies and/or project sponsors shall implement measures, where feasible and necessary 
based on project- and site-specific considerations, that include those identified below: 
Construction Best Practices for Exhaust 
 The applicant/general contractor for the project shall submit a list of all off-road 

equipment greater than 25 horsepower (hp) that would be operated for more than 20 
hours over the entire duration of project construction, including equipment from 
subcontractors, to the relevant air district (e.g., BAAQMD, NSCAPCD, or YSAQMD) for review 
and certification. The list shall include all information necessary to ensure the equipment 
meets the following requirement: 
 Equipment shall be zero emissions or have engines that meet or exceed either EPA or 

CARB Tier 4 off-road emission standards, and it shall have engines that are retrofitted 
with a CARB Level 3 Verified Diesel Emissions Control Strategy (VDECS), if one is 
available for the equipment being used. Equipment with engines that meet Tier 4 
Interim or Tier 4 Final emission standards automatically meet this requirement; 
therefore, a VDECS would not be required. 

 Idling time of diesel-powered construction equipment and trucks shall be limited to 
no more than two minutes. Clear signage of this idling restriction shall be provided for 
construction workers at all access points. 

 All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance 
with the manufacturers’ specifications.  

LTS-M SU 
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Impacts 
Significance 

before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance  

after Mitigation 

w/ MM* w/o MM** 
 Portable diesel generators shall be prohibited. Grid power electricity should be used 

to provide power at construction sites; or propane and natural gas generators may be 
used when grid power electricity is not feasible. 

Construction Best Practices for Entrained Dust 
 All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil piles, graded areas, and 

unpaved access roads) shall be watered two times per day. For projects over five acres in 
size, soil moisture should be maintained at a minimum of 12 percent. Moisture content can 
be verified by lab samples or a moisture probe. 

 All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material off-site shall be covered. 
 On-site dirt piles or other stockpiled PM shall be covered, wind breaks installed, and water 

and/or soil stabilizers employed to reduce wind-blown dust emissions. The use of 
approved nontoxic soil stabilizers shall be incorporated according to manufacturers’ 
specifications to all inactive construction areas. 

 All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads shall be removed using wet 
power vacuum street sweepers at least once per day. Dry power sweeping should only be 
performed in conjunction with thorough watering of the subject roads. 

 All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads and surfaces shall be limited to 15 mph. 
 All roadway, driveway, and sidewalk paving shall be completed as soon as possible. 

Building pads shall be paved as soon as possible after grading. 
 All construction sites shall provide a posted sign visible to the public with the telephone 

number and person to contact at the lead agency regarding dust complaints. The 
recommended response time for corrective action shall be within 48 hours. BAAQMD’s 
Complaint Line (1-800-334-6367) shall also be included on posted signs to ensure 
compliance with applicable regulations. 

 All excavation, grading, and/or demolition activities shall be suspended when average 
wind speeds exceed 20 mph. 

 Wind breaks (e.g., trees, fences) shall be installed on the windward side(s) of actively 
disturbed areas of construction. Wind breaks should have at maximum 50 percent air 
porosity. 
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Impacts 
Significance 

before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance  

after Mitigation 

w/ MM* w/o MM** 
 Vegetative ground cover (e.g., fast-germinating native grass seed) shall be planted in 

disturbed areas as soon as possible and watered appropriately until vegetation is 
established.  

 The simultaneous occurrence of excavation, grading, and ground-disturbing construction 
activities on the same area at any one time shall be limited. Activities shall be phased to 
reduce the amount of disturbed surfaces at any one time. 

 All transfer processes involving a free fall of soil or other PM shall be operated in such a 
manner as to minimize the free fall distance and fugitive dust emissions. 

 All trucks and equipment, including their tires, shall be washed off before leaving the site.  
 Site accesses to a distance of 100 feet from the paved road shall be treated with a 6- to 12-

inch compacted layer of wood chips, mulch, or gravel. 
 Sandbags or other erosion control measures shall be installed to prevent silt runoff to 

public roadways from sites with a slope greater than one percent.  
 Open burning shall be prohibited at the project site. No open burning of vegetative waste 

(natural plant growth wastes) or other legal or illegal burn materials (e.g., trash, demolition 
debris) may be conducted at the project site. Vegetative wastes shall be chipped or 
delivered to waste-to-energy facilities (permitted biomass facilities), mulched, composted, 
or used for firewood. It is unlawful to haul waste materials off-site for disposal by open 
burning. 

 The primary contractor shall be responsible for ensuring that all construction equipment 
is properly tuned and maintained before and for the duration of on-site operation. 

 Where accessible, existing power sources (e.g., power poles) or clean-fuel generators shall 
be used rather than temporary power generators. 

 A traffic plan shall be developed to minimize traffic flow interference from construction 
activities. The plan may include advance public notice of routing, use of public 
transportation, and satellite parking areas with a shuttle service. Operations that affect 
traffic shall be scheduled for off-peak hours. Obstruction of through-traffic lanes shall be 
minimized. A flag person shall be provided to guide traffic properly and ensure safety at 
construction sites. 

Applicable mitigation measures shall be required at the time grading permits are issued. 
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Impacts 
Significance 

before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance  

after Mitigation 

w/ MM* w/o MM** 

Impact AQ-3: Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is 
in non-attainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard 

PS Mitigation Measure AQ-3(a) MTC and ABAG, in partnership with BAAQMD, and implementing 
agencies, shall work together to support the use of existing air quality and transportation funds 
and seek additional funds to continue to implement BAAQMD and CARB programs (e.g., Carl 
Moyer) intended to retrofit and replace trucks and locomotives. 
Mitigation Measure AQ-3(b) MTC and ABAG, in partnership with BAAQMD and the Port of 
Oakland, and other agency partners, shall work together to secure incentive funding to reduce 
on-road mobile-source PM emissions from heavy duty trucks, diesel train engines, vessels and 
harbor craft, and cargo handling equipment as well as entrained PM sources such as tire wear, 
brake wear, and roadway dust. 
Mitigation Measure AQ-3(c) MTC and ABAG, in partnership with local air districts, and 
implementing agencies shall: 
 support the advancement of corridor-level plans and implementation of projects located 

on severely congested (LOS F) facilities and 
 incorporate transportation demand management (TDM) strategies into individual land use 

land transportation projects and plans, as part of the planning process; TDM strategies 
could include ridesharing, carsharing, telecommuting, adopting flexible working hours, 
implementing parking management and traffic- calming measures, and marketing TDM 
options (especially alternative commuting services). 

Mitigation Measure AQ-3(d) When applicable screening levels set by the applicable air district 
are exceeded, implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall implement measures, 
where feasible and necessary based on project- and site-specific considerations, that include 
those identified below or are updated by BAAQMD/the applicable air district or within 
CalEEMod: 
 Provide for, or contribute to, dedication of land for off-site Class I and Class II bicycle trails 

linking the project to designated bicycle commuting routes in accordance with the regional 
bikeway master plan. 

 Provide preferential parking spaces for carpool and vanpool vehicles, implement parking 
fees for single-occupancy vehicle commuters, and implement parking cash-out program 
for employees. 

 Support local requirements regarding electric vehicle charging spaces. 
 Support the inclusion of bus shelters at transit access points where deemed appropriate 

by local public transit operator in large residential, commercial, and industrial projects. 

SU SU 
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Impacts 
Significance 

before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance  

after Mitigation 

w/ MM* w/o MM** 
 Support local communities and agencies equipping of residential structures with electric 

outlets in the front and rear of the structure to facilitate use of electrical lawn and garden 
equipment. 

 Support the contribution to the provision of synchronized traffic signals on roadways 
affected by the project and as deemed necessary by the local public works department. 

 Support local transit-enhancing infrastructure that includes bus turnouts or bulbs, 
passenger benches, street lighting, route signs and displays, and shelters as demand and 
service routes warrant, subject to review and approval by local transportation planning 
agencies. 

 Support pedestrian-enhancing infrastructure that includes sidewalks and pedestrian 
paths, direct pedestrian connections, street trees to shade sidewalks, pedestrian safety 
designs and infrastructure, street furniture and artwork, street lighting, pedestrian 
signalization and signage, and/or access between bus service and major transportation 
points in the Plan area.  

 Support local community requirements to require all employment centers to include an 
adequate number of on-site shower/locker facilities for bicycling and pedestrian 
commuters (typically one shower and three lockers for every 25 employees per shift). 

 Support local communities and agencies to provide park-and-ride lots as deemed feasible 
and appropriate by transportation planning agencies. 

 At employment centers that exceed a designated size, as measured by the number of 
employees, support the provision of on-site child care and after-school facilities or 
contribute to off-site construction of such facilities within walking distance of employment 
land uses (for employment centers on or adjacent to industrial land uses, on-site child 
daycare centers shall be provided only if supported by the findings of a comprehensive 
health risk assessment performed in consultation with the local air district).  

 Commit to support programs that include guaranteed ride home, subsidized transit 
passes, and rideshare matching. 

 Support local communities and agencies to provide transportation (e.g., shuttles) to major 
transit stations and multimodal centers. 

Mitigation Measure AQ-3(e): Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall implement 
the following measures, where feasible and necessary based on project- and site-specific 
considerations, to reduce criteria air pollutant emitted by natural gas combustion in buildings: 
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Significance 

before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance  

after Mitigation 
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 Prohibit natural gas infrastructure in new development. 
 Utilize, or design to support, microgrid electric systems to facilitate the resiliency of new 

developments prohibiting natural gas. 
 Equip residential structures containing front and rear yard area with electric outlets in the 

front and rear of the structure to facilitate use of electrical lawn and garden equipment. 
 Install ground-source heat pumps, solar, or other alternatively-fueled water heaters 

instead of natural gas or grid-based electric water heaters. 
 Install ground-source heat pump, or other alternative, heating and cooling systems. 
 Increase wall and attic insulation to 20 percent above Title 24 requirements (residential 

and commercial). 
 Orient buildings to take advantage of solar heating and natural cooling, and use passive 

solar designs (residential, commercial, and industrial). 
  Provide energy-efficient windows (double pane and/or Low-E) and awnings or other 

shading mechanisms for windows, porches, patios, and walkways. 
 Utilize passive solar cooling and heating designs, ceiling and whole house fans, and 

programmable thermostats in the design of heating and cooling systems. 

Impact AQ-4: Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations  

PS Implement Mitigation Measure AQ-2 
Mitigation Measure AQ-4(a) When locating sensitive receptors in TAC risk areas, as identified 
in Figure 3.4-2, implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall implement measures, 
where feasible and necessary based on project- and site-specific considerations, that include 
those identified below: 
 Install, operate and maintain in good working order a central heating, ventilation and air 

conditioning (HVAC) system or other air intake system in the building, or in each individual 
unit, that meets or exceeds a minimum efficiency reporting value (MERV) of 13 (MERV-16 
for projects located in the West Oakland Specific Plan area) or higher (BAAQMD 2016). The 
HVAC system shall include the following features: Installation of a high efficiency filter 
and/or carbon filter to filter particulates and other chemical matter from entering the 
building. Either high efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filters or American Society of Heating, 
Refrigeration, and Air-Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE) certified 85 percent supply filters 
shall be used. 

SU SU 
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Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
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after Mitigation 
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 Reduce emissions from diesel trucks through implementing the following measures, if 

feasible: installing electrical hook-ups for diesel trucks at loading docks; requiring trucks to 
use Transportation Refrigeration Units that meet Tier 4 emission standards; requiring 
truck-intensive projects to use advanced exhaust technology (e.g., hybrid) or alternative 
fuels; prohibiting trucks from idling for more than 2 minutes; and establishing truck routes 
to avoid sensitive receptors in the project. Implement a truck route program, along with 
truck calming, parking, and delivery restrictions.  

 Install passive electrostatic filtering systems with low air velocities (i.e., less than 1 mph). 
 Phase residential developments when proposed within 500 feet of freeways such that 

homes nearest the freeway are built last, if feasible. 
 Locate sensitive receptors as far away from truck activity areas, such as loading docks and 

delivery areas, as feasible. 
 Ensure that existing and new standby or emergency diesel generators meet CARB’s Tier 4 

emission standards, if feasible. 
 Locate individual and common exterior open space and outdoor activity areas proposed 

as part of individual projects as far away as possible from emission source within the 
project site boundary, face them away major freeways, and shield them from the source 
(i.e., the roadway) of air pollution with buildings or otherwise buffer them to further reduce 
air pollution for project occupants.  

 Locate air intakes and design windows to reduce PM exposure (e.g., windows nearest to 
the roadway do not open). 

 If sensitive receptors are located near a distribution center, do not locate residents 
immediately adjacent to a loading dock or where trucks concentrate to deliver goods.  

 Locate sensitive receptors in buildings in areas upwind of major roadway traffic to reduce 
exposure to reduce cancer risk levels and exposure to PM2.5. 

 Plant trees and/or vegetation between sensitive receptors and pollution source. Trees that 
are best suited to trapping PM shall be planted, including one or more of the following 
species: pine (Pinus nigra var. maritima), cypress (x Cupressocyparis leylandii), hybrid 
popular (Populus deltoids x trichocarpa), California pepper tree (Schinus molle), and 
redwood (Sequoia sempervirens). 
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Significance 
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Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance  

after Mitigation 
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 Reduce emissions from diesel trucks by establishing truck routes to avoid residential 

neighborhoods or other land uses serving sensitive populations, such as hospitals, schools, 
and child care centers. A truck route program, along with truck calming, parking and 
delivery restrictions, shall be implemented to direct traffic activity at non-permitted 
sources and large construction projects.  

These BMPs are consistent with recommendations in BAAQMD’s CEQA Guidelines (BAAQMD 
2017c) and Planning Healthy Places (BAAQMD 2016). 
Mitigation Measure AQ-4(b) MTC and ABAG shall partner with BAAQMD and local lead agencies 
to develop a program to install air filtration devices in existing residential buildings, and other 
buildings with sensitive receptors, located near freeways or sources of TACs and PM2.5.  
Mitigation Measure AQ-4(c) MTC and ABAG shall partner with BAAQMD to develop a program to 
provide incentives to replace older locomotives and trucks in the region to reduce TACs and PM2.5.  
Mitigation Measure AQ-4(d) Implementing agency shall implement the strategies identified in 
the CARB Technical Advisory to reduce air pollution exposure near high-volume roadways to less-
than-significant levels, where feasible. Examples of effective strategies include (CARB 2017b): 
 Using speed reduction mechanisms, such as roundabouts to reduce the frequency of stop-

and-go driving common among streets that support stop signs; 
 Using traffic signal management to limit the frequency of stop-and-go driving and vehicle 

idling; 
 Establishing and enforcing speed limit reductions of high-speed roadways; 
 Using design elements that promote air flow and pollutant dispersion along street 

corridors to optimize air flow, building downwash, and pollution dispersal; 
 Incorporating bike lanes and sidewalks to promote alternative, zero-pollution modes of 

transportation; and 
 Constructing solid barriers directly adjacent to high-volume roadways, such as sound walls 

to improve downwash. 

Impact AQ-5: Result in other emissions (such as those leading 
to odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of people 

LTS None required. LTS LTS 
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3.5 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES     

Impact BIO-1a: Have a substantial adverse effect, either 
directly or through habitat modifications, on species identified 
as candidate, sensitive, or special status in local or regional 
plans, policies, or regulations, or by CDFW, USFWS, or NOAA 
Fisheries 

PS Mitigation Measure BIO-1(a) Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall 
implement measures, where feasible and necessary based on project- and site-specific 
considerations, that include those identified below: 
 Implementing agencies shall require project sponsors to prepare biological resource 

assessments for specific projects proposed in areas known or likely to contain habitat 
suitable for special-status plants and wildlife. The assessment shall be conducted by 
qualified professionals pursuant to adopted protocols and agency guidelines, where 
applicable. Where the biological resource assessments establish that mitigation is required 
to avoid and minimize direct and indirect adverse effects on special-status plant and 
wildlife species, or compensate for unavoidable effects, mitigation shall be developed 
consistent with the requirements or standards of CEQA, USFWS, CDFW, and local 
regulations and guidelines, in addition to requirements of any applicable and adopted 
HCP/NCCP or other applicable plans developed to protect species or habitat.  

 In support of CEQA, NEPA, CDFW, USFWS, and NOAA Fisheries review and permitting 
processes for individual proposed Plan projects, pre-project biological surveys shall be 
conducted as part of the environmental review process to determine the presence and 
extent of sensitive habitats and species in the project vicinity. Surveys shall follow 
established methods and shall be conducted at times when the subject species is most 
likely to be identified. In cases where impacts on State- or federally listed plant or wildlife 
species are possible, formal protocol-level surveys may be required on a species-by-
species basis to determine the local presence and distribution of these species. 
Coordination with CDFW, USFWS, and NOAA Fisheries, as appropriate, shall be conducted 
early in the planning process at an informal level for projects that could adversely affect 
federal or State candidate, proposed, threatened, or endangered species to determine the 
need for consultation or permitting actions. Projects shall obtain incidental take 
authorization from the permitting agencies, as required, before project implementation. 

 A species and habitat compensation plan shall be prepared for unavoidable direct impacts 
on special-status plant species and shall be reviewed and approved by the resource 
agencies and lead agency prior to project approval. The plan shall identify effective 
methods for reestablishing the affected species and habitat, including but not limited to 
seed collection, salvage of root masses, and planting seeds and/or root masses in an area 

LTS-M SU 
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w/ MM* w/o MM** 
with suitable conditions. The plan shall also specify a monitoring program designed to 
evaluate success in reestablishing the affected species and habitat, and remedial measures 
that shall be followed if the project is not meeting specified performance criteria. The 
monitoring program shall be designed to evaluate the current and probable future health 
of the resources, and their ability to sustain populations in keeping with natural 
populations following the completion of the program. Remedial measures are highly 
dependent upon the species and habitats in question, but generally shall include but not 
be limited to invasive species management, predator control, access control, replanting 
and reseeding of appropriate habitat elements, regarding, and propagation and seed 
bulking programs. 

 Project designs shall be reconfigured, whenever practicable, to avoid special-status 
species and sensitive habitats. Projects shall minimize ground disturbances and 
transportation project footprints near sensitive areas to the extent practicable. 

 Temporary access roads and staging areas shall not be located within the areas containing 
sensitive plants or wildlife species wherever feasible, to avoid or minimize impacts on these 
species. 

 Project activities in the vicinity of sensitive resources shall be completed during the period 
that best avoids disturbance to plant and wildlife species present to the extent feasible. 

 Individual projects shall minimize the use of in-water construction methods in areas that 
support sensitive aquatic species, especially when listed species could be present. 

 If equipment needs to operate in any watercourse with flowing or standing water where 
special-status species may be affected, a qualified biological resource monitor shall be 
present to alert construction crews to the possible presence of such special-status species.  

 If project activities involve pile driving or vibratory hammering in or near water, interim 
hydroacoustic threshold criteria for protected fish species shall be adopted as set forth by 
the Interagency Fisheries Hydroacoustic Working Group, as well as other avoidance 
methods to reduce the adverse effects of construction to sensitive fish, piscivorous birds, 
and marine mammal species. 

 A qualified biologist shall locate and fence off sensitive resources before construction 
activities begin and, where required, shall inspect areas to ensure that barrier fencing, 
stakes, and setback buffers are maintained during construction. 
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 For work sites located adjacent to special-status plant or wildlife populations, a biological 

resource education program shall be provided for construction crews and contractors 
(primarily crew and construction foremen) before construction activities begin. 

 Biological monitoring shall be considered for areas near identified habitat for State- and 
federally listed species, and a “no take” approach shall be taken whenever feasible during 
construction near special-status plant and wildlife species. 

 Mitigation Measure NOISE-1 shall be implemented when permanent or temporary noise 
has been identified as a potential impact on wildlife. 

 Impacts resulting from nighttime lighting associated with construction and future 
permanent lighting shall be assessed at the project level. This assessment shall include an 
analysis of current light sources in the vicinity of the project. All feasible measures to reduce 
impacts from nighttime lighting shall be considered and implemented at the project level 
based on site-specific conditions. They may include but shall not be limited to the following 
measures: 
 To the extent feasible, nighttime lighting sources shall not be installed in areas that 

support highly sensitive natural resources. 
 Nighttime lighting shall be directed at the construction or project site and away from 

sensitive habitats. Light glare shields shall be used to reduce the extent of illumination 
onto adjoining areas. Permanent lighting shall be shielded and directed at intended 
use areas. 

 LEDs or bulbs installed as part of a project shall be rated to emit or produce light at or 
under 2700 Kelvin, which results in the output of a warm white color spectrum. 

 Physical barriers, including solid concrete barriers or privacy slats in cyclone fencing, 
shall be installed where they have the potential to reduce illumination from overhead 
lights and vehicle lights. Barriers should only be utilized as a light pollution 
minimization measure if they do not create a substantial barrier to wildlife movement 
such that the height and/or width of the barrier do not allow wildfire to move through 
the area. Additional barrier types should be employed when feasible, such as privacy 
slats into the spacing of cyclone fencing to create light barriers for areas outside the 
roadway. 

 Reflective highway markers shall be used to reduce raptor collisions on roadways. 
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 Projects on previously unlit roadways with adjacent sensitive habitat and open space 

shall explore design options that address safety needs without the use of artificial 
lighting. 

 If nighttime lighting has the potential to result in adverse effects on a listed or 
candidate wildlife species (e.g., a nest, den, or other important habitat feature is 
identified near the project site), then consultation with the appropriate natural 
resource agency may be required. 

 Fencing and/or walls shall be built to avoid temporary or permanent access of humans or 
domestic animals from development areas into areas occupied by special status species. 
Spoils, trash, or any debris shall be removed offsite to an approved disposal facility. 

 Project activities shall comply with existing local regulations and policies, including 
applicable HCP/NCCPs, that exceed or reasonably replace any of the above measures 
protective of special-status species. 

 Compensatory mitigation for unavoidable loss of habitat or other impacts on special-
status species may be achieved in advance of impacts through the purchase or creation of 
mitigation credits or the implementation of mitigation projects through Regional Advance 
Mitigation Planning (RAMP) (i.e., Conservation and Mitigation Banking, natural community 
conservation planning, Regional Conservation Investment Strategies), as deemed 
appropriate by the permitting agencies. Projects will prioritize mitigation banking within 
the same county as the project, if possible (i.e., if mitigation banks or mitigation credits are 
available in a given county) 

Impact BIO-1b: Have substantial adverse impacts on 
designated critical habitat for federally listed plant and wildlife 
species 

PS Mitigation Measure BIO-1(b) Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall 
implement measures, where feasible and necessary based on project- and site-specific 
considerations, for projects that could affect designated critical habitat for federally listed 
plant and wildlife species that include those identified below:  
 Coordination with USFWS and NOAA Fisheries, as appropriate based on the species, shall 

be conducted early in the environmental review process to determine the need for further 
mitigation, consultation, or permitting actions. Formal consultation is required for any 
project with a federal nexus when a listed species or designated critical habitat is likely to 
be adversely affected. Any conservation measures required by USFWS or NOAA Fisheries as 
part of formal consultation (e.g., through issuance of a biological opinion) would be 
implemented.  

LTS-M LTS-M 
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 Reconfigure project design to avoid or minimize adverse effects on protected species 

within designated critical habitats. 
 Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall comply with existing local 

regulations and policies, including applicable HCP/NCCPs.  
 Additionally, implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1(a), above, which includes an 

initial biological resource assessment and, if necessary, compensatory mitigation for 
unavoidable loss of habitat or other impacts on special-status species. Compensatory 
mitigation may be achieved in advance of impacts through the purchase or creation of 
mitigation credits or the implementation of mitigation projects through RAMP, as deemed 
appropriate by the permitting agencies. 

Impact BIO-2: Have a substantial adverse effect on riparian 
habitat, State- or federally protected wetlands (including but 
not limited to marsh, vernal pool, coastal), or other sensitive 
natural communities identified in local or regional plans, 
policies, or regulations, or by CDFW or USFWS, through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means 

PS Mitigation Measure BIO-2 Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall implement 
measures, where feasible and necessary based on project- and site-specific considerations, 
that include those identified below: 
 Implementing agencies shall require project sponsors to prepare biological resource 

assessments for specific projects proposed in areas containing, or likely to contain, 
jurisdictional waters or other sensitive or special-status communities. These assessments 
shall be conducted by qualified professionals in accordance with agency guidelines and 
standards. Qualified professionals shall reference applicable regional data sources for 
wetland mapping, which may include, but not be limited to, the Adaptation Atlas (San 
Francisco Estuary Institute 2021), Recovery Plan for Tidal Marsh Ecosystems of Northern and 
Central California (USFWS 2013), and the 2015 Bay Ecosystem Habitat Goals Update (Goals 
Project 2015). Where the biological resource assessments establish that mitigation is 
required to avoid and minimize direct and indirect adverse effects on State- or federally 
protected wetlands, or compensate for unavoidable effects, mitigation shall be developed 
consistent with the requirements or standards of USACE, EPA, RWQCB, and CDFW, and 
local regulations and guidelines, in addition to requirements of any applicable and 
adopted HCP/NCCP or other applicable plans developed to protect these resources. In 
keeping with the “no net loss” policy for jurisdictional waters (i.e., wetlands and other 
waters of the United States or State), project designs shall be configured, whenever 
possible, to avoid wetlands and other waters and avoid disturbances to wetlands and 
riparian corridors to preserve both the habitat and the overall ecological functions of these 

LTS-M LTS-M 
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areas. Projects shall minimize ground disturbances and transportation project footprints 
near such areas to the extent practicable. 
 Project sponsors shall consult with USFWS, NMFS, USFS, CDFW where state-

designated sensitive or riparian habitats provide potential or occupied habitat for 
federally listed rare, threatened, and endangered species afforded protection 
pursuant to the federal ESA, the MBTA during the breeding season, the California ESA, 
or Fully Protected Species afforded protection pursuant to the State Fish and Game 
Code and with the CDFW pursuant to the provisions of Section 1600 of the State Fish 
and Game Code as they relate to Lakes and Streambeds. 

 Where avoidance of jurisdictional waters is not feasible, project sponsors shall minimize fill 
and the use of in-water construction methods, and place fill only with express permit 
approval from the appropriate resource agencies (e.g., USACE, RWQCB, CDFW, BCDC, and 
CCC) and in accordance with applicable existing regulations, such as the Clean Water Act 
or local stream protection ordinances. 

 Project sponsors shall arrange for compensatory mitigation in the form of mitigation bank 
credits; on-site or off-site enhancement of existing waters; or wetland creation in 
accordance with applicable existing regulations and subject to approval by USACE, 
RWQCB, CDFW, BCDC, and/or CCC. If compensatory mitigation is required by the 
implementing agency, the project sponsor shall develop a restoration and monitoring plan 
that describes how compensatory mitigation will be achieved, implemented, maintained, 
and monitored. At a minimum, the restoration and monitoring plan shall include clear 
goals and objectives, success criteria, specifics on restoration/creation/enhancement (e.g., 
plant palette, soils, irrigation design standards and requirements), specific monitoring 
periods and reporting guidelines, and a maintenance plan. The following minimum 
performance standards (or other standards as required by the permitting agencies) shall 
apply to any wetland compensatory mitigation: 
 Compensation shall be provided at a minimum 1:1 ratio for restoration, preservation, 

and creation but shall in all cases be consistent with mitigation ratios set forth in locally 
applicable plans (e.g., general plans, HCP/NCCPs) or in project-specific permitting 
documentation. Compensatory mitigation may be a combination of on-site 
restoration/creation/enhancement or off-site restoration, preservation, or 
enhancement. Compensatory mitigation may be achieved in advance of impacts 
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through the purchase or creation of mitigation credits or the implementation of 
mitigation projects through RAMP, as deemed appropriate by the permitting agencies. 

 In general, any compensatory mitigation shall be monitored for a minimum of 5 years 
and will be considered successful when at least 75 percent cover (or other percent 
cover considered appropriate for the vegetation type) of installed vegetation has 
become successfully established. 

 If the restoration is not meeting success criteria, remedial measures shall be 
implemented and would typically include, but are not limited to, replanting, 
reseeding, grading adjustments, supplemental irrigation, access control, increased 
weed control, and extended maintenance and monitoring periods. After final success 
criteria have been met and relevant permitting agencies have approved the mitigation 
project as complete, all mitigation areas shall be permanently conserved (e.g., 
conservation easement) and managed in perpetuity. 

 Salvage and stockpile topsoil (i.e., the surface material from 6 to 12 inches deep) and 
perennial native plants, when recommended by the qualified wetland biologist, for use in 
restoring native vegetation to areas of temporary disturbance within the project area. 
Salvage of soils containing invasive species, seeds and/or rhizomes shall be avoided as 
identified by the qualified wetland biologist. 

 In accordance with CDFW guidelines and other instruments protective of sensitive or 
special- status natural communities, project sponsors shall avoid and minimize impacts on 
sensitive natural communities and habitats when designing and permitting projects. 
Where applicable, projects shall conform to the provisions of special area management or 
restoration plans, such as the Suisun Marsh Protection Plan and the East Contra Costa 
County HCP, which outline specific measures to protect sensitive vegetation communities. 

 If any portion of a sensitive natural community is permanently removed or temporarily 
disturbed, the project sponsor shall compensate for the loss. If such mitigation is required 
by the implementing agency, the project sponsor shall develop a restoration and 
monitoring plan that describes how compensatory mitigation will be achieved, 
implemented, maintained, and monitored. At a minimum, the restoration and monitoring 
plan shall include clear goals and objectives, success criteria, specifics on 
restoration/creation/enhancement (e.g., plant palette, soils, irrigation design standards 
and requirements), specific monitoring periods and reporting guidelines, and a 
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maintenance plan. The following minimum performance standards (or other standards as 
required by the permitting agencies) shall apply to any compensatory mitigation for 
sensitive natural communities: 
 Compensation shall be provided at a minimum 1:1 ratio for restoration and 

preservation but shall in all cases be consistent with mitigation ratios set forth in 
locally applicable plans (e.g., general plans, HCP/NCCPs) or in project-specific 
permitting documentation. Compensatory mitigation may be a combination of on-
site restoration/creation/enhancement or off-site restoration, preservation, or 
enhancement. Compensatory mitigation may be achieved in advance of impacts 
through the purchase or creation of mitigation credits or the implementation of 
mitigation projects through RAMP, as deemed appropriate by the permitting agencies. 

 In general, any compensatory mitigation shall be monitored for a minimum of 5 years 
and will be considered successful when at least 75 percent cover (or other percent 
cover considered appropriate for the vegetation type) of installed vegetation has 
become successfully established. 

 If the restoration is not meeting success criteria, remedial measures shall be 
implemented and would typically include, but are not limited to, replanting, 
reseeding, grading adjustments, supplemental irrigation, access control, increased 
weed control, and extended maintenance and monitoring periods. After final success 
criteria have been met and relevant permitting agencies have approved the mitigation 
project as complete, all mitigation areas shall be permanently conserved (e.g., 
conservation easement) and managed in perpetuity. 

 All construction materials, staging, storage, dispensing, fueling, and maintenance activities 
shall be located in upland areas outside of sensitive habitat, and adequate measures shall 
be taken to prevent any potential runoff from entering jurisdictional waters. Fueling of 
equipment shall take place within existing paved roads. Contractor equipment shall be 
checked for leaks prior to operation and repaired, as necessary. 

 Construction activities shall be scheduled, to the extent feasible, to avoid sensitive times 
for biological resources and to avoid the rainy season when erosion and sediment 
transport is increased. 
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 Compliance with existing local regulations and policies, including applicable HCP/NCCPs, 

that exceed or reasonably replace any of the above measures protective of wetlands and 
other waters or sensitive natural communities. 

Impact BIO-3: Interfere substantially with the movement of 
any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridor, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites 

PS Mitigation Measure BIO-3(a) Implementing agencies shall require project sponsors to prepare 
detailed analyses for specific projects affecting ECA lands to determine the wildlife species that 
may use these areas and the habitats those species require. Projects that would not affect ECA 
lands but that are located within or adjacent to open space lands, including wildlands and 
agricultural lands, or otherwise may contain land used as wildlife movement corridors (e.g., 
green belts in urban areas) shall also assess whether significant wildlife corridors are present, 
what wildlife species may use them, and what habitat those species require. The assessment 
shall be conducted by qualified professionals and according to applicable agency standards 
with consideration of the local, regional, and global context of landscape connectivity for a 
given project in a given area. 
Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall implement measures, where feasible 
and necessary based on project- and site-specific considerations, that include those identified 
below: 
 Design projects to minimize impacts on wildlife movement and habitat connectivity and 

preserve existing and functional wildlife corridors. 
 Design projects to promote wildlife corridor redundancy by including multiple connections 

between habitat patches. 
 Consult relevant guidance documents regarding wildlife movement and habitat 

connectivity during the project design phase, including but not limited to statewide and 
Bay Area region guides (e.g., CLN mapping, CDFW’s California Wildlife Barriers 2020 [CDFW 
2020], the California Department of Transportation’s Wildlife Crossings Guidance Manual 
[Meese et al. 2007], Critical Linkages: Bay Area & Beyond [Penrod et al. 2013]), and local 
guides (e.g., Gray et al. 2018; Diamond and Snyder 2016). 

 Conduct wildlife movement studies for projects that may fragment or constrict regional or 
local corridors and impede use to nursery sites. These studies will include, but would not 
be limited to, the following objectives: identify activity levels and directional wildlife 
movement trends within the study area, consult the California Fish Passage Assessment 
Database (CALFISH database) to identify potential fish barrier locations and conduct first 
pass and second pass fish assessments as necessary, assess current functionality of 

LTS-M SU 
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existing underpasses, and determine what species or groups of species exhibit sensitivity 
to the existing roadways. Movement studies shall identify project-specific measures to 
avoid or mitigate impacts on corridors and movement to nursery sites that may include, 
but are not limited to, developing alternative project designs that allow wider movement 
corridors to remain; provide for buffer zones adjacent to corridors, such as passive 
recreation zones; implement physical barriers that prevent human and/or domestic 
predator entry into the corridor or block noise and lighting from development; incorporate 
shielded and directed lighting in areas near corridors; implement a “natives only” 
landscaping policy within 200 feet of identified wildlife corridors; incorporate periodic 
larger habitat patches along a corridor’s length; minimize the number of road crossings of 
identified wildlife corridors; and replace roadway culverts with bridges to allow for wildlife 
movement. 

 For projects that cannot avoid significant impacts on wildlife movement corridors or native 
wildlife nursery areas, consult with CDFW to determine appropriate measures to minimize 
direct and indirect impacts and implement measures to mitigate impacts on wildlife 
corridors or native wildlife nursery sites.  

 Conduct site-specific analyses of opportunities to preserve or improve habitat linkages 
with areas on- and off-site. Preservation or improvements of habitat on both sides of a 
wildlife crossing should be prioritized. 

 Analyze habitat linkages and wildlife movement corridors on a broad scale for long linear 
projects with the possibility of adversely affecting wildlife movement to avoid critical 
narrow choke points that could reduce function of recognized movement corridor. 

 Construct wildlife-friendly overpasses and culverts. These structures should be designed 
to meet the needs of appropriate species, considering factors such as the size or diameter 
of the structure, interval frequency, and/or physical design to allow conditions similar to 
the surrounding habitat. 

 Upgrade existing culverts or implement directional fencing to guide animals to existing 
culverts or underpasses when conducting expansion or enhancement projects on existing 
roads. 

 Fence major transportation corridors in the vicinity of identified wildlife corridors. 
 Use wildlife-friendly fences that allow larger wildlife, such as deer, to cross over and smaller 

wildlife to move under. 



Plan Bay Area 2050 Appendix A 

*= Significance assuming individual projects adopt and implement the listed mitigation measure, as required for future projects taking advantage of CEQA streamlining provisions of SB 375. 
**= Significance assuming some or all of the listed mitigation measure(s) is/are not implemented because MTC/ABAG cannot require local implementing agencies to adopt mitigation measure(s). 

LTS = Less than significant  PS = Potentially significant S = Significant SU = Significant and unavoidable PSU = Potentially significant and unavoidable 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission & Final EIR | October 2021  
Association of Bay Area Governments 23 

Impacts 
Significance 

before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance  

after Mitigation 

w/ MM* w/o MM** 
 For projects that require the placement of stream culverts in a fish spawning stream, follow 

USACE, NOAA Fisheries, USFWS, and CDFW permit conditions and design requirements to 
allow fish passage through the culverts. 

 Limit wildland conversions in identified wildlife corridors such that the function of the 
wildlife corridor is not impaired. 

 Retain wildlife-friendly vegetation in and around developments. 
 Monitor and maintain fencing, under crossings, and/or other crossing structures as needed 

to ensure corridor permeability and functionality. Development and implementation of a 
fencing and wildlife crossing structure maintenance plan is recommended to maintain 
permeability for wildlife across corridors. 

 Prohibit construction activities within 500 feet of occupied breeding areas for wildlife 
afforded protection pursuant to Title 14 Section 460 of the California Code of Regulations 
protecting fur-bearing mammals, during the breeding season. 

 Comply with existing local regulations and policies, including applicable HCP/NCCPs, that 
exceed or reasonably replace any of the above measures to protect wildlife corridors.  

Mitigation Measure BIO-3(b) Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall 
implement the following measures, where feasible and necessary based on project- and site-
specific considerations: 
 Implement Mitigation Measures BIO-1(a) and BIO-2. 

Impact BIO-4: Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation 
policy or ordinance, or with provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan (HCP); Natural Community Conservation 
Plan (NCCP); or other approved local, regional, or State HCP 

LTS None required. LTS LTS 

Impact BIO-5: Have the potential to substantially reduce the 
habitat of a fish or wildlife species; cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels; threaten to 
eliminate a plant or animal community; or substantially reduce 
the number or restrict the range of an endangered, rare, or 
threatened species 

PS Mitigation Measure BIO-5 Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall implement 
the following measures, where feasible and necessary based on project- and site-specific 
considerations: 
 Implement Mitigation Measures BIO-1(a), BIO-1(b), BIO-2, and BIO-3(a). 

LTS-M SU 
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3.6 Climate Change, Greenhouse Gases, and Energy     

Impact GHG-1: Result in a net increase in greenhouse gas 
emissions, either directly or indirectly, compared to 2015 
conditions that may have a significant impact on the 
environment 

PS Mitigation Measure GHG-1 Consistent with the recommendations in the 2017 Scoping Plan, 
the applicable lead agency can and should implement, where necessary and feasible to 
address site-specific construction climate change impacts, the following measures to avoid or 
minimize impacts related to construction GHG emissions:  
 Project proponents shall require its contractors to restrict the idling of on- and off-road 

diesel equipment to no more than 5 minutes while the equipment is on-site.  
 Project proponents of new facilities shall implement waste, disposal, and recycling 

strategies (i.e., 10 percent recycled content for Tier 1 and 15 percent recycled content for 
Tier 2) in accordance with the voluntary measures for non-residential land uses contained 
in Section A5.405 of the 2016 CALGreen Code or in accordance with any update to these 
requirements in future iterations of the CALGreen Code in place at the time of project 
construction. 

 Project proponents of new facilities shall achieve or exceed the enhanced Tier 2 target for 
nonresidential land uses of recycling or reusing 80 percent of the construction waste as 
described in Section A5.408 of the 2016 CALGreen Code or in accordance with any update 
to these requirements in future iterations of the CALGreen Code in place at the time of 
project construction.  

 Project proponents shall require all diesel-powered, off-road construction equipment 
meet EPA’s Tier 3 or Tier 4 emissions standards as defined in 40 CFR 1039 and comply with 
the exhaust emission test procedures and provisions of 40 CFR Parts 1065 and 1068. This 
measure can also be achieved by using battery-electric off-road equipment as it becomes 
available.  

 Project proponents shall implement a program that incentivizes construction workers to 
carpool, and/or use public transit or electric vehicles to commute to and from the project 
site. 

SU SU 

Impact GHG-2: Conflict with the Bay Area region’s 
achievement of the GHG emissions reduction target of 19 
percent below 2005 emissions by 2035 established by CARB 
pursuant to SB 375 

LTS None required. LTS LTS 
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Impact GHG-3: Conflict with an applicable state plan, policy or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions 
of greenhouse gases 

PS Implement Mitigation Measures TRA-2a and TRA-2b 
Mitigation Measure GHG-3 Consistent with the recommendations in the 2017 Scoping Plan, 
implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall implement the following, where feasible 
and necessary based on project- and site-specific considerations: 
 CAP support programs: MTC and ABAG, in partnership with the BAAQMD, shall provide 

technical assistance to the counties and cities in the Bay Area to adopt qualified GHG 
reduction plans (e.g., CAPs). The CAPs can be regional or adopted by individual 
jurisdictions, so long as they meet the standards of a GHG reduction program as described 
in CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5. At the regional level, the cumulative emissions 
reduction of individual CAPs within the region or a regional CAP should demonstrate an 
additional Bay Area-wide reduction of 33 MMTCO2e from land uses and on-road 
transportation compared with projected 2050 emissions levels already expected to be 
achieved by the Plan. (This is based on the 2015 Bay Area land use and on-road 
transportation emissions of 37 MMTCO2e, the statewide GHG reduction target of 80 percent 
below 1990 levels by 2050, and a two percent increase in statewide emissions between 
1990 and 2015). However, MTC and ABAG do not have jurisdiction over the adoption of 
CAPs by individual jurisdictions. 

 Energy reduction incentive programs: These reductions can be achieved through a 
combination of programs supported by BayREN, which focus on energy reduction by 
homeowners, multifamily property owners, and businesses through energy retrofits of 
existing buildings. BayREN also supports other programs that help local jurisdictions 
reduce building energy use through improved design and construction standards, such as 
updated Title 24 energy standards, and including ZNE in new construction. These 
programs and other measures supported by MTC and ABAG may be included so long as the 
additional 33 MMTCO2e reduction (by 2050) can be demonstrated. However, MTC and 
ABAG cannot require engagement in these programs. This target can be adjusted 
depending on the progress of statewide legislation or regulations in reducing statewide 
GHG emissions, so long as a trajectory to achieve this target in the Bay Area is maintained.  

While many local jurisdictions in the region have released CAPs, the additional implementation 
of CAPs in the region would continue to help to reduce GHG emissions from the land use 
projects that would be constructed under the Plan, as well as reducing GHG emissions from 
existing uses. Energy reduction incentive programs, such as those supported by BayRen, would 

SU SU 
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help with reduce GHG emissions from energy usage in existing and new structures in the 
region. 

Impact GHG-4: Conflict with an applicable local plan, policy or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions 
of greenhouse gases 

LTS None required. LTS LTS 

Impact EN-1: Result in potentially significant environmental 
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy resources, during project construction 
or operation 

LTS None required. LTS LTS 

Impact EN-2: Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for 
renewable energy or energy efficiency 

LTS None required. LTS LTS 

3.7 Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources     

Impact CUL/TCR-1: Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in Guidelines 
Section 15064.5 

PS Mitigation Measure CUL/TCR-1 Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall 
implement measures, where feasible and necessary based on project- and site-specific 
considerations, that include those identified below: 
 Require a survey and evaluation of structures greater than 45 years in age within the area 

of potential effect to determine their eligibility for recognition under federal, State, or local 
historic preservation criteria. The evaluation shall be prepared by an architectural historian 
or historical architect meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for 
Archeology and Historic Preservation Professional Qualification Standards (SOI PQS). The 
evaluation shall comply with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b) and, if federal funding or 
permits are required, with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (16 
U.S. Code Section 470 et seq.). Study recommendations shall be implemented. 

 Realign or redesign projects to avoid impacts on known historical resources where 
possible. 

 If avoidance of a significant historical resource is not feasible, implement additional 
mitigation options that include specific design plans for historic districts or plans for 
alteration or adaptive reuse of a historical resource that follows the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, 
Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings. The application of the 
standards shall be overseen by an architectural historian or historic architect meeting the 

SU SU 
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SOI PQS. Prior to any construction activities that may affect the historical resource, a report 
meeting industry standards shall identify and specify the treatment of character-defining 
features and construction activities and be provided to the lead agency for review and 
approval. 

 If a project would result in the demolition or significant alteration of a historical resource, 
the resource shall be recorded prior to demolition or alteration. Recordation shall take the 
form of Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS), Historic American Engineering Record 
(HAER), or Historic American Landscape Survey (HALS) documentation and shall be 
performed by an architectural historian or historian who meets the SOI PQS. The 
documentation package shall be archived in appropriate public and secure repositories. 
The specific scope and details of documentation shall be developed at the project level in 
coordination with the lead agency.  

 Comply with existing local regulations and policies that exceed or reasonably replace any 
of the above measures that protect historical resources. 

Impact CUL/TCR-2: Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a unique archaeological resource as defined in 
Guidelines Section 15064.5 

PS Mitigation Measure CUL/TCR-2 Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall 
implement measures, where feasible and necessary based on project- and site-specific 
considerations, that include those identified below: 
 Before construction activities, project sponsors shall retain a qualified archaeologist to 

conduct a record search at the appropriate information center to determine whether the 
project area has been previously surveyed and whether resources were identified; the 
record search shall include contacting the NAHC to request a Sacred Lands File search and 
a list of relevant Native American contacts who may have additional information. If a survey 
of the project area has not been conducted in the last 5 years, project sponsors shall retain 
a qualified archaeologist to conduct archaeological surveys prior to construction activities. 
Project sponsors shall follow recommendations identified in the survey, which may include 
activities such as subsurface testing, designing and implementing a Worker Environmental 
Awareness Program, construction monitoring by a qualified archaeologist, avoidance of 
sites, or preservation in place. 

 Areas determined to be of cultural significance shall be monitored during the grading, 
excavation, trenching, and removal of existing features by a qualified archeologist and 
culturally affiliated California Native American tribal monitor. 

SU SU 
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 To ensure that new transportation facilities, such as the Transbay rail crossing, do not 

adversely affect potentially buried archaeological deposits, an underwater archaeological 
survey shall be conducted to identify, evaluate, and protect significant submerged cultural 
resources prior to activities that would disturb the shoreline or the floor of the bay. 
Additionally, the archaeologist shall request a search of California State Lands 
Commission’s Shipwreck Database. 

 When a project would impact a known archaeological site, the project sponsor and/or 
implementing agency shall determine whether the site is a historical resource (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.5(c)(1)). If archaeological resources identified in the project area 
are considered potentially significant, the project sponsor and/or responsible 
implementing agency shall undertake additional studies overseen by a qualified 
archaeologist (36 CFR Section 61) to evaluate the resources eligibility for listing in the CRHR, 
NRHP, or local register and to recommend further mitigative treatment. Evaluations shall 
be based on, but not limited to, surface remains, subsurface testing, or archival and 
ethnographic resources, on the framework of the historic context and important research 
questions of the project area, and on the integrity of the resource. If a site to be tested is 
prehistoric, culturally affiliated California Native American tribal representatives shall be 
afforded the opportunity to monitor the ground-disturbing activities. Appropriate 
mitigation may include curation of artifacts removed during subsurface testing. 

 If prehistoric archeological resources are identified through survey or discovered in the 
project area, the culturally affiliated California Native American tribe shall be notified. Both 
the archeologist and tribal monitor or tribal representative should strive for agreement on 
the determined significance of an artifact or cultural resource. 

 If significant archaeological resources that meet the definition of historical or unique 
archaeological resources are identified in the project area, the preferred mitigation of 
impacts is preservation in place (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b); PRC Section 
21083.2). Preservation in place may be accomplished by, but is not limited to, avoidance 
by project design, incorporation within parks, open space or conservation easements, 
covering with a layer of sterile soil, or similar measures. If preservation in place is feasible, 
mitigation is complete. Additionally, where the implementing agency determines that an 
alternative mitigation method is superior to in-place preservation, the project sponsor 
and/or implementing agency may implement such alternative measures. 
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 When preservation in place or avoidance of historical or unique archaeological resources 

are infeasible, data recovery through excavation shall be required (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.4(b)). Data recovery would consist of approval of a Data Recovery Plan and 
archaeological excavation of an adequate sample of site contents so that research 
questions applicable to the site can be addressed. For prehistoric sites, the culturally 
affiliated California Native American tribe shall be afforded the opportunity to monitor the 
ground-disturbing activities. If only part of a site would be impacted by a project, data 
recovery shall only be necessary for that portion of the site. Data recovery shall not be 
required if the implementing agency determines prior testing and studies have adequately 
recovered the scientifically consequential information from the resources. Confidential 
studies and reports resulting from the data recovery shall be deposited with the Northwest 
Information Center. Mitigation may include curation for artifacts removed during data 
recovery excavation. 

 If archaeological resources are discovered during construction, all work near the find shall 
be halted and the project sponsor and/or implementing agency shall follow the steps 
described under CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(f), including an immediate evaluation of 
the find by a qualified archaeologist (36 CFR Section 61) and implementation of avoidance 
measures or appropriate mitigation if the find is determined to be a historical resource or 
unique archaeological resource. If the find is a prehistoric archaeological site, the culturally 
affiliated California Native American tribe shall be notified and afforded the opportunity to 
monitor mitigative treatment. During evaluation or mitigative treatment, ground 
disturbance and construction work could continue on other parts of the project area. 

 Integrate curation of all historical resources or a unique archaeological resources and 
associated records in a regional center focused on the care, management, and use of 
archaeological collections. All Native American human remains and associated grave 
goods discovered shall be returned to their Most Likely Descendent and repatriated. The 
final disposition of artifacts not directly associated with Native American graves will be 
negotiated during consultation with the culturally affiliated California Native American 
tribes. Artifacts include material recovered from all phases of work, including the initial 
survey, testing, indexing, data recovery, and monitoring. Curated materials shall be 
maintained with respect for cultures and available to future generations for research. 
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 Project sponsors shall comply with existing local regulations and policies that exceed or 

reasonably replace any of the above measures that protect archaeological resources. 

Impact CUL/TCR-3: Disturb any human remains, including 
those interred outside of formal cemeteries 

LTS None required. LTS LTS 

Impact CUL/TCR-4: Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in PRC Section 
21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is 
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the 
landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a 
California Native American tribe 

PS Mitigation Measure CUL/TCR-4(a) If the implementing agency determines that a project may 
cause a substantial adverse change to a tribal cultural resource, and measures are not 
otherwise identified in the consultation process required under PRC Section 21080.3.2, 
implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall implement the following measures, 
where feasible and necessary, to address site-specific impacts and avoid or minimize the 
significant adverse impacts: 
 Public agencies shall, when feasible, avoid damaging effects to any tribal cultural resource 

(PRC Section 21084.3[a]). If the lead agency determines that a project may cause a 
substantial adverse change to a tribal cultural resource, and measures are not otherwise 
identified in the consultation process, provisions in the PRC describe mitigation measures 
that, if determined by the lead agency to be feasible, may avoid or minimize the significant 
adverse impacts (PRC Section 21084.3[b]). Examples include: 
 avoiding and preserving the resources in place, including planning and constructing to 

avoid the resources and protect the cultural and natural context, or planning 
greenspace, parks, or other open space to incorporate the resources with culturally 
appropriate protection and management criteria;  

 treating the resource with culturally appropriate dignity, taking into account the tribal 
cultural values and meaning of the resource, including:  
 protecting the cultural character and integrity of the resource,  
 protecting the traditional use of the resource, and  
 protecting the confidentiality of the resource;  

 establishing permanent conservation easements or other interests in real property, 
with culturally appropriate management criteria for the purposes of preserving or 
using the resources or places; and  

 protecting the resource. 
 The implementing agency shall determine whether or not implementation of a project 

would indirectly affect tribal cultural resources by increasing public visibility and ease of 

SU SU 
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access. If it would, the implementing agency shall take measures to reduce the visibility or 
accessibility of the tribal cultural resource to the public. Visibility of the resource can be 
reduced through the use of decorative walls or vegetation screening. Accessibility can be 
reduced by installing fencing or vegetation barriers, particularly noxious vegetation, such 
as poison oak or blackberry bushes. It is important to avoid creating an attractive nuisance 
when protecting tribal cultural resources. Conspicuous walls or signs indicating that an 
area is restricted may result in more attempts to access the excluded area. 

Mitigation Measure CUL/TCR-4(b) Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall 
implement measures, where feasible and necessary based on project- and site-specific 
considerations, that include those identified below: 
 Implement Mitigation Measure CUL/TCR-2.  

3.8 Geology, Seismicity and Mineral Resources     

Impact GEO-1: Directly or indirectly cause potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based 
on other substantial evidence of a known fault 

LTS None required LTS LTS 

Impact GEO-2: Directly or indirectly cause potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving strong seismic ground shaking 

LTS None required LTS LTS 

Impact GEO-3: Directly or indirectly cause potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction, lateral spreading, and subsidence 

LTS None required LTS LTS 

Impact GEO-4: Directly or indirectly cause potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving landslides 

LTS None required LTS LTS 

Impact GEO-5: Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil 

LTS None required LTS LTS 
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Impact GEO-6: Be located on expansive soil, as defined in 
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating 
substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property 

LTS None required LTS LTS 

Impact GEO-7: Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature 

PS Mitigation Measure GEO-7 Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall implement 
measures, where feasible and necessary based on project- and site-specific considerations, 
that include those identified below: 
 Ensure compliance with the Paleontological Resources Preservation Act, the Federal Land 

Policy and Management Act, the Antiquities Act, Section 5097.5 of the PRC, adopted county 
and city general plans, and other federal, State, and local regulations, as applicable and 
feasible, by adhering to and incorporating the performance standards and practices for the 
assessment and mitigation of adverse impacts on paleontological resources. 

 Obtain review by a qualified paleontologist to determine whether the project has the 
potential to require ground disturbance of parent material with potential to contain unique 
paleontological resources or to require the substantial alteration of a unique geologic 
feature. The assessment should include museum records searches, a review of geologic 
mapping and the scientific literature, geotechnical studies (if available), and potentially a 
pedestrian survey if units with paleontological potential are present at the surface. 

 Avoid exposure or displacement of parent material with potential to yield unique 
paleontological resources. 

 Implement the following measures where avoidance of parent material with the potential 
to yield unique paleontological resources is not feasible: 
 All on-site construction personnel shall receive Worker Education and Awareness 

Program training before the commencement of excavation work to understand the 
regulatory framework that provides for protection of paleontological resources and 
become familiar with diagnostic characteristics of the materials with the potential to 
be encountered. 

 A qualified paleontologist shall prepare a paleontological resource management plan 
(PRMP) to guide the salvage, documentation, and repository of unique paleontological 
resources encountered during construction. If unique paleontological resources are 
encountered during construction, qualified paleontologist shall oversee the 
implementation of the PRMP. 

LTS-M SU 
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 Ground-disturbing activities in parent material with a moderate to high potential to yield 

unique paleontological resources shall be monitored using a qualified paleontological 
monitor to determine whether unique paleontological resources are encountered during 
such activities, consistent with the specified or comparable protocols. 

 Identify where ground disturbance is proposed in a geologic unit having the potential to 
contain fossils, and specify the need for a paleontological monitor to be present during 
ground disturbance in these areas. 

 Avoid routes and project designs that would permanently alter unique geological features. 
 Salvage and document adversely affected resources sufficient to support ongoing 

scientific research and education. 
 If paleontological resources are discovered during earthmoving activities, the construction 

crew will be directed to immediately cease work and notify the implementing agencies and/or 
project sponsors. The project sponsor will retain a qualified paleontologist for identification 
and salvage of fossils so that construction delays can be minimized. The paleontologist will be 
responsible for implementing a recovery plan which could include the following: 
 in the event of discovery, salvage of unearthed fossil remains, typically involving simple 

excavation of the exposed specimen but possibly also plaster-jacketing of large and/or 
fragile specimens, or more elaborate quarry excavations of richly fossiliferous deposits; 

 recovery of stratigraphic and geologic data to provide a context for the recovered fossil 
remains, typically including description of lithologies of fossil-bearing strata, 
measurement and description of the overall stratigraphic section, and photographic 
documentation of the geologic setting; 

 laboratory preparation (cleaning and repair) of collected fossil remains to a point of 
curation, generally involving removal of enclosing rock material, stabilization of fragile 
specimens (using glues and other hardeners), and repair of broken specimens; 

 cataloging and identification of prepared fossil remains, typically involving scientific 
identification of specimens, inventory of specimens, assignment of catalog numbers, 
and entry of data into an inventory database; 

 transferal, for storage, of cataloged fossil remains to an appropriate repository, with 
consent of property owner; 
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 preparation of a final report summarizing the field and laboratory methods used, the 

stratigraphic units inspected, the types of fossils recovered, and the significance of the 
curated collection; and 

 project sponsors shall comply with existing local regulations and policies that exceed 
or reasonably replace any of the above measures that protect paleontological or 
geologic resources. 

 Prepare significant recovered fossils to the point of curation, identified by qualified experts, 
listed in a database to facilitate analysis, and deposited in a designated paleontological 
curation facility. 
 Following the conclusion of the paleontological monitoring, ensure that the qualified 

paleontologist prepares a report stating that the paleontological monitoring 
requirement has been fulfilled and summarizes the results of any paleontological 
finds. The report should be submitted to the CEQA lead agency and to the repository 
curating the collected artifacts and should document the methods and results of all 
work completed under the PRMP, including the treatment of paleontological 
materials; results of specimen processing, analysis, and research; and final curation 
arrangements. 

Impact MR-1: Result in the loss of availability of a known 
mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the state or a locally-important mineral resources 
recovery site delineated on a local land use plan 

LTS None required LTS LTS 

3.9 Hazards and Wildfire     

Impact HAZ-1: Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of 
hazardous materials 

LTS None required LTS LTS 

Impact HAZ-2: Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment 

LTS None required LTS LTS 
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Impacts 
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before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance  

after Mitigation 

w/ MM* w/o MM** 

Impact HAZ-3: Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous 
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 
0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school 

LTS None required LTS LTS 

Impact HAZ-4: Be located on a site which is included on a list 
of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, create a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment 

PS Mitigation Measure HAZ-4 Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall implement 
measures, where feasible and necessary based on project- and site-specific considerations, 
that include those identified below: 
 The project proponent shall perform a records review to determine whether there is 

existing permitted use of hazardous materials or documented evidence of hazardous 
waste contamination on the project site and provide the results of this investigation to the 
implementing agency. 

 For any project located on or near a hazardous materials and/or waste site pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 or sites that have the potential for residual hazardous 
materials as a result of historic land uses, project proponents shall prepare a Phase I ESA in 
accordance with the American Society for Testing and Materials’ E-1527-05 standard.  

 For any project located on or near sites that are not listed and do not have the potential for 
residual hazardous materials as a result of historic land uses, no action is required unless 
unknown hazards are discovered during development. In that case, the implementing 
agency shall discontinue development until DTSC, RWQCB, the local air district, and/or 
other responsible agency issues a determination, which would likely require a Phase I ESA 
as part of the assessment.  

 Develop, train, and implement worker awareness and protective measures to minimize 
worker and public exposure to an acceptable level and to prevent environmental 
contamination as a result of construction. 

 Projects preparing a Phase I ESA, where required, shall fully implement the 
recommendations contained in the report. If a Phase I ESA indicates the presence or likely 
presence of contamination, the project proponent shall prepare a Phase II ESA, and 
recommendations of the Phase II ESA shall be fully implemented. 

 Consult with the appropriate local, state, and federal environmental regulatory agencies 
to ensure sufficient minimization of risk to human health and environmental resources, 
both during and after construction, posed by soil contamination, groundwater 

LTS-M SU 
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Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
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after Mitigation 

w/ MM* w/o MM** 
contamination, or other surface hazards including, but not limited to, underground 
storage tanks, fuel distribution lines, waste pits and sumps. 

Impact HAZ-5: Result in a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the planning area for projects located within an 
airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport 

LTS None required LTS LTS 

Impact HAZ-6: Impair implementation of, or physically 
interfere with, an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan 

PS Mitigation Measure HAZ-6 Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall implement 
measures, where feasible and necessary based on project- and site-specific considerations, 
that include those identified below: 
 Continue to participate in the San Francisco Bay Area Regional Transportation Emergency 

Management (RTEMP), review the plan annually, and update as appropriate. 
 Develop new methods of conveying projected and real time evacuation information to 

citizens using emerging electronic communication tools including social media and 
cellular networks. 

 Adopt and/or revise, as appropriate, local emergency response and evacuation plans that 
address growth and potential for congestion on evacuation routes. Include contingencies 
for lower private automobile ownership and reliance on public transit for evacuation, 
consistent with the RTEMP. 

 Require specific projects to demonstrate consistency with all applicable emergency 
response and evacuation plans. Where temporary road closures would be required during 
construction, prepare traffic mitigation plans that address traffic control and establish 
alternate emergency response and evacuation routes in coordination with emergency 
service providers. 

LTS-M SU 

Impact HAZ-7: Exacerbate the risk of wildland fires, associated 
pollutant release, and potential for flooding and landslides due 
to projected land use patterns and infrastructure in or near 
State Responsibility Areas or land classified as very high hazard 
severity zones 

PS Mitigation Measure HAZ-7 Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall implement 
measures, where feasible and necessary based on project- and site-specific considerations, 
that include those identified below: 
 Restrict development of areas mapped by CAL FIRE as high and very high fire hazard zones. 
 Improve and educate residents and businesses regarding local emergency 

communications and notifications.  
 Enforce defensible space regulations to keep overgrown and unmanaged vegetation, 

accumulations of trash and other flammable material away from structures. 

SU SU 
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 Provide public education about wildfire risk and fire prevention measures, and safety 

procedures and practices to allow for safe evacuation and/or options to shelter-in-place.  
 Plan for and promote rapid revegetation of burned areas to help prevent erosion and 

protect bare soils. 
 Develop a regulatory mechanism for permitting an aggressive hazardous fuels 

management program.  
 Establish standards for fuel breaks that can slow or stop a wildfire advancing into a 

community or into the wildlands. Fuel breaks shall be strategically located to protect a 
community, structures, or routes of access and egress. Strategic locations may include 
ridgelines, greenbelts, or other locations to manage embers or support community-level 
fire suppression tactics. 

 MTC shall facilitate minimizing future impacts to fire protection services through 
information sharing regarding fire-wise land management (vegetation data, fire-resistant 
building materials, locations where development is vulnerable to wildfire, and best 
practices for safe land management) with county and city planning departments. 

 MTC, in partnership with technical experts and stakeholders, shall launch or continue 
existing initiatives to help local cities and counties to protect Bay Area communities and 
economies from the disruption of wildfire occurrences. Initiatives could include but not be 
limited to seminars that review the risk of wildfire and approaches for preparation, 
including strengthening of infrastructure, emergency services, emergency evacuation 
plans and reviewing building safety codes. 

3.10 Hydrology and Water Quality     

Impact HYDRO-1: Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade 
surface or groundwater quality 

LTS None required LTS LTS 

Impact HYDRO-2: Substantially decrease groundwater 
supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge such that the 
project may impede sustainable groundwater management of 
the basin 

LTS None required LTS LTS 

Impact HYDRO-3: Substantially alter existing drainage 
patterns, including through the alteration of the course of a 

LTS None required LTS LTS 



Appendix A Plan Bay Area 2050 

*= Significance assuming individual projects adopt and implement the listed mitigation measure, as required for future projects taking advantage of CEQA streamlining provisions of SB 375. 
**= Significance assuming some or all of the listed mitigation measure(s) is/are not implemented because MTC/ABAG cannot require local implementing agencies to adopt mitigation measure(s). 

LTS = Less than significant  PS = Potentially significant S = Significant SU = Significant and unavoidable PSU = Potentially significant and unavoidable 

Final EIR | October 2021 Metropolitan Transportation Commission & 
38 Association of Bay Area Governments 

Impacts 
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after Mitigation 

w/ MM* w/o MM** 
stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, 
in a manner which would result in substantial erosion, siltation, 
or additional sources of polluted runoff 

Impact HYDRO-4: Substantially alter existing drainage 
patterns, including through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, 
in a manner which would result in runoff that exceeds capacity 
of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or results 
in flooding on- or off-site 

LTS None required LTS LTS 

Impact HYDRO-5: Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of 
the course of a stream or river or through the addition of 
impervious surfaces, in a manner which would impede or 
redirect flood flows 

LTS None required LTS LTS 

Impact HYDRO-6: In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, 
risk release of pollutants due to project inundation 

LTS None required LTS LTS 

3.11 Land Use, Population, and Housing     

Impact LU-1: Physically divide an established community PS Mitigation Measure LU-1 Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall implement 
measures, where feasible and necessary based on project- and site-specific considerations, 
that include those identified below: 
 Incorporate design features such as sidewalks, bike lanes, and bike/pedestrian bridges or 

tunnels that maintain or improve access and connections within existing communities and 
to public transit through regional programs, such as OBAG.  

 Encourage implementing agencies to orient transportation projects to minimize impacts 
on existing communities by:  
 selecting alignments within or adjacent to existing public rights-of-way;  
 designing sections above or below grade to maintain viable vehicular, cycling, and 

pedestrian connections between portions of communities where existing connections 
are disrupted by the transportation project; and  

 wherever feasible incorporating direct crossings, overcrossings, or undercrossings at 
regular intervals for multiple modes of travel (e.g., pedestrians, bicyclists, vehicles).  

SU SU 
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Mitigation Measures 
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after Mitigation 

w/ MM* w/o MM** 
Where it has been determined that it is infeasible to avoid creating a barrier in an established 
community, encourage implementing agencies to consider other measures to reduce impacts, 
including but not limited to:  
 shifting alignments to minimize the area affected;  
 reducing the proposed right-of-way take to minimize the overall area of impact; and  
 providing for bicycle, pedestrian, and vehicle access across improved roadways. 

Impact LU-2: Cause a significant environmental impact due to 
a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted 
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
effect 

PS Mitigation Measure LU-2 Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall implement 
measures, where feasible and necessary based on project- and site-specific considerations, 
that include those identified below:  
 MTC shall continue to provide targeted technical services, such as GIS and data support for 

cities and counties to update their general plans at least every 10 years, as recommended 
by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research. 

 MTC shall provide technical assistance and regional leadership to encourage 
implementation of the Plan goals and strategies that integrate growth and land use 
planning with the existing and planned transportation network. 

SU SU 

Impact LU-3: Induce substantial unplanned population 
growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing 
new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through 
extension of roads or other infrastructure) 

LTS None required LTS LTS 

Impact LU-4: Displace substantial numbers of existing people 
or housing, necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere 

PS Mitigation Measure LU-4 Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall implement, 
where feasible and necessary based on project- and site-specific considerations, the mitigation 
measures described throughout this EIR to address the effects of displacement that could 
result in the construction of replacement housing, including  
 Mitigation Measures AES-1 through AES-4 
 Mitigation Measures AGF-1 through AGF-3 
 Mitigation Measures AQ-2 through AQ-4 
 Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-3 and BIO-5 
 Mitigation Measures GHG-1 and GHG-3  
 Mitigation Measures CUL/TCR-1, CUL/TCR-2, and CUL/TCR-4 
 Mitigation Measure GEO-7 

SU SU 
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 Mitigation Measures HAZ-4, HAZ-6 and HAZ-7 
 Mitigation Measures LU-1 and LU-2  
 Mitigation Measures NOISE-1 through Noise-4 
 Mitigation Measures PSR-1 and PSR-2  
 Mitigation Measures PUF-1 through PUF-4  
 Mitigation Measure TRA-2 

3.12 Noise     

Impact NOISE-1: Generate a substantial temporary increase in 
ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of 
standards established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies 

PS Mitigation Measure NOISE-1 To reduce construction noise levels to achieve the applicable 
noise standards of the relevant jurisdiction within the Plan Area, implementing agencies 
and/or project sponsors shall implement measures, where feasible and necessary based on 
project- and site-specific considerations, that include those identified below: 
 Comply with local construction-related noise standards, including restricting construction 

activities to permitted hours as defined under local jurisdiction regulations (e.g., Alameda 
County Code restricts construction noise to between 7:00 am and 7:00 pm on weekdays 
and between 8:00 am and 5:00 pm on weekends). 

 Notify neighbors and occupants within 300 feet of the project construction area at least 30 
days in advance of anticipated times when noise levels are expected to exceed limits 
established in the noise element of the general plan or noise ordinance. 

 Designate an on-site construction complaint and enforcement manager for the project. 
 Post procedures and phone numbers at the construction site for notifying the 

implementing agency staff, local Police Department, and construction contractor (during 
regular construction hours and off-hours), along with permitted construction days and 
hours, complaint procedures, and who to notify in the event of a problem. 

 Properly maintain construction equipment and outfit construction equipment with the 
best available noise suppression devices (e.g., mufflers, silencers, wraps). 

 Prohibit idling of construction equipment for extended periods of time in the vicinity of 
sensitive receptors. 

 Locate stationary equipment, such as generators, compressors, rock crushers, and cement 
mixers, a minimum of 50 feet from sensitive receptors, but further if possible. 

SU SU 
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 Use hydraulically or electrically powered tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement breakers, 

and rock drills) for project construction to avoid noise associated with compressed air 
exhaust from pneumatically powered tools. However, where use of pneumatic tools is 
unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust should be used; this 
muffler can lower noise levels from the exhaust by up to about 10 dBA. External jackets on 
the tools themselves should be used, if such jackets are commercially available, and this 
could achieve a further reduction of 5 dBA. Quieter procedures should be used, such as 
drills rather than impact equipment, whenever such procedures are available and 
consistent with construction procedures. 

 Erect temporary construction-noise barriers around the construction site when adjacent 
occupied sensitive land uses are present within 75 feet. 

 Use noise control blankets on building structures as buildings are erected to reduce noise 
emission from the site. 

Impact NOISE-2: Generate a substantial permanent increase 
in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of 
standards established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies 

PS Mitigation Measure NOISE-2(a) To reduce exposure from traffic noise when significant to 
achieve the applicable noise thresholds for each roadway type (i.e., 70 dBA CNEL for major 
roads/freeway, 65 dBA CNEL for all other roads), implementing agencies and/or project 
sponsors shall implement measures, where feasible and necessary based on project- and site-
specific considerations, that include those identified below: 
 Design adjustments to proposed roadway or transit alignments to reduce noise levels in 

noise-sensitive areas (e.g., below-grade roadway alignments can effectively reduce noise 
levels in nearby areas by providing a barrier between the source and receptor). 

 Use techniques such as landscaped berms, dense plantings, reduced-noise paving 
materials, and traffic-calming measures in the design of transportation improvements. 

 Use rubberized asphalt or “quiet pavement” to reduce road noise for new roadway 
segments, roadways in which widening or other modifications require re-pavement, or 
normal reconstruction of roadways where re-pavement is planned. 

 Maximize the distance between existing noise-sensitive land uses and new noise-
generating facilities and transportation systems. 

 Contribute to the insulation of buildings or construction of noise barriers around sensitive 
receptor properties adjacent to the transportation improvement. 

LTS-M SU 
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 Use land use planning measures, such as zoning, restrictions on development, site design, 

and buffers to ensure that future development is noise compatible with adjacent 
transportation facilities and land uses.  

 Monitor the effectiveness of noise reduction measures by taking noise measurements and 
installing adaptive mitigation measures to achieve the standards for ambient noise levels 
established by the noise element of the general plan or noise ordinance. 

Mitigation Measure NOISE-2(b) To reduce the exposure of existing sensitive receptors to non-
transportation noise associated with projected development and achieve a noise reduction 
below 70 dBA CNEL or local applicable noise standard, implementing agencies and/or project 
sponsors shall implement measures, where feasible and necessary based on project- and site-
specific considerations, that include those identified below: 
 Local agencies approving land use projects shall require that routine testing and 

preventive maintenance of emergency electrical generators be conducted during the less 
sensitive daytime hours (per the applicable local municipal code). Electrical generators or 
other mechanical equipment shall be equipped with noise control (e.g., muffler) devices in 
accordance with manufacturers’ specifications. 

 Local agencies approving land use projects shall require that external mechanical 
equipment, including HVAC units, associated with buildings and other stationary sources 
(e.g., commercial loading docks) incorporate features designed to reduce noise to below 
70 dBA CNEL or the local applicable noise standard. These features may include locating 
equipment or activity areas within equipment rooms or enclosures that incorporate noise 
reduction features, such as acoustical louvers, and exhaust and intake silencers. 
Enclosures shall be oriented so that major openings (i.e., intake louvers, exhaust) are 
directed away from nearby noise-sensitive receptors. Site design considerations shall also 
incorporate appropriate setback distances, to the extent practical, from the noise and 
existing sensitive receptors to minimize noise exposure. 

Mitigation Measure NOISE-2(c) To reduce transit-related noise exposure to existing receptors 
within 50 feet of a rail transit line to below 70 dBA, or other applicable standard, implementing 
agencies and/or project sponsors shall implement measures, where feasible and necessary 
based on project- and site-specific considerations, that include those identified below:  
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 When finalizing development project site plans or transportation project design, sufficient 

setback between occupied structures and the railroad tracks shall be provided to minimize 
noise exposure to the extent feasible. 

 When finalizing development project site plans, noise-sensitive outdoor use areas shall be 
sited as far away from adjacent noise sources as possible and site plans shall be designed 
to shield noise-sensitive spaces with buildings or noise barriers whenever possible. 

 Prior to project approval, the implementing agency for a transportation project shall 
ensure that the transportation project sponsor applies the following mitigation measures 
(or other technologically feasible measures) to achieve a site-specific exterior noise level of 
70 dBA CNEL (or other applicable local noise standard) and interior noise level of 45 dBA 
CNEL at sensitive land uses, as applicable for transit projects: 
 use sound reduction barriers, such as landscaped berms and dense plantings; 
 locate rail extension below grade as feasible; 
 use damped wheels on railway cars; 
 use vehicle skirts; 
 use undercar acoustically absorptive material; and 
 install sound insulation treatments for affected structures. 

Impact NOISE-3: Generate excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels 

PS Mitigation Measure NOISE-3(a) To reduce construction vibration levels to acceptable levels 
(i.e., 65 VdB to 80 VdB depending on frequency of event and 0.1 to 0.6 PPV in/sec depending on 
building type), implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall implement measures, 
where feasible and necessary based on project- and site-specific considerations, that include 
those identified below: 
 To minimize disturbance of receptors within 550 feet of pile-driving activities, implement 

“quiet” pile-driving technology (such as predrilling of piles and the use of more than one 
pile driver to shorten the total pile driving duration), where feasible, in consideration of 
geotechnical and structural requirements and conditions. 

 To reduce structural damage, where pile driving is proposed within 50 feet of an older or 
historic building, engage a qualified geotechnical engineer and qualified historic 
preservation professional (for designated historic buildings only) and/or structural 
engineer to conduct a preconstruction assessment of existing subsurface conditions and 
the structural integrity of nearby (i.e., within 50 feet) historic structures that would be 

LTS-M SU 
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exposed to pile-driving activity. If recommended by the preconstruction assessment, for 
structures or facilities within 50 feet of pile-driving activities, the project sponsors shall 
require ground vibration monitoring of nearby historic structures. Such methods and 
technologies shall be based on the specific conditions at the construction site. Conditions 
will be determined through activities such as the preconstruction surveying of potentially 
affected historic structures and underpinning of foundations of potentially affected 
structures, as necessary. The preconstruction assessment shall include a monitoring 
program to detect ground settlement or lateral movement of structures in the vicinity of 
pile-driving activities and identify corrective measures to be taken should monitored 
vibration levels indicate the potential for building damage. In the event of unacceptable 
ground movement with the potential to cause structural damage, all impact work shall 
cease, and corrective measures shall be implemented to minimize the risk to the subject, 
or adjacent, historic structure. 

Use cushion blocks to dampen impact noise from pile driving. 
Mitigation Measure NOISE-3(b) To reduce vibration effects from rail operations, implementing 
agencies and/or project sponsors shall implement measures, where feasible and necessary based 
on project- and site-specific considerations, that include those identified below: 
 Ensure that project sponsors apply the following mitigation measures to achieve FTA-

recommended vibration levels of 72 VdB at residential land uses, or other applicable 
standard, for rail extension projects: 

 Use high-resilience (soft) direct fixation fasteners for embedded track. 
 Install ballast mat, or other approved technology for the purpose of reducing vibration, for 

ballast and tie track. 
 Conduct regular rail maintenance, including rail grinding and wheel truing to recontour 

wheels, to provide smooth running surfaces. 

Impact NOISE-4: For a project located within the vicinity of a 
private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where such a plan 
has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or 
public use airport, expose people residing or working in the 
project area to excessive noise levels 

PS Mitigation Measure NOISE-4 Local lead agencies for all new development proposed to be 
located within an existing airport influence zone, as defined by the locally adopted airport land 
use compatibility plan or local general plan, shall require a site-specific noise compatibility 
study. The study shall consider and evaluate existing aircraft noise, based on specific aircraft 
activity data for the airport in question, and shall include recommendations for site design and 
building construction to ensure compliance with interior noise levels of 45 dBA CNEL, such that 
the potential for sleep disturbance is minimized. 

LTS-M SU 
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3.13 Public Services and Recreation     

Impact PSR-1: Result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other 
performance objectives for fire protection, police protection, 
schools, parks, and other public facilities 

PS Mitigation Measure PSR-1(a) Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall 
implement the following measure, where feasible and necessary based on project- and site-
specific considerations:  
 Prior to approval of new development projects, local agencies shall ensure that adequate 

public services, and related infrastructure and utilities, will be available to meet or satisfy 
levels identified in the applicable local general plan or service master plan, through 
compliance with existing local policies related to minimum levels of service for schools, 
police protection, fire protection, medical emergency services, and other government 
services (e.g., libraries, prisons, social services). Compliance may include requiring projects 
to either provide the additional services required to meet service levels or pay fees toward 
the project’s fair share portion of the required services pursuant to adopted fee programs 
and State law.  

Mitigation Measure PSR-1(b) Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall 
implement the following measure, where feasible and necessary based on project- and site-
specific considerations:  
 For projects that could increase demand for public services facilities, implementing 

agencies and/or project sponsors shall coordinate with relevant service providers to 
ensure that the existing public services could accommodate the increase in demand. If 
existing facilities are found to be inadequate to maintain adequate capital capacity, 
equipment, personnel, and/or response times, facility improvements for the appropriate 
public service shall be identified in each project’s CEQA documentation. Implementing 
agencies and/or project sponsors shall implement, where feasible and necessary, the 
mitigation measures described throughout this EIR to address the environmental effects 
related to the construction of new or expanded public service facilities: 
 Mitigation Measures AES-1 through AES-4 
 Mitigation Measures AGF-1 through AGF-3 
 Mitigation Measures AQ-2 through AQ-4 
 Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-3 and BIO-5 
 Mitigation Measures GHG-1 and GHG-3  
 Mitigation Measures CUL/TCR-1, CUL/TCR-2, and CUL/TCR-4 

SU SU 
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Impacts 
Significance 

before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance  

after Mitigation 

w/ MM* w/o MM** 
 Mitigation Measure GEO-7 
 Mitigation Measures HAZ-4, HAZ-6 and HAZ-7 
 Mitigation Measures LU-1, LU-2, and LU-4  
 Mitigation Measures NOISE-1 through Noise-4 
 Mitigation Measures PSR-2  
 Mitigation Measures PUF-1 through PUF-4 
 Mitigation Measure TRA-2 

Impact PSR-2: Require or result in the relocation or 
construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment 
or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities the construction or relocation of 
which could cause significant environmental effects 

PS Mitigation Measure PSR-2 Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall implement, 
where feasible and necessary, the mitigation measures described throughout this EIR to address 
the environmental effects related to the construction of new or expanded recreational facilities: 
 Mitigation Measures AES-1 through AES-4 
 Mitigation Measures AGF-1 through AGF-3 
 Mitigation Measures AQ-2 through AQ-4 
 Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-3 and BIO-5 
 Mitigation Measures GHG-1 and GHG-3  
 Mitigation Measures CUL/TCR-1, CUL/TCR-2, and CUL/TCR-4 
 Mitigation Measure GEO-7 
 Mitigation Measures HAZ-4, HAZ-6 and HAZ-7 
 Mitigation Measures LU-1, LU-2, and LU-4  
 Mitigation Measures NOISE-1 through Noise-4 
 Mitigation Measures PSR-1  
 Mitigation Measures PUF-1 through PUF-4 
 Mitigation Measure TRA-2 

SU SU 

3.14 Public Utilities and Facilities     

Impact PUF-1: Require or result in the relocation or 
construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment 
or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities the construction or relocation of 
which could cause significant environmental effects 

PS Mitigation Measure PUF-1(a) Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall 
implement measures, where feasible and necessary based on project- and site-specific 
considerations, that include those identified below: 
 For projects that could increase demand on water and wastewater treatment facilities, 

coordinate with the relevant service provider to ensure that the existing public services and 
utilities could accommodate the increase in demand. If the current infrastructure servicing 

SU SU 
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Impacts 
Significance 

before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance  

after Mitigation 

w/ MM* w/o MM** 
the project site is found to be inadequate, infrastructure improvements for the appropriate 
public service or utility shall be identified in each project’s CEQA documentation. The 
relevant public service provider or utility shall be responsible for undertaking project-level 
review as necessary to provide CEQA clearance for new facilities. 

Mitigation Measure PUF-1(b) Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall 
implement measures, where feasible and necessary based on project- and site-specific 
considerations, that include those identified below: 
 During the design and CEQA review of individual future projects, determine whether 

sufficient stormwater drainage facilities exist for a proposed project. These CEQA 
determinations must ensure that the proposed development can be served by its existing 
or planned drainage capacity. If adequate stormwater drainage facilities do not exist, 
project sponsors shall coordinate with the appropriate utility and service provider to 
ensure that adequate facilities could accommodate the increased demand, and if not, 
infrastructure and facility improvements shall be identified in each project’s CEQA 
determination. The relevant public service provider or utility shall be responsible for 
undertaking project-level review as necessary to provide CEQA clearance for new facilities.  

 For projects of greater than 1 acre in size, reduce stormwater runoff caused by construction 
by implementing stormwater control best practices, based on those required for a SWPPP. 

 Model and implement a stormwater management plan or site design that prevents the 
post-development peak discharge rate and quantity from exceeding pre-development 
rates. 

Mitigation Measure PUF-1(c) Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall 
implement measures, where feasible and necessary based on project- and site-specific 
considerations, that include those identified below: 
 For transportation projects, incorporate stormwater control, retention, and infiltration 

features, such as detention basins, bioswales, vegetated median strips, and permeable 
paving, early into the design process to ensure that adequate acreage and elevation 
contours are planned.  

Mitigation Measure PUF-1(d) Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall 
implement measures, where feasible and necessary based on project- and site-specific 
considerations, that include those identified below: 
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Impacts 
Significance 

before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance  

after Mitigation 

w/ MM* w/o MM** 
 For transportation projects implemented by Caltrans or subject to Caltrans review, adhere 

to Caltrans’ Stormwater Management Plan, which includes best practices to reduce the 
volume of stormwater runoff and pollutants in the design, construction, and maintenance 
of highway facilities. 

Mitigation Measure PUF-1(e) Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall 
implement measures, where feasible and necessary based on project- and site-specific 
considerations, that include those identified below: 
 Consider the use of onsite electric generation and storage systems that produce all or a 

portion of the energy used by a land use, sea level rise adaptation, or transportation project.  
Further, Mitigation Measures PUF-2(a), PUF-2(b), and PUF-2(c), summarized under Impact PUF-
2, and PUF-3, summarized under Impact PUF-3, would reduce water demand and wastewater 
generation, and subsequently reduce the need for new or expanded water and wastewater 
treatment facilities. 
Mitigation Measure PUF-1(f) Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall 
implement, where feasible and necessary based on project- and site-specific considerations, 
the mitigation measures described throughout this EIR to address the effects related to the 
relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or stormwater 
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, including: 
 Mitigation Measures AES-1 through AES-4 
 Mitigation Measures AGF-1 through AGF-3 
 Mitigation Measures AQ-2 through AQ-4 
 Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-3 and BIO-5 
 Mitigation Measures GHG-1 and GHG-3  
 Mitigation Measures CUL/TCR-1, CUL/TCR-2, and CUL/TCR-4 
 Mitigation Measure GEO-7 
 Mitigation Measures HAZ-4, HAZ-6 and HAZ-7 
 Mitigation Measures LU-1, LU-2, and LU-4  
 Mitigation Measures NOISE-1 through Noise-4 
 Mitigation Measures PSR-1 and PSR-2  
 Mitigation Measures PUF-2 through PUF-4 
 Mitigation Measure TRA-2 
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Mitigation Measures 
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after Mitigation 

w/ MM* w/o MM** 

Impact PUF-2: Have insufficient water supplies available to 
serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future 
development during normal, dry and multiple dry years 

SU Mitigation Measure PUF-2(a) Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall 
implement measures, where feasible and necessary based on project- and site-specific 
considerations, that include those identified below: 
 For projects that could increase demand for water, coordinate with the relevant water 

service provider to ensure that the provider has adequate supplies to accommodate the 
increase in demand. This can and should be documented in the form of an SB 610 Water 
Supply Assessment, an SB 221 Water Supply Verification, or other capacity analysis. 

 Implement water conservation measures which result in reduced demand for potable 
water. This could include reducing the use of potable water for landscape irrigation (such 
as through drought-tolerant plantings, water-efficient irrigation systems, the capture and 
use of rainwater) and the use of water-conserving fixtures (such as dual-flush toilets, 
waterless urinals, reduced flow faucets). 

 Coordinate with the water provider to identify an appropriate water consumption budget 
for the size and type of project and designing and operating the project accordingly. 

 For projects located in an area with existing reclaimed water conveyance infrastructure 
and excess reclaimed water capacity, use reclaimed water for non-potable uses, especially 
landscape irrigation. For projects in a location planned for future reclaimed water service, 
projects should install dual plumbing systems in anticipation of future use. Large 
developments could treat wastewater onsite to tertiary standards and use it for non-
potable uses onsite. 

 Apply Tier 1 or Tier 2 CALGreen standards as mandatory local requirements, which reduce 
water use by 12 and 20 percent, respectively, and require additional qualifying elective 
actions. 

Mitigation Measure PUF-2(b) Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall require 
the construction phase of transportation projects to connect to reclaimed water distribution 
systems for non-potable water needs, when feasible based on project- and site-specific 
considerations. 
Mitigation Measure PUF-2(c) Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall require 
transportation projects with landscaping to use drought-resistant plantings or connect to 
reclaimed water distribution systems for irrigation and other non-potable water needs when 
available and feasible based on project- and site-specific considerations. 

SU SU 
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after Mitigation 

w/ MM* w/o MM** 

Impact PUF-3: Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider which serves or may serve the project that 
it has inadequate capacity to serve the project's projected 
demand in addition to the provider's existing commitments 

PS Mitigation Measure PUF-3 Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall implement 
measures, where feasible and necessary based on project- and site-specific considerations, 
that include those identified below: 
 During the design and CEQA review of individual future projects, determine whether 

sufficient wastewater treatment capacity exists for a proposed project. These CEQA 
determinations must ensure that the proposed development can be served by its existing 
or planned treatment capacity. If adequate capacity does not exist, project sponsors shall 
coordinate with the relevant service provider to ensure that adequate public services and 
utilities could accommodate the increased demand, and if not, infrastructure 
improvements for the appropriate public service or utility shall be identified in each 
project’s CEQA documentation. The relevant public service provider or utility shall be 
responsible for undertaking project-level review as necessary to provide CEQA clearance 
for new facilities.  

 Require compliance with Mitigation Measure PUF-2(a), and MTC shall require 
implementation of Mitigation Measures PUF-2(b) and PUF-2(c), as feasible based on 
project- and site-specific considerations to reduce water usage and, subsequently, some 
wastewater flows.  

LTS-M SU 

Impact PUF-4: Generate solid waste in excess of State or local 
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or 
otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction 
goals, and comply with federal, state, and local management 
and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste 

PS Mitigation Measure PUF-4 Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall implement 
measures, where feasible and necessary based on project- and site-specific considerations, 
that include those identified below: 
 Provide an easily accessible area that is dedicated to the collection and storage of non-

hazardous recycling materials.  
 Maintain or reuse existing building structures and materials during building renovations 

and redevelopment. 
 Use salvaged, refurbished, or reused materials to help divert such items from landfills. 
 Divert construction waste from landfills, where feasible, through means such as: 

 submitting and implementing a construction waste management plan that identifies 
materials to be diverted from disposal; 

 establishing diversion targets, possibly with different targets for different types and 
scales of development; and 

SU SU 
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 helping developments share information on available materials with one another, to 

aid in the transfer and use of salvaged materials. 
 Apply the specifications developed by the Construction Materials Recycling Association 

(CMRA) to assist contractors and developers in diverting materials from construction and 
demolition projects, where feasible (CalRecycle 2021b). 

3.15 Transportation     

Impact TRA-1: Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or 
policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, 
roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities 

LTS None required LTS LTS 

Impact TRA-2: Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.3(b) 

PS Mitigation Measure TRA-2a MTC shall work with state and local agencies to ensure 
implementation of components of the Plan that will help to reduce regional VMT, particularly 
projects that improve and/or expand transit service, as well as bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 
These transportation projects, in conjunction with land use policies included in the Plan, will 
help the region to achieve the projected decreases in regional VMT per capita and achieve the 
region’s SB 375 targets for GHG emissions. MTC will collaborate with State and other agencies 
to explore the feasibility of new programs for reducing VMT such as VMT fees, banks, and 
exchanges. 
Mitigation Measure TRA-2b Implementing agencies and/or project sponsors shall implement 
measures, where feasible and necessary based on project- and site-specific considerations, 
consistent with MTC’s “Key SB 743 Implementation Steps for Land Use Projects” that include 
but are not limited to those identified below: 
 Transportation demand management (TDM) strategies shall be incorporated into 

individual land use and transportation projects and plans, as part of the planning process. 
These TDM measures are strategies not included in EN09, rather they are measures that 
could and should be implemented by the local agency based on land use authority that 
neither MTC nor ABAG has. Local agencies shall incorporate strategies identified in the 
Federal Highway Administration’s publication: Integrating Demand Management into the 
Transportation Planning Process: A Desk Reference (August 2012) into the planning 
process (FHWA 2012). For example, the following strategies may be included to encourage 
use of transit and non-motorized modes of transportation and reduce vehicle miles 
traveled on the region’s roadways: 
 include TDM mitigation requirements for new developments; 

SU SU 
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Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance  

after Mitigation 

w/ MM* w/o MM** 
 incorporate supporting infrastructure for non-motorized modes, such as, bike lanes, 

secure bike parking, sidewalks, and crosswalks; 
 provide incentives to use alternative modes and reduce driving, such as universal 

transit passes, road and parking pricing; 
 implement parking management programs, such as parking cash-out, priority parking 

for carpools and vanpools; 
 develop TDM-specific performance measures to evaluate project-specific and system-

wide performance;  
 incorporate TDM performance measures in the decision-making process for 

identifying transportation investments; 
 implement data collection programs for TDM to determine the effectiveness of certain 

strategies and to measure success over time; and 
 set aside funding for TDM initiatives. 

Mitigation Measure TRA-2c Implement Mitigation Measures GHG-3  

Impact TRA-3: Substantially increase hazards due to 
geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment) 

LTS None required LTS LTS 

Impact TRA-4: Result in inadequate emergency access LTS None required LTS LTS 
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