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Planning Commission Staff Report 
Item # 1, October 15, 2020 

Master Plan Amendment No. PA-2000063 
Specific Plan Amendment No. PA-2000064 

Site Approval No. PA-2000065 
Prepared by: Frank Girardi 

 

PROJECT SUMMARY 
 
Applicant Information 
Property Owner:  Rankins AG, Inc. 
Project Applicant:  Pinnacle Ridge, LLC  
 
Project Site Information 
Project Address:  1740 West Bethany Road, Mountain House 
Project Location: The project site is located at the north side of West Bethany Road, 650 

feet east of South Henderson Road, Mountain House. 
 
Parcel Number (APN): 209-150-29 Water Supply: Public (MHCSD) 
General Plan Designation: I/G Sewage Disposal: Public (MHCSD) 
Zoning Designation: AU-20 Storm Drainage: Public (MHCSD) 
Project Size: 3.0 100-Year Flood: No (X) 
Parcel Size: 3.0 Williamson Act: No 
Community: Mountain House Supervisorial District: 5 
 
Environmental Review Information 
CEQA Determination: Mitigated Negative Declaration (Attachment E, Environmental Review) 
 

 
Project Description 
 
This project consists of 3 separate applications: 1) a Master Plan Amendment application no. PA-2000063 
(MP); 2) a Specific Plan I Amendment application no. PA-20000064 (SP); and 3) a Site Approval application 
no. PA-2000065 (SA).  
 
The Master Plan Amendment and Specific Plan I Amendment primarily focus on changes to map figures 
and text in these documents to conform to the proposed underlying Construction Services- Heavy 
development project located in the Old River Industrial Park (Southeast Expansion Area).  
 
The proposed Master Plan Amendment would amend the text in Section 3.7 (o) - Industrial and Office Use 
Polices of the Master Plan as follows: 
 

o) General Industrial areas shall be provided for building contractors, yard storage, building material 
suppliers and similar businesses with very low density employment. general and special trade 
contractors engaged in heavy construction other than buildings. Outdoor yard storage areas of 
equipment and materials is permitted and shall be screened with fences and walls as provided for 
in the Mountain House Commercial, Office, and Industrial Design manual.  
Special control measures are required for uses within the General Industrial areas and shall be 
separated from residential or other sensitive land uses by non-sensitive land uses or other 
appropriate buffers. 
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The proposed Specific Plan I Amendment would modify Old River Industrial Park (Southeast Expansion 
Area), FIGURE 4.1 SPECIFIC PLAN I EXPANSION AND FOCUS AREA and FIGURE 4.13 - OLD RIVER 
INDUSTRIAL PARK ILLUSTRATIVE CONCEPT PLAN.  
 
(Refer to Figures 1 through 4 in the Staff Report concerning the above) 
 
The Site Approval Application No. PA-2000065 (SA) proposes to convert an existing Farm Service 
Headquarters facility to a Construction Services- Heavy Operation. The project proposes the utilization of 
an existing 5,800-square-foot building and the construction of a 12,000-square-foot office and warehouse 
building and will include 50 parking stalls for an average of 35 employees and 5 customers per shift, 7:00 
a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Monday through Friday. 
 
(Refer to Figures 5 through 7 in the Staff Report concerning the above) 
 
Recommendation 
 
1. Forward the Mitigated Negative Declaration to the Board of Supervisors with a recommendation for 

adoption (Attachment E, Environmental Review);  
 

2. Forward the Basis for the Master Plan Amendment and Specific Plan Amendment, and Findings for Site 
Approval to the Board of Supervisors with a recommendation for adoption (Attachment G, Basis for Master 
Plan Amendment and Specific Plan Amendment, and Findings for Site Approval); and 

 
3. Forward Site Approval Application No. PA-2000065 with a recommendation to approve the attached 

Conditions of Approval (Attachment H, Conditions of Approval). 
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Figure No. 1: Existing Specific Plan I Expansion and Focus Area Map 

 
FIGURE 4.1 – SPECIFIC PLAN I EXPANSION AND FOCUS AREA 
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Figure No. 2: Proposed Specific Plan I Expansion and Focus Area Map 

 
FIGURE 4.1 – SPECIFIC PLAN I EXPANSION AND FOCUS AREA 
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Figure No. 3: Existing Specific Plan I Concept Plan 

 
FIGURE 4.13 - OLD RIVER INDUSTRIAL PARK ILLUSTRATIVE CONCEPT PLAN 
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Figure No. 4: Proposed Specific Plan I Concept Plan 

 
FIGURE 4.13 - OLD RIVER INDUSTRIAL PARK ILLUSTRATIVE CONCEPT PLAN 
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Figure No. 5: Proposed Site Approval Site Plan 
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Figure No. 6: Building Elevations 
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Figure No. 7: Conceptual Landscape Plans 
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NOTIFICATION & RESPONSES 
(See Attachment D, Response Letters) 

Public Hearing Notices 
Legal ad for the public hearing published in the Stockton Record: October 5, 2020. 
Number of Public Hearing notices: 63 
Date of Public Hearing notice mailing: October 2, 2020. 
 
Referrals and Responses 
 Early Consultation Date: June 9, 2020  Mitigated Negative Declaration Posting 

Date: July 31, 2020 
 Project Referral with Environmental 

Determination Date: July 31, 2020 
 OPR State Clearinghouse #: 

2020070583 
 

Agency Referrals 
Response 

Date - Early 
Consultation 

Response 
Date - 

Referral 
County Departments   

Ag Commissioner   

Assessor   

Community 
Development 

  

Building Division 6/19/20  

Fire Prevention 
Bureau 

  

Public Works 7/31/20  

Environmental Health 6/17/20  

General Services   

Sheriff Office   

Surveyor   

SJC Parks & Rec  8/4/20 

State Agencies   

A.B.C.   

Department of 
Transportation 

  

District 10   

Division of 
Aeronautics 

  

C.H.P.   

C.R.W.Q.C.B.  8/31/20 

C.V.F.P.B.   

Fish & Wildlife, 
Division: 

8/28/20  

O.E.S.   

Federal Agencies   

F.A.A.   

F.E.M.A.   

Army Corps of 
Engineers 

  
 

Agency Referrals 
Response 

Date - Early 
Consultation 

Response 
Date - 

Referral 
Local Agencies   

A.L.U.C.   

CalWater   

MHCSD 7/21/20  

Motezuma Fire District   

Mosquito & Vector 
Control 

  

S.J.C.O.G. 6/11/20  

San Joaquin Farm 
Bureau 

  

SJVAPCD 7/9/20  

SSJID 6/25/20  

Byron Airport   

Lammersville Unified    

Contra Costa County   
Reclamation District 
#: 773 Fabian Tract 

  

Miscellaneous   

A.T.&T.   

B.I.A.   

Builders Exchange   

Carpenters Union   

Haley Flying Service   

Kathy Perez   

P.G.&E. 6/23/20  
Precissi Flying 
Service 

  

Sierra Club   

UPRR   

Buena Vista 
Rancheria 

  

Jerry Gonsalves  9/15/20 
David Dacus  9/24/20 
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ANALYSIS 
 
Background 
 
The project site is a 3.0 acre parcel located in the Old River Industrial Park Southeast Expansion Focus 
Area in Specific Plan I of Mountain House. The parcel has a General Plan Designation of I-G (General 
Industrial), and a zoning of AU-20 (Agriculture Urban Reserve – 20-acre minimum). Surrounding land uses 
to the north include the Old River Industrial Park which is currently undeveloped, immediately to the east 
of the Old River Industrial park is the wastewater treatment plant and corporation yards for MHCSD 
operations. Adjacent land uses to the east, south and west of the project site are agricultural with a few 
scattered residences.  
 
History 
 
On July 24, 1997, the Community Development Department approved Site Approval application no. SA-
97-0032 for a Farm Service Headquarters for the 3.0 acre parcel.  
 
On April 2, 2020, Master Plan Amendment Application No. PA-2000063, Specific Plan Amendment 
Application No. PA-2000064, and Site Approval Application No. PA-2000065 were submitted. These 
applications were submitted to amend the Master Plan and Specific Plan I documents to allow for the 
conversion of the existing Farm Service Headquarters facility to a Construction Services- Heavy Operation 
and expansion of the Old River Industrial Park (Southeast Expansion Area).  
 
Specific Plan I states, that the expansion areas adjacent to Old River Industrial Park shall be encouraged 
to develop as soon as practical to facilitate job development. The underlying AU-20 zoning designation for 
the project site does not allow for the Construction Services-Heavy Operation use type. Therefore, in order 
for the project site to be developed, a Specific Plan I Amendment to expand the Old River Industrial Park 
is necessary.  
 
The Master Plan Amendment 
 
Mountain House Master Plan, Chapter 3 has a specific policy regarding the siting of uses for General 
Industrial parcels in the Mountain House community.  
 
Master Plan Section 3.7 INDUSTRIAL AND OFFICE USE POLICY o) states the following  
 
Existing Language: 
 
o) General Industrial areas shall be provided for building contractors, yard storage, building material 

suppliers and similar businesses with very low density employment. General Industrial areas shall 
be separated from residential or other sensitive land uses by non-sensitive land uses or other 
appropriate buffers.  

 
To strengthen the existing Master Plan policy language and provide for additional economic development 
opportunities in the General Industrial areas the project applicant is requesting to amend the existing 
language contained in Master Plan Section 3.7 Industrial and Office Use Policy (o).  

 
New Language: 
 
o) General Industrial areas shall be provided for building contractors, yard storage, building material 

suppliers and similar businesses with very low density employment. general and special trade 
contractors engaged in heavy construction other than buildings. Outdoor yard storage areas of 
equipment and materials is permitted and shall be screened with fences and walls as provided for 
in the Mountain House Commercial, Office, and Industrial Design manual. Special control 
measures are required for uses within the General Industrial areas and shall be separated from 
residential or other sensitive land uses by non-sensitive land uses or other appropriate buffers. 
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Based on the proposed underlying project involving general and specialized trade contractors who engage 
in a variety of construction projects i.e. highways, tunnels, street construction, water, sewer, and pipeline 
construction. This update will ensure consistency with the proposed project and existing approved Mountain 
House documents, future planned land uses, and existing community approvals. This minor text change to 
the Master Plan General Industrial policy will also support the emerging demands in the heavy construction 
trade and will modernize the existing language which in turn helps to create strong, vibrant, and 
economically viable General Industrial projects for the Mountain House community. 
 
No other text changes to the Master Plan document are proposed with this application request.  
 
Specific Plan I Amendment 
 
The Specific Plan Amendment would revise Figure 4.1 (Specific Plan I Expansion and Focus Areas) and 
Figure 4.13 (Old River Industrial Park Illustrative Concept Plan). These changes to the figures will ensure 
compatibility with the proposed underlying project and consistency with the existing Master Plan land use 
designation of I-G (General Industrial).  
 
No other map and figure changes to the Specific Plan I document are proposed with this application request.  
 
Site Approval Application 
 
If the Master Plan and Specific Plan I text and figure amendments are approved, the project applicant (Pinnacle 
Ridge, LLC) would move forward with the Site Approval application and development of the proposed Construction 
Services – Heavy operation.  
 
The Site Approval application proposes the utilization of an existing 5,800-square-foot building, and includes 
the construction of a new 12,000-square-foot office and warehouse building. The project also includes a 
parking area with 50 parking stalls for 35 employees and 5 customers. The project will operate between the 
hours of 7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday.  
 
PLEP 
 
Under the Public Land Equity Program (PLEP), each Discretionary Application is required to dedicate its fair share 
of public lands to the Mountain House community equal to 21.2% of the mapped area. If the parcel has a Public 
Land Deficit, the Landowner shall correct such Public Land Deficit by:  
 

1) Dedicating Public Land which is not on the subject parcel but which is within the Mountain House 
Community to the Applicable Public Agency, sufficient in acreage to meet said Public Land Deficit;  
 

2) Transferring fee title ownership of Private Land which is not needed for public facilities or services but 
which is within the Mountain House Community to MHCSD, sufficient in acreage to meet said Public 
Land Deficit;  
 

3) Submitting land vouchers to the MHCSD, sufficient in acreage to meet said Public Land Deficit. 
(Mountain House Development Title, Chapter 9-1245M regarding the Public Land Equity 
Program, and Chapter 9-110M regarding definitions for "Public Land Deficit'', "Applicable Public 
Agency'', "Private Land", and "land voucher".) and/or 
 

4) Using any combination of the actions specified in (c)(1) through (c)(3).  
 

As a condition of approval for the proposed project he project applicant shall meet the PLEP requirement. The 
actual land dedication for the proposed project is less than that requirement leaving a PLEP deficit of approximately 
.58 acres. The project applicant must correct this deficit by one of several methods: dedicating additional land, 
transferring fee title ownership of private land, and/or submitting land vouchers to the MHCSD to meet said Public 
Land Deficit. The project applicant has stated that it will obtain a PLEP credit voucher from Trimark to satisfy the 
PLEP requirement.  
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Specific Plan Reimbursement Fees 
 
Pursuant to Development Title Section 9-1260M the project is subject to the Master Specific Plan 
Reimbursement Fee and any applicable Specific Plan Reimbursement Fee. The applicable reimbursement 
fee or fees shall be payable as a condition of, and upon the issuance of, any Development Permit, or any 
zoning or rezoning, affecting real property within the area covered by the Mountain House Master Specific 
Plan.  
 
Revenues generated from the Master Specific Plan Reimbursement Fee shall be used to reimburse the 
Master Developer (Trimark) for the costs incurred by the Master Developer in the preparation and adoption 
of the Mountain House Master Specific Plan and Supporting Documents.  
 
As a condition of approval for the proposed project the project applicant shall pay the applicable Reimbursement 
Fees. The calculated fees for Master Specific Plan Reimbursement Fee and Specific Plan Reimbursement 
Fee is $9,489.33. The fee will be placed in an interest bearing account managed by the Community 
Development Department and shall be collected prior to the Board of Supervisor hearing. The fee will be 
released to Trimark upon the effective date of approval of the zoning or rezoning of the project site by the 
Board of Supervisors.  
 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
 
The Community Development Department received a letter from the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (DFW) dated August 28, 2020 stating potential for the project to have a significant impact on 
biological resources. The San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) has reviewed the underlying 
project and determined that participation in the San Joaquin Multi-Species Habitat Conservation and Open 
Space Plan (SJMSCP) satisfies the concerns raised by the DFW, and ensures that the impacts to biological 
resources are mitigated below a level of significance. The SJMSCP mitigation fee was paid on April 27, 
1998 for a previous project SA-97-0032 for the development of the existing Farm Service Headquarters. 
Therefore, there will be a less than significant effect on biological resources.  
 
Consistency with Adopted Plans  
 
The proposed amendments to the Master Plan and Specific Plan I document, were reviewed for consistency 
with the General Plan, Mountain House Master Plan, other Specific Plans, and the Mountain House Public 
Financing Plan. The proposed Construction Services - Heavy land use project and proposed Site Approval 
application were found to be consistent with these plans because: 
 

 It is supportive of Master Plan policies and Specific Plan provisions regarding the development and 
location of Industrial, Commercial and Retail projects;  

 
 It does not affect existing planned Industrial and Commercial employment for the Mountain House 

Community;  
 

 No significant changes in jobs are expected that would adversely affect the number of jobs 
projected or the jobs/housing ratios anticipated for the community;  
 

 It conforms to the applicable provisions of the Mountain House Commercial, Office, and Industrial 
Design Manual as amended, including provisions concerning standards for site planning and 
landscape design, and architectural styles,  

 
 It does not increase the demand for public services; and 

 
 No amendments to the Jobs/Housing Program or Affordable Housing program are being proposed. 
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RECOMMENDATION 
 
It is recommended that the Planning Commission: 
 

1. Forward the Mitigated Negative Declaration to the Board of Supervisors for adoption; 
 

2. Forward Master Plan Amendment Application No. PA-2000063 to the Board of Supervisors 
with a recommendation to approve with the Bases for Master Plan Amendment contained in 
the staff report; 

 
3. Forward Specific Plan I Amendment Application No. PA-2000064 to the Board of Supervisors 

with a recommendation to approve with the Bases for Specific Plan Amendment contained in 
the staff report; 

 
4. Forward Site Approval Application No. PA-2000065 to the Board of Supervisors with a 

recommendation to approve, with the findings and conditions of approval contained in the 
staff report.  
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MASTER PLAN TEXT AMENDMENT 
 
EXISTING 
 
Section 3.7 (o) - Industrial and Office Use Polices:  
 

o) General Industrial areas shall be provided for building contractors, yard storage, building material 
suppliers and similar businesses with very low density employment. General Industrial areas shall 
be separated from residential or other sensitive land uses by non-sensitive land uses or other 
appropriate buffers.  

 
PROPOSED 
 
Section 3.7 (o) - Industrial and Office Use Polices:  
 

o) General Industrial areas shall be provided for building contractors, yard storage, building material 
suppliers and similar businesses with very low density employment. general and special trade 
contractors engaged in heavy construction other than buildings. Outdoor yard storage areas of 
equipment and materials is permitted and shall be screened with fences and walls as provided for 
in the Mountain House Commercial, Office, and Industrial Design manual. Special control 
measures are required for uses within the General Industrial areas and shall be separated from 
residential or other sensitive land uses by non-sensitive land uses or other appropriate buffers. 
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Specific Plan I Figure Amendments 

EXISTING 

 
FIGURE 4.1 – SPECIFIC PLAN I EXPANSION AND FOCUS AREA 
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PROPOSED 

 
FIGURE 4.1 – SPECIFIC PLAN I EXPANSION AND FOCUS AREA 
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EXISTING 

 
FIGURE 4.13 - OLD RIVER INDUSTRIAL PARK ILLUSTRATIVE CONCEPT PLAN 

 

  



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000063, 64, & 65 (MP, SP, & SA) 8 
Specific Plan I Figure Amendments 

This page intentionally left blank. 

  



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000063, 64, & 65 (MP, SP, & SA) 9 
Specific Plan I Figure Amendments 

PROPOSED 

 
FIGURE 4.13 - OLD RIVER INDUSTRIAL PARK ILLUSTRATIVE CONCEPT PLAN 
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BASES FOR MASTER PLAN AMENDMENT AND SPECIFIC PLAN I 
AMENDMENT AND FINDINGS FOR SITE APPROVAL 

 

BASES FOR MASTER PLAN AMENDMENT 
 
1. The Master Plan Amendment is consistent with the General Plan and the Public Financing Plan. 
 

 This determination can be made because, with adoption of the proposed revisions to the 
text of the Master Plan (as amended), the project: 1) is supportive of, and consistent with, 
the policies in these documents regarding the compatibility and protection of adjacent land 
uses; 2) is supportive of Master Plan Specific Plan provisions regarding the development 
and location of Economic Development and Employment projects and facilities within 
Mountain House; 3) does not significantly affect existing acreage and densities of proposed 
land use designations; 4) no significant changes in jobs are expected that would adversely 
affect the number of jobs projected or the jobs/housing ratios anticipated for the 
community; 5) does not increase the demand for public services and does not negatively 
affect the Public Financing Plan; and 6) no amendments to the Jobs/Housing Program or 
Affordable Housing program are being proposed. 

 
2. The Master Plan Amendment shall not adversely affect the jobs/housing program and housing 

affordability; and  
 

 This determination can be made because: 1) no changes are proposed to the Jobs/Housing 
Program or to the Affordable Housing Program; and 2) no significant changes in jobs are 
expected that would adversely affect the number of jobs projected or the jobs/housing ratios 
anticipated for the Community as a part of the current or Specific Plan I amendment 
application. The anticipated number of full-time equivalent jobs for the proposed 
Construction Services – Heavy site is thirty-five (35) jobs. This is the same as this is the 
minimum number of jobs per acre assumed by the Master Plan and Specific Plan I for 
General Industrial parcels located in the Old River Expansion Area.  

 
3. All applicable provisions of the Mountain House Development Agreement have been met. 
 

 This determination can be made because: 1) the provisions of the Trimark Communities 
Development Agreement (i.e., the Development Agreement by and between County of San 
Joaquin and Trimark Communities, Relative to the Development of Certain Property within the 
Mountain House Community) that are applicable to the subject properties are not affected by 
the proposed project; 2) the Trimark Communities Development Agreement incorporates 
provisions of the existing, principal Mountain House Development Agreement (Amended and 
Restated Master Plan Development Agreement by and between County of San Joaquin and 
Trimark Communities Relative to the Development of Certain Property within the Mountain 
House Community) and no modification or supplementation of those antecedent provisions 
was determined to be necessary; and 3) the Trimark Communities Development Agreement 
vests certain provisions/sections of the General Plan, Master Plan, the Mountain House 
Development Title, and Specific Plan I, and the proposed project does not change or alter 
those provisions/sections. 
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BASES FOR SPECIFIC PLAN I AMENDMENT 
 

1. The Specific Plan or Specific Plan Amendment is consistent with the General Plan, the Master Plan, 
and the Public Financing Plan. 

 
 This determination can be made because, with adoption of the proposed map figure and the 

revision to the text of the Specific Plan I (as amended), the project: 1) is supportive of, and 
consistent with, the policies in these documents regarding the compatibility and protection 
of adjacent land uses; 2) is supportive of policies regarding the encouragement of industrial 
activities that have the potential for creating jobs for residents of the Mountain House 
Community 3) does not affect existing acreage, densities, and the number of housing unit 
by residential land use designation; and 4) does not increase the demand on public 
services. 

 
2. The Specific Plan or Specific Plan Amendment shall not adversely affect the jobs/housing program 

and housing affordability; and  
 

 This determination can be made because: 1) no changes are proposed to the Jobs/Housing 
Program or to the Affordable Housing Program; and 2) no significant changes in jobs are 
expected that would adversely affect the number of jobs projected or the jobs/housing ratios 
anticipated for the Community as a part of the current or Specific Plan I amendment 
application. The anticipated number of full-time equivalent jobs for the proposed 
Construction Services – Heavy site is thirty-five (35) jobs. This is the same as this is the 
minimum number of jobs per acre assumed by the Master Plan and Specific Plan I for 
General Industrial parcels located in the Old River Expansion Area.   

 
3. All applicable provisions of the Mountain House Development Agreement have been met. 
 

 This determination can be made because: 1) the provisions of the Trimark Communities 
Development Agreement (i.e., the Development Agreement by and between County of San 
Joaquin and Trimark Communities, Relative to the Development of Certain Property within the 
Mountain House Community) that are applicable to the subject properties are not affected by 
the proposed project; 2) the Trimark Communities Development Agreement incorporates 
provisions of the existing, principal Mountain House Development Agreement (Amended and 
Restated Master Plan Development Agreement by and between County of San Joaquin and 
Trimark Communities Relative to the Development of Certain Property within the Mountain 
House Community) and no modification or supplementation of those antecedent provisions 
was determined to be necessary; and 3) the Trimark Communities Development Agreement 
vests certain provisions/sections of the General Plan, Master Plan, the Mountain House 
Development Title, and Specific Plan I, and the proposed project does not change or alter 
those provisions/sections.  
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FINDINGS FOR SITE APPROVAL 
 
1. The proposed use is consistent with the goals, policies, standards, and maps of the General Plan, any 

applicable Master Plan, Specific Plan, and Special Purpose Plan, and any other applicable plan 
adopted by the County. 

 
 This finding can be made because the use types Construction Services - Heavy may be 

conditionally permitted in the I-G (General Industrial) zone with an approved Site Approval 
application. The proposed buildings are supportive of the Master Plan and Specific Plan I 
provisions regarding the development and location of Industrial development along the 
employment corridor of Mountain House.  

 
2. Adequate utilities, roadway improvements, sanitation, water supply, drainage, and other necessary 

facilities have been provided, and the proposed improvements are properly related to existing and 
proposed roadways. 

 
 This finding can be made because adequate utilities, roadway improvements and other 

necessary facilities will be provided and there is sufficient area on the parcel for the buildings. 
 
3. The site is physically suitable for the type of development and for the intensity of development. 
 

 This finding can be made because the property involved is of adequate size and shape to 
accommodate the proposed development, building coverage, setbacks, and parking areas 
meet the requirements of the Development Title.  

 
4. Issuance of the permit will not be significantly detrimental to the public health, safety, or welfare, or be 

injurious to the property or improvements of adjacent properties. 
 

 This finding can be made because the Initial Study prepared for the project found no 
potentially significant environmental impacts. 

 
5. The use is compatible with adjoining land uses. 
 

 This finding can be made because the proposed use will not interfere with nor alter the current 
land uses on adjacent properties. The architecture proposed for the development is Civic 
Italianate and the construction of the building will be built in accordance with the existing 
approved Mountain House Commercial, Office and Industrial Design Manual.  

 
6. All applicable provisions of the Mountain House Development Agreement have been met.  
 

 This determination can be made because: 1) the provisions of the Trimark Communities 
Development Agreement (i.e., the Development Agreement by and between County of San 
Joaquin and Trimark Communities, Relative to the Development of Certain Property within the 
Mountain House Community) that are applicable to the subject properties are not affected by 
the proposed project; 2) the Trimark Communities Development Agreement incorporates 
provisions of the existing, principal Mountain House Development Agreement (Amended and 
Restated Master Plan Development Agreement by and between County of San Joaquin and 
Trimark Communities Relative to the Development of Certain Property within the Mountain 
House Community) and no modification or supplementation of those antecedent provisions 
was determined to be necessary; and 3) the Trimark Communities Development Agreement 
vests certain provisions/sections of the General Plan, Master Plan, the Mountain House 
Development Title, and Specific Plan I, and the proposed project does not change or alter 
those provisions/sections. 
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
PA-2000065 

PINNACLE RIDGE, LLC/RANKINS AG INC  
 
Use Permit Application No. PA-1800159 was approved by the Board of Supervisors on . The effective 
date of approval is . This approval will expire on , which is 18 months from the effective date of approval, 
unless (1) all Conditions of Approval have been complied with, (2) all necessary building permits have 
been issued and remain in force, and (3) all necessary permits from other agencies have been issued 
and remain in force. 
 
Unless otherwise specified, all Conditions of Approval and ordinance requirements shall be fulfilled 
prior to the establishment of the use and the issuance of any building permits. Those Conditions 
followed by a Section Number have been identified as ordinance requirements pertinent to this 
application. Ordinance requirements cannot be modified, and other ordinance requirements may 
apply. 
 
1. COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT (Contact: [209] 468-3121) 
 

a. APPROVED USE: This approval is for the utilization of an existing 5,800 square foot building, and 
the construction of a new 12,000 square foot office and warehouse building as shown in on Site 
Plan dated April 6, 2020. (Use Type: Construction Services- Heavy)  

 
b. BUILDING PERMIT: Submit an "APPLICATION-BUILDING PERMIT". The Site Plan required as 

part of the building permit must be prepared by a registered civil engineer or licensed architect. 
This Plan must show drainage, driveway access details including gates, on-site parking, 
landscaping, signs, existing and proposed utility services, and grading (refer to the "SITE PLAN 
CHECK LIST" for details). A fee is required for the Site Plan review. (Development Title Section 9-
884)  

 
c. CAPITAL FACILITY FEE: This project may be subject to the Capital Facility Fee. If the Capital 

Facility Fee is applicable, the County shall collect the fees before the issuance of any building 
permits. (Development Title Section 9-1245.2) 

 
d. PLEP REQUIREMENT: All parcels within the Mountain House Community for which a discretionary 

Development Permit application has been made, or, at the discretion of the County for which a 
Preliminary Map application has been made, shall be subject to the provisions of the Public Land 
Equity Program (Chapter 9-1245M), unless said parcel has previously fully met the requirements 
of the Public Lands Equity Program (Chapter 9-1245M). For the purposes of the Public Land Equity 
Program (PLEP), the public land dedication requirement for the project site is 0.58 acres. The 
applicant shall correct said Public Land Deficit by using one or more of the following methods:  

 
1. Dedicating Public Land which is not on the subject parcel but which is within the Mountain 

House Community to the Applicable Public Agency, sufficient in acreage to meet said Public 
Land Deficit;  

 
2. Transferring fee title ownership of Private Land which is not needed for public facilities or 

services but which is within the Mountain House Community to MHCSD, sufficient in acreage 
to meet said Public Land Deficit;  

 
3. Submitting land vouchers to the MHCSD, sufficient in acreage to meet said Public Land Deficit. 

(Mountain House Development Title, Chapter 9-1245M regarding the Public Land Equity 
Program, and Chapter 9-110M regarding definitions for "Public Land Deficit'', "Applicable Public 
Agency'', "Private Land", and "land voucher".) and/or 

 
4. Using any combination of the actions specified in (c)(1) through (c)(3).  

 
Timing: Condition shall be satisfied prior to issuance of building permits. 
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e. MASTER SPECIFIC PLAN COST REIMBURSEMENT FEE AND SPECIFIC PLAN I COST 
REIMBURSEMENT FEE: If the fee has not yet been paid, the developer shall pay the Master 
Specific Plan Cost Reimbursement and Specific Plan I Cost Reimbursement Fee. The applicable 
reimbursement fee or fees shall be payable as a condition of, and upon zoning or rezoning, affecting 
real property within the area covered by the Mountain House Master Specific Plan that : 

 
1. Subdivides land under the California Subdivision Map Act or applicable local ordinance, or 

creates a new parcel of real property, or 
 

2. Creates, authorizes, permits or allows any use that affords the beneficial owner of any such 
real property access to, or use of, development entitlements provided by or pursuant to the 
Mountain House Master Specific Plan, or any Specific Plan including Specific Plan I.  

 
A. The fee will be placed in an interest bearing account managed by the Community 

Development Department and shall be collected prior to the Board of Supervisor hearing. 
The fee will be released to Trimark upon the effective date of approval of the zoning or 
rezoning of the project site by the Board of Supervisors.  

 
f. CONSISTENCY: Improvement plans and all subsequent development and building applications 

within the boundaries of this project approval shall be reviewed by the Community Development 
Department and Design Consistency Review Committee (DCRC) and found consistent with the 
Mountain House Master Plan, Specific Plan I, Mountain House Development Title, and other 
applicable plans, standards and requirements prior to issuance of any discretionary approvals or 
ministerial permits. (Development Title Section 9-205.8M(b)) 

 
Timing: Prior to the issuance of any discretionary or ministerial permits.  

 
g. COMMON ARCHITECTURAL THEME: Buildings within the project site shall be consistent with 

the Design Guidelines for the architectural theme, as provided in the Mountain House Commercial, 
Office, and Industrial Design Manual, with attention to common forms, details, materials and colors. 
Building details such as entries, columns, articulation of windows, overhangs, trellises, gates, 
fences, and furnishings, shall be emphasized. (Mountain House Commercial, Office, and Industrial 
Design Manual, Chapter 4)  

 
Note: Prior to the approval of Improvement Plans and Building Permits  

 
h. LANDSCAPING: Landscaping shall be provided and comply with the following: 

 
1. Site Planning and Landscaping shall be provided and comply with the Mountain House 

Commercial, Office and Industrial Design Manual. Landscape plans prepared by a Landscape 
Architect shall be submitted with the Improvement Plans.  

 
Timing: Prior to the approval of Improvement Plans and Building Permits  

 
i. PARKING: Off-street parking shall be provided and comply with the following: 

 
1. All parking spaces, driveways, and maneuvering areas shall be surfaced and permanently 

maintained with asphalt concrete or Portland cement concrete to provide a durable, dust free 
surface. Bumper guards shall be provided when necessary to protect adjacent structures or 
properties. (Development Title Section 9-1015.5[e]) 
 

2. 50 parking spaces shall be provided. (Development Title Section 9-1015.9M) 
 

3. Each parking stall shall be an unobstructed rectangle, minimum 8 ½ feet wide and 18 feet long 
to serve both full sized and compact cars. (Development Title Section 9-1015.5M[b]) 

 
A. Compact Spaces: If parking stalls are not designed to accommodate both full-sized and 

compact cars, as specified in iii., compact spaces shall comprise a minimum of 25% of the 
total parking spaces required.  
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4. All parking stalls and directional arrows must be delineated with paint. (Development Title 
Section 9-1015.5[d]) 

 
5. The site shall provide secure bicycle facilities, consisting of bicycle lockers or racks as 

appropriate, free of charge to all employees. Bicycle parking rack or storage device shall be 
provided at a rate of 5 spaces per building complex plus 1 space for every 15 automobile 
parking spaces. (Development Title Section 9-1015.7M) 

 
6. Passenger Loading Areas for Rideshare Vehicles. In areas zoned for Public, Office 

Commercial (C-O) or Industrial uses, passenger-loading areas for ridesharing vehicles shall be 
located near the main employee entrances to buildings. 

 
7. For every 200 parking spaces provided, 1 ridesharing vehicle space, measuring 9 feet by 20 

feet, shall be provided. 
 

8. The area set aside for the ridesharing vehicle shall be covered and signed.  
 

9. Carpool vehicles may use the ridesharing vehicle space, but said use shall be limited to 
passenger drop-off and pickup only. 

 
10. Truck Parking and Loading: The requirements for truck parking and loading shall be as 

provided in the Development Title, with the following modification: 
 

A. Areas for receiving and loading of material on the premises of commercial and industrial 
uses shall be located away from the public street to which the use is oriented. 
(Development Title Section 9-1015.6M) 

 
Timing: Prior to the approval of Improvement Plans and Building Permits. 

 
j. FENCING AND PRIVACY WALLS: Fencing and Privacy Walls shall be provided and comply with 

the following: 
 

1. Site perimeter, screening, and area fencing shall be consistent with the Mountain House 
Commercial, Office and Industrial Design Manual. (Chap. 3) 

 
Timing: Prior to the approval of Improvement Plans and Building Permits. 

 
k. SERVICE AREAS: Service Areas shall be provided and comply with the following: 

 
1. All service, trash, storage areas, and utility equipment shall be screened from public view 

utilizing a combination of planting and architectural elements that are consistent with the project 
architecture. (Mountain House Commercial, Office and Industrial Design Manual, Chap. 3, Pg. 
21)  

 
2. Walls used for screening shall be a minimum of six inches higher than the item/area being 

screened. (Mountain House Commercial, Office and Industrial Design Manual., Chap. 3, Pg. 
21) 

 
3. Refuse collection and storage shall be located to the rear and sides of buildings, covered with 

a roof, and sized to contain all refuse generated on site between collections. (Mountain House 
Commercial, Office and Industrial Design Manual., Chap. 3-21) 

 
Timing: Prior to the approval of Improvement Plans and Building Permits. 
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l. ACCESS AND CIRCULATION: The following requirements apply and shall be shown on the Site 
Plan: 

 
1. Access driveways shall have a width of no less than 24 feet for two-way aisles and 16 feet for 

one-way aisles, except that in no case shall driveways designated as fire department access 
be less than 20 feet wide. (Development Title Section 9-1015.5M[g][1]) 

 
2. The design of the driveway access and traffic circulation plan for the site shall be incorporated 

into the construction plans.  
 

Timing: Prior to the approval of Improvement Plans and Building Permits. 
 

m. LIGHTING: All off-street parking areas within commercially-zoned projects, and projects where the 
parking area is used at night, shall be provided with exterior lighting which meets the following 
standards: 

 
1. Parking lot luminaries shall be metal halide with ninety (90) degree cut-off and flat lenses, 

unless specified differently in the applicable Mountain House Design Manual. (Development 
Title Section 9-1015.5M[f][1]) 

 
2. Any lighting shall be designed to confine direct rays to the premises. No spillover beyond the 

property lines shall be permitted except onto public thoroughfares, provided, however, that 
such light shall not cause a hazard to motorists. (Development Title Section 9-1015.5[g][4]) 

 
Timing: Prior to the approval of Improvement Plans and Building Permits. 

 
n. SIGNS: Sign details shall be consistent with Chapter 9-1710 of the Development Title and be 

included on the Site Plan. All portions of any sign shall be set back a minimum of five (5) feet from 
any future right-of-way line, including any corner cut-off (snipe). (Development Title Section 9-
1710.2[g]) 

 
Timing: Prior to the approval of Improvement Plans and Building Permits. 

 
o. GREEN HOUSE GASES: Prior to approval of improvement plans, and prior to issuance of building 

permits the project applicant shall submit a Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Mitigation Plan to the San 
Joaquin County Community Development Department.  

 
1. The GHG Mitigation Plan shall specify Best Performance Standards (BPS) to be implemented 

by the project, as well as any other project-specific GHG reduction measures, sufficient to 
reduce the project’s estimated annual GHG emissions by 315.24 MTCO2e/yr or to a total of 
5,818.95 MTCO2e/yr (29 percent from the modeled baseline emissions of 8,195.70 
MTCO2e/yr). Potential BPS and GHG reduction measures may include, but are not be limited 
to, the following: 

 
A. Provide on-site renewable energy (e.g., solar photovoltaic systems); 

 
B. Include electric vehicle charging stations; 

 
C. Encourage use of alternative-fueled vehicles/trucks; 

 
D. Exceed Title 24 energy efficiency standards; 

 
E. Install energy-efficient lighting and control systems; 

 
F. Install energy-efficient mechanical systems; 

 
G. Provide only drought-tolerant plantings; 

 
H. Use efficient irrigation systems; and 
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I. Use low-flow plumbing fixtures. 
 

Calculations shall be included in the GHG Mitigation Plan validating that with implementation 
of the BPS, the project’s estimated annual GHG emissions would be reduced to the necessary 
level stated above. 

 
Timing: Prior to the approval of Improvement Plans and Building Permits.  

 
p. BUILDING CODE REQUIREMENTS: The following California Building Code (CBC) and San 

Joaquin County Ordinance requirements will be applicable to the proposed project. The following 
conditions shall be addressed prior to submittal of a building permit application to the Building 
Inspection Division: 

 
1. A building permit for each separate structure or building is required. Submit plans, 

specifications and supporting calculations, prepared by a Registered Design Professional 
(architect or engineer) for each structure or building, showing compliance with The 2016 
California Building, Existing Building, Mechanical, Plumbing, Electrical, Energy and Fire Codes 
as may be applicable. Plans for the different buildings or structures may be combined into a 
single set of construction documents. 

 
2. A grading permit will be required for this project. Submit plans and grading calculations, 

including a statement of the estimated quantities of excavation and fill, prepared by a 
Registered Design Professional. The grading plan shall show the existing grade and finished 
grade in contour intervals of sufficient clarity to indicate the nature and extent of the work and 
show in detail that it complies with the requirements of the code. The plans shall show the 
existing grade on adjoining properties in sufficient detail to identify how grade changes will 
conform to the requirements of the code. 

 
3. The required plans must be complete at the time of submittal for a building permit. Plans must 

address building design and construction, fire and life safety requirements, accessibility and 
show compliance with the current California codes and San Joaquin County ordinances. A 
complete set of plans must include fire protection system shop drawings, including fire sprinkler 
and fire alarm systems, truss design submittals, metal building shop drawings, structural plans 
and calculations, plumbing, electrical and mechanical drawings and energy report. 

 
4. A soils report is required pursuant to CBC § 1803 for foundations and CBC appendix § J104 

for grading. All recommendations of the Soils Report shall be incorporated into the construction 
drawings. 

 
5. For each proposed new building, provide the following information on the plans: 

 
A. Description of proposed use 

 
B. Existing and proposed occupancy Groups 

 
C. Type of construction 

 
D. Sprinklers (Yes or No) 

 
E. Number of stories 

 
F. Building height 

 
G. Allowable floor area 

 
H. Proposed floor area 

 
I. Occupant load based on the CBC 
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J. Occupant load based on the CPC 
 

Modifications to existing buildings are required to include upgrades related to disability access 
pursuant to the California Existing Building Code. Plans showing these upgrades must be prepared 
by a registered engineer or licensed architect and shall be submitted for: 

 
1. Accessible routes shall be provided per CBC § 11B-206. At least 1 accessible route shall be 

provided within the site from accessible parking spaces and accessible passenger loading 
zones; public streets and sidewalks; and public transportation stops to the accessible building 
or facility entrance they serve. Where more than 1 route is provided, all routes must be 
accessible. §11B- 206.2.1  

 
2. At least 1 accessible route shall connect accessible buildings, accessible facilities, accessible 

elements and accessible spaces that are on the same site. §11B-206.2.2  
 

3. At least 1 accessible route shall connect accessible building or facility entrances with all 
accessible spaces and elements within the building or facility, including mezzanines, which are 
otherwise connected by a circulation path. §11B-206.2.4  

 
4. Parking spaces will be required to accommodate persons with disabilities in compliance with 

Chapter 11B of the California Building Code. Note that accessible parking spaces are required 
for each phase of the project. These parking space(s) shall be located as close as possible to 
the primary entrance to the building. 

 
5. Adequate sanitary facilities shall be provided for the facility, per the requirements of Chapter 4 

of the California Plumbing Code. 
 

6. Pursuant to Section 422.4 of the California Plumbing Code, toilet facilities shall be accessible 
to employees at all times, should not be more than 500 feet from where employees are regularly 
employed and accessible by not more than one flight.  

 
7. This project will be required to comply with the Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance 

requirements of the California Code of Regulations, Title 22, Division 2, Chapter 2.7 
 
2. DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS (Contact: [209] 468-3000)  
 

a. The Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee shall be required for this application. The fee is due and payable 
at the time of the building permit application. The fee shall be automatically adjusted July 1 of each 
year by the Engineering Construction Cost Index as published by the Engineering News Record. 
(Resolution R-00-433) 

 
b. The Regional Transportation Impact Fee shall be required for this application. The fee is due and 

payable at the time of building permit application. The fee will be based on the current schedule at 
the time of payment. (Resolution R-06-38)  

 
c. A copy of the Final Site Plan shall be submitted prior to release of building permit.  

 
3. ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH DEPARTMENT (Contact: [209] 468-3420) 
 

a. Open, pump, and backfill the septic tank permit number (SR0016102) under permit and inspection 
by the Environmental Health Department (San Joaquin County Development Title, Section 9-
1110.3 & 9-1110.4). 

 
b. Destroy the existing well permit number (SR0015917) under permit and inspection by the 

Environmental Health Department as required by San Joaquin County Development Title, Section 
9-1115.5(e). 

 
c. Before any hazardous materials/waste can be stored or used onsite, the owner/operator must 

report the use or storage of these hazardous materials to the California Environmental Reporting 
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System (CERS) at cers.calepa.ca.gov/ and comply with the laws and regulations for the programs 
listed below (based on quantity of hazardous material in some cases) 

 
1. Any amount but not limited to the following hazardous waste; hazardous material spills, used 

oil, used oil filters, used oil-contaminated absorbent/debris, waste antifreeze, used batteries or 
other universal waste, etc. – Hazardous Waste Program (Health &Safety Code (HSC) 
Sections 25404 & 25180 et sec.) 

 
2. Onsite treatment of hazardous waste – Hazardous Waste Treatment Tiered Permitting 

Program (HSC Sections 25404 & 25200 et sec. & California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 
22, Section 67450.1 et sec.) 

 
3. Reportable quantities of hazardous materials-reportable quantities are 55 gallons or more of 

liquids, 500 pounds for solids, or 200 cubic feet for compressed gases, with some exceptions. 
Carbon dioxide is a regulated substance and is required to be reported as a hazardous material 
if storing 1,200 cubic feet (137 pounds) or more onsite in San Joaquin County – Hazardous 
Materials Business Plan Program (HSC Sections 25508 & 25500 et sec.) 

 
4. Any amount of hazardous material stored in an Underground Storage Tank – Underground 

Storage Tank Program (HSC Sections 25286 & 25280 et sec.) 
 

A. If an underground storage tank (UST) system will be installed, a permit is required to be 
submitted to, and approved by, the San Joaquin County Environmental Health Department 
(EHD) before any UST installation work can begin. 

 
B. Additionally, an EHD UST permit to operate is required once the approved UST system is 

installed. 
 

5. Storage of at least 1,320 gallons of petroleum aboveground or any amount of petroleum stored 
below grade in a vault – Aboveground Petroleum Storage Program (HSC Sections 25270.6 
& 25270 et sec.) 

 
A. Spill Prevention, Countermeasures and Control (SPCC) Plan requirement 

 
6. Threshold quantities of regulated substances stored onsite - California Accidental Release 

Prevention (CalARP) Program (Title 19, Section 2735.4 & HSC Section 25531 et sec.) 
 

A. Risk Management Plan requirement for covered processes 
 
4. MOUNTAIN HOUSE COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT (Contact: [209] 831-5666) 
 

a. The applicant shall complete and pay for an Annexation fee study to calculate the payable fees 
associated with said parcel annexation. (CSD has requested a proposal from Harris & Associates 
for this work).  

 
b. The applicant shall obtain Sewer and Water capacities from MHD (Resmark) for the proposed 

development. The applicant shall contact MHD (Resmark) to coordinate this effort. If Sewer 
capacity is not available, the applicant shall execute a Wastewater Treatment Plant agreement with 
MHCSD and pay a pro rata share of the costs.  

 
c. The applicant shall coordinate with the Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo) and obtain 

approval for the proposed annexation to CSD.  
 

d. The applicant shall comply with the Conditions of Approval – Major Subdivision PA-0700117 
(Tentative Subdivision Map - Tract Mountain House Old River Industrial Park) dated July 29,2008 
(see Exhibit A).  

 
e. The applicant shall bond for half-roadway for the “E Court” extension, between the cul-de-sac and 

“B’ Drive, as shown on Tentative Subdivision Map for Old River Industrial Park, dated November 
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13, 2007, prepared by CBG, based on a recent Engineer’s Estimate. Timing: The improvements 
shall be completed when the northerly frontage of “E” Court is developed.  

 
f. The applicant shall submit the Improvement Plans to MHCSD for plan check review and compliance 

with MHCSD standards (see Exhibit A).  
 

1. General Requirements: All improvements including but not limited to improvement plans, 
specifications and master utility plans shall be in conformance with Community Approvals, 
including but not limited to the Improvement Standards and Specifications of the Mountain 
House Community Services District (MHCSD), the MHCSD Design Manual, master utility 
plans, and other standards and plans adopted by the MHCSD. These improvement plans and 
specifications must be approved by the MHCSD prior to approval of the Final Improvement 
Plans. The plan check fees shall be paid with the submittal of the improvement plans and the 
field inspection services costs shall be paid to the MHCSD prior to signing of the improvement 
plans. If the actual costs exceed the estimated plan check and/or inspection costs, the 
Developer shall pay the balance within 30 days upon receiving an Invoice from the MHCSD. If 
the actual costs are less than the collected fees, the MHCSD shall refund the difference to the 
Developer within 30 days of the determination.  

 
2. Air Quality Requirements: The Developer shall comply with legally applicable local, County, 

State and Federally enacted laws relative to air quality, storm water discharge, waste disposal 
and hazardous waste and any applicable mitigation measures contained in the Initial Study for 
the Tentative Map.  

 
3. Will-Serve Letter Requirements: All conditions on the “Will Serve” letter from the Mountain 

House Community Services District shall be met prior to approval of Final Improvement Plan. 
The MHCSD General Manager may defer the installation of a facility if bonding is provided or 
delete a facility requirement if it can be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the MHCSD General 
Manager that it is not required.  

 
4. Authority of General Manager: All reference to approvals herein by the MHCSD shall be 

interpreted as approval by the General Manager or his designee except for those approvals 
specifically delegated by law to the Board of Directors.  

 
5. Bonding Defined: All references to bonding shall mean an improvement bond or any other 

alternate security acceptable to MHCSD.  
 

6. CEQA and MHCSD Conditions, Timing: All MHCSD conditions of approval and all applicable 
mitigation measures are to be met prior to approval of any of the project’s Improvement Plans 
shall be in compliance with the MHCSD standards and specifications. Exceptions may be 
allowed by the MHCSD General Manager. The MHCSD General Manager may defer a 
condition if bonding is provided.  

 
7. Groundwater Rights: Groundwater rights shall be dedicated to the MHCSD upon approval of 

Improvement Plans.  
 

8. Geotechnical Report: All infrastructure designs shall be shown on the grading and improvement 
plans and shall comply with and incorporate the recommendations of the Geotechnical 
Engineering Studies. Condition shall be met before approval of the Improvement Plans.  

 
9. Environmental Hazards: Comply with all applicable recommendations of the Environmental 

Site Assessment prepared for the project. Condition shall be met prior to beginning any 
construction on the related final map.  

 
10. Grading: Except where allowed otherwise by the MHCSD, the grading of the project shall be 

such that all storm water runoff shall drain to public streets, public alleys, Mountain House 
Creek, Old River or drainage facilities within easements for storm drainage purposes. Runoff 
drainage from this development shall be constructed consistent with the requirements of the 
November 2007 “Mountain House Commerce Center Conceptual Drainage Study – 
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Neighborhood L, Mountain House”, prepared by PACE for the Commerce Center project and 
the MHCSD’s Master Drainage Infrastructure Plan. Such runoff drainage will require a drainage 
release or easement from the downstream property owner.  

 
11. Truck Management Plan: Traffic shall comply with the Construction Truck Management Plan 

administered by the MHCSD. Project construction plans shall include specifications to the 
contractor outlining compliance requirements. A traffic control plan showing construction traffic 
routes within the MHCSD’s boundary shall be provided for approval by the MHCSD prior to the 
commencement of any construction. This plan is required from the Developer, the builders, and 
all contractors and subcontracts working within MHCSD’s boundary. The Developer shall pay 
all review fees prior to approval of the plan.  

 
12. Best Management Practices: a) To control erosion and sedimentation during project 

construction and operation, the Developer shall comply with MHSWMP policies, MHSWMP 
mitigation measures, and Phase I and II NPDES permit requirements, including the preparation 
and implementation of a SWPPP that outlines BMPs to be followed to minimize erosion and 
sedimentation during project construction and operation.  

 
A. The Developer shall install catch basin filters, Water Decontaminator per MHCSD Standard 

Specification and Details, and/or other source control Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
for runoff from the project prior to issuance of the building permit.  

 
B. Construction-Related Erosion: The Developer and/or contractor shall comply with 

applicable NPDES General Construction Activities Storm Water Permit requirements 
established by the Clean Water Act. Pursuant to the NPDES Storm Water Program, an 
application for coverage under the statewide General Construction Activities Storm Water 
Permit (General Permit) shall be obtained for project development prior to the issuance of 
grading permits. The Developer and/or contractor shall obtain coverage under the General 
Permit by filing a notice of Intent with the State Water Resource Control board’s (SWRCB) 
Division of Water Quality. The filing shall describe erosion control and storm water 
treatment measures to be implemented during and following construction and provide a 
schedule for monitoring performance. MHCSD approved BMPs shall serve to control point 
and non-point source pollutants in storm water and shall constitute the project’s storm 
water pollution prevention program (SWPPP) for construction activities. Timing: All 
applicable permits shall be obtained prior to the issuance of grading permits for the project.  

 
C. Project applicant shall develop and submit a Project Stormwater Plan that identifies the 

methods to be employed to reduce or eliminate stormwater pollutant discharges through 
the construction, operation and maintenance of source control measures, low impact 
development design, site design measures, stormwater treatment control measures, and 
hydromodification control measures. 

 
13. Roadway Improvements:  

 
A. Easement and Dedication Requirements: All onsite and offsite easements and dedications 

as may be required, including the “E” Court shall be dedicated to the MHCSD. Plat, 
description or offer of dedication shall be prepared and recorded with the County. The full 
width of dedication of “E” Court shall be dedicated to MHCSD.  

 
B. All new frontage improvements, traffic signage, striping, curb marking/painting, and 

pavement markings shall be constructed per MHCSD current standards.  
 

C. Improvement Plan shall conform to the roadway system depicted in Specific Plan I, Figure 
9.12 for arterials and collectors, conforming to the latest MHCSD Standard Specifications 
and Standard Plans, to the Bicycle and Pedestrian systems as shown in Specific Plan I, 
Figure 9.12 and to the transit system depicted in Specific Plan I Figure 9.13. 

 
D. Stop control devices shall be used on the side streets that intersect Bethany Road.  
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E. Digital File digital file of the Final Improvement Plans shall be submitted to the MHCSD 
consistent with MHCSD File Format requirements.  

 
F. Record Drawings: Record Drawings shall be provided prior to acceptance of the 

improvements by the MHCSD.  
 

G. Whenever all or any portion of a local or an arterial street is constructed, the improvements 
shall include the installation of all street lights. The lighting shall be provided as required 
by the MHCSD Design Manual Street lights shall also conform to the MHCSD Technical 
Specifications and Design Standards in effect at the time of the submittal for final approval.  

 
14. Storm Drains:  

 
A. The Developer shall fund, design and construct the required storm drainage system in 

accordance with the requirements of the MHCSD adopted Storm Water Master Plan 
Update, the MHCSD’s Standards and Specifications, and the November 2007 “Mountain 
House Commerce Center Conceptual Drainage Study – Neighborhood L, Mountain 
House”, prepared by PACE for the Commerce Center project, unless otherwise required 
or approved by the General Manager of the MHCSD.  

 
B. The Developer shall build the required drainage system and a water quality basin, if 

necessary, as required by MHCSD to accommodate runoff from the project. The 
configuration shall be in accordance with the recommendations included within the 
November 2007 “Mountain House Commerce Center Conceptual Drainage Study – 
Neighborhood L, Mountain House”, prepared by PACE for the Commerce Center project 
and the MHCSD’s Storm Water Master Plan.  

 
C. Project applicant shall develop and submit an Operations and Maintenance Plan that 

identifies the operations, maintenance, and inspection requirements of all storm water 
treatment and baseline hydro modification control measures identified in the approved 
Project Storm Water Plan. MHCSD approval of the preliminary Operations and 
Maintenance Plan is precedent to issuance of any building, grading, or construction 
permits. MHCSD approval of the final Operations and maintenance Plan and recordation 
of the Maintenance Access Agreement is precedent to issuance of the Certificate of 
Occupancy.  

 
D. Runoff shall be pretreated on-site prior to discharge into the MHCSD public stormwater 

collection system.  
 

E. Maintenance condition shall be determined through a self-certification program where 
MHCSD require annual reports from authorized parties demonstrating proper maintenance 
and operations. The developer shall sign an agreement with MHCSD for Storm Water 
Treatment System Access and Maintenance. This agreement shall be transferred to the 
future owners.  

 
F. The Phase II Permit (Provision E.12.f) requires that the post-construction storm water 

runoff flow rate not exceed the estimated pre-project flow rate for the 2-year, 24-hour 
design storm event.  

 
15. Utilities:  

 
A. The Developer and its contractors shall comply with Ordinance No. 4162 “Street Opening 

and Pavement Restoration Regulations”.  
 

B. Any phased development shall install all utilities required to serve the development. In 
addition, if any future adjacent or nearby phases of the development, or adjacent 
Neighborhoods, will depend on obtaining service from such utilities, then the utility lines 
shall be sized to serve these future developments.  
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C. When public utilities are to be located outside public rights-of-way but within the project 
boundary, the Developer shall provide public utility easements for these utilities. The 
easements shall be shown on all the Improvement Plans.  

 
D. Prior to the submittal of improvement plans for the development, the Developer shall submit 

to the MHCSD composite schematic plans for in tract storm drains, sanitary sewers, and 
water distribution facilities.  

 
E. Water service to the common areas, if applicable, shall not begin without notifying MHCSD 

of the intent to start irrigation. The billing process must be setup before water is turned on. 
Backflow prevention system and applicable water meter facilities at the point of connection 
to the public water system as required by the MHCSD Standards shall also be installed.  

 
F. All water rights shall be dedicated to the MHCSD upon approval of the Improvement Plans.  

 
G. Transformers located in the commercial and industrial areas may be placed above ground 

provided they are aesthetically designed and/or shielded by landscaping subject to 
MHCSD and MID requirements and with prior written approval.  

 
H. Applicant shall submit proof of PG&E clearance via written correspondence to the MHCSD 

in order to construct proposed improvements within PG&E easement area, if applicable.  
 

I. Electrical transformers shall be in underground vaults, subject to MHCSD and Modesto 
Irrigation District (MID) requirements. The developer shall pay for any incremental cost 
relating to underground transformers not paid for by MID.  

 
J. Per MHCSD’s ordinance on site utilities shall be privately maintained.  

 
16. Fire Code Compliance:  

 
A. Prior to the beginning of the final design of the facility, the Applicant shall consult with 

Mountain House Fire regarding emergency access to the proposed development. Any 
requirements for emergency access shall be approved by MHCSD.  

 
B. Install fire hydrants per MHCSD Standards and State Fire CODE. The project shall include 

on-site fire hydrants.  
 

C. All street standards shall comply with the State of California Fire Code provisions, as 
interpreted and implemented by the San Joaquin County Fire Marshall and Mountain 
House Fire Department.  

 
17. Landscaping:  

 
A. Lighting and landscaping shall be in accordance with the industrial commercial design 

manual in coordination with the offsite improvements.  
 

B. Landscaping within the planned public rights of way within future “E” Court shall meet the 
Landscape Design Guidelines for Industrial Roads.  

 
C. All landscape improvements located within the public rights of way shall be designed 

consistent with all Community Approvals including applicable provisions of the MHCSD 
Design Manual. Timing: the design plans shall be completed and approved by the MHCSD 
General Manager prior to the approval of the Improvement Plans. 

 
D. On-site landscaping and architecture shall be reviewed for consistency with the 

Commercial, Office, and Industrial Design Manual by the County. 
 

18. Water Quality Basins Mosquito Abatement: Plans for the implementation and maintenance of 
the water quality basins and any other storm drainage facilities involving open bodies of water 
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shall be reviewed and approved by the MHCSD and if required by the MHCSD, reviewed by 
the Mosquito Abatement District. Condition shall be met before approval of Improvement Plans.  

 
19. USA Requirement: USA shall be contacted 48-hours prior to any lateral crossing of a joint 

trench or trenching within the right-of-way.  
 

20. Master Restrictions: MHCSD Master Restrictions for Commercial Development shall be 
recorded on the Improvement Plans.  

 
21. Recyclable Construction Waste: Recycling of construction wastes, such as wood and metal, 

shall be made part of the improvement plans and construction specifications for contractors in 
compliance with MHCSD requirements.  

 
22. Designated Waste Hauler Provider: The MHCSD’s designated waste hauler, West Valley 

Disposal, shall be used for disposal of waste material and recycling of recyclable materials. No 
other waste haulers are allowed.  

 
23. Construction Water Usage: An encroachment/hydrant permit is required prior to using water 

for construction purposes from hydrant or any other potable water source.  
 

24. MHCSD Impact Fees (CFF and TIF): Prior to issuance of each building permit, the Developer 
shall comply with the applicable requirements of the most current MHCSD adopted CFF and 
TIF Ordinances in effect at the time the building permit is issued.  

 
25. Vehicles Fees: Prior to the issuance of building permits Developers will deposit in a MHCSD 

Maintained Vehicle Capital Fund an amount equal to their prorata share (based on the CFF 
Plan Fee formula as determined by the MHCSD) of the total cost of O&M Vehicles, Police and 
Fire Vehicles, and Transit Vehicles as contained in the most recent adopted version of the CFF 
Ordinance. Developer is eligible for fee credits against these funding requirements for any 
applicable outstanding costs funded as part of prior infrastructure requirements, or applicable 
fee credits assigned to Developer by other developers within the Community.  

 
26. Hold Harmless Provision: The Developer shall defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the 

MHCSD, its agents, officers, and employees, from any claim, action, or proceeding against the 
MHCSD, its agents, officers, or employees, to attack, set aside, void, or annul an approval of 
MHCSD concerning any MHCSD condition, which action is brought within the time provided for 
in Section 66499.37 of the Government Code.  

 
27. Funding of MHCSD Development-related Services: All development-related services 

performed by the MHCSD not already funded by other applicable MHCSD funding mechanisms 
including special taxes on any development project will be paid by the Developer at the full cost 
including overhead as determined by the MHCSD General Manager, subject to compliance 
with all applicable nexus laws and existing agreements between the MHCSD and Developer. 
All Costs incurred by the MHCSD for any applicant development project shall be paid by the 
applicant in accordance with the MHCSD Development Project Fees for Services Agreement, 
dated November 5, 2019, between MHCSD and Rankins AG, Inc, Pinnacle Ridge LLC. 

 
5. SAN JOAQUIN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (Contact: [209] 235-0600) 
 

a. This project is subject to the San Joaquin Multi-Species Habitat Conservation and Open Space 
Plan (SJMSCP). As such, the developer shall complete the following steps to satisfy SJMSCP 
requirements: 

 
1. Schedule a SJMSCP Biologist to perform a pre-construction survey prior to any ground 

disturbance. 
 

2. Sign and return to SJMSCP staff of SJCOG the Incidental Take Minimization Measures (given 
to the developer by SJMSCP staff after the pre-construction has been completed). 

 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000063, 64, & 65 (MP, SP, & SA) 15 
Conditions of Approval for Site Approval 

3. Pay to SJCOG the SJMSCP fee based on SJMSCP findings. 
 
NOTES AND INFORMATION ONLY:  
 
See memo from San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District dated July 9, 2020. 
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Planning Commission Staff Report 
Item #2, October 15, 2020 

Major Subdivision No. PA-2000126 
Prepared by: Frank Girardi 

 

PROJECT SUMMARY 
 
Applicant Information 
Property Owner:  Shea Mountain House, LLC 
Project Applicant:  Shea Mountain House, LLC  
 
Project Site Information 
Project Address:  1401 South Tradition Street, Mountain House 
Project Location: The project site is located east of, and adjacent to, Central Parkway; and is 

bounded on the north, east, south, and west by Ramsey Drive, Tradition 
Street, Phelps Drive, and Central Parkway; Mountain House 

 
Parcel Number (APN): 209-450-39 Water Supply: Public (MH CSD) 
General Plan Designation: R/MH Sewage Disposal: Public (MH CSD) 
Zoning Designation: R-MH Storm Drainage: Public (MH CSD) 
Project Size: 13.31 acres 100-Year Flood: No (X) 
Parcel Size: 13.31 acres Williamson Act: No 
Community: Mountain House Supervisorial District: 5 
 
Environmental Review Information 
CEQA Determination: Mitigated Negative Declaration (Attachment C, Environmental Review) 
 

 
Project Description 
 
This project is a Major Subdivision which proposes the development of a 13.31-acre R-MH parcel (Parcel 'Q', 
or Tract 4047 in Neighborhood D, see Appendix A Figures No. 1, No. 2, and No. 3) that would:  
 
1) Be divided into 171 residential lots, which would range in size from 2,035 square-feet to 2,805 square-

feet (average lot size of 2,235 square-feet), and 36 common area lots;  
 
2) Provide for the construction of 166 single family attached ("duet") homes and five detached single family 

homes with the following characteristics/amenities:  
 

 two-story construction, with homes ranging in size from approximately 1,777 square-feet to 2,073 
square-feet of living area with 3 to 4 bedrooms;  

 two-car garage per home;  
 private back yard and side yard per home;  
 homes constructed in the Mission, Prairie, Traditional and Farmhouse architectural themes (to 

facilitate diversity in colors, materials, roof lines and street frontage); and  
 homes fronting onto the loop road and onto alleys within the project, and onto public streets generally 

on the perimeter of the project;  
 
3) Provide internal circulation featuring: a) a loop street and alleys, with no parking along them and with a 

width of 22 feet between curbs; b) sidewalks on both sides of the loop street, and a sidewalk on one side 

Community Development Department
Planning ∙ Building ∙ Neighborhood Preservation



Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126 (SU) 2 
 

of the alleys; and c) two access points to public streets: one to Ramsey Drive, between Central Parkway 
and Tradition Street; and one to Phelps Drive, between Central Parkway and Tradition Street;  

 
4) Provide guest parking scattered throughout the project for 92 guests;  
 
5) Provide a homeowner's association for the maintenance of common area lots (e.g., private streets, 

landscaping, guest parking areas); and 6) be developed at a density of 12.85 dwelling units per acre.  
 
Recommendation 
 
1. Adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration (Attachment C, Environmental Review);  

 
2. Adopt the Findings for Major Subdivision (Attachment D, Findings for Major Subdivision); and 
 
3. Approve Major Subdivision No. PA-2000126 with the attached Conditions of Approval (Attachment E, 

Conditions of Approval) 
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NOTIFICATION & RESPONSES 
(See Attachment B, Response Letters) 

 
Public Hearing Notices 
Legal ad for the public hearing published in the Stockton Record: October 5, 2020. 
Number of Public Hearing notices: 307 
Date of Public Hearing notice mailing: October 2, 2020. 
 
Referrals and Responses 
 Project Referral with Environmental 

Determination Date: August 14, 2020 
 

 Mitigated Negative Declaration Posting Date: 
August 17, 2020 

 OPR State Clearinghouse #: 
2020-080263  

 

Agency Referrals 
Response 

Date - 
Referral 

County Departments  

Ag Commissioner  

Assessor  

Community 
Development 

 

Building Division  

Fire Prevention 
Bureau 

 

Public Works 9/14/20 

Environmental Health 9/10/20 

General Services  

Sheriff Office  

Surveyor  

State Agencies  

A.B.C.  

Department of 
Transportation 

 

District 10  

Division of 
Aeronautics 

 

C.H.P.  

C.R.W.Q.C.B. 9/14/20 

C.V.F.P.B.  

Fish & Wildlife, 
Division: 

9/15/20 

O.E.S.  

DTSC 9/3/20 

Federal Agencies  

F.A.A.  

F.E.M.A.  

Army Corps of 
Engineers 

 
 

Agency Referrals 
Response 

Date - 
Referral 

Local Agencies  

A.L.U.C. 9/17/20 

CalWater  

MH CSD 9/23/20 

Motezuma Fire District  

Mosquito & Vector 
Control 

 

S.J.C.O.G. 8/18/20 
San Joaquin Farm 
Bureau 

 

SJVAPCD 9/8/20 

SSJID  

Byron Airport  

Lammersville Unified   

Contra Costa County  

Reclamation District 
#: 773 Fabian Tract 

 

Miscellaneous  

A.T.&T.  

B.I.A.  

Builders Exchange  

Carpenters Union  

Haley Flying Service  

Kathy Perez  

P.G.&E. 9/14/20 

Sierra Club  

UPRR  
Buena Vista 
Rancheria 

8/27/20 
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ANALYSIS 
 
Background 
 
On February 8, 2005, the Board of Supervisors approved the Specific Plan II project. Specific Plan II consisted of 
the proposed adoption of the second Specific Plan for Mountain House (PA-0300362) and associated and required 
approval of Neighborhoods C, D, H, I, J, and K. This Major Subdivision application proposes to subdivide a 13.31-
acre (R-MH) Medium-High Density residential parcel located in Neighborhood ‘D’.  
 
This Major Subdivision application in Neighborhood D represents the third R-MH (Residential, Medium High 
Density) development project in Specific Plan II planning area for Mountain House.  
 
The allowable Master Plan density range for (R-MH) Medium-High Density residential development is 12.0 to 14.0 
units per acre. The proposed residential project is to be developed at 12.4 units per acre and conforms to the 
Master Plan allowable density range. 
 
The proposed single family detached residential development project would be required to conform to the 
applicable provisions of the Trimark Communities, LLC Single Family Residential Design Manual, as amended. 
These provisions include, but are not limited to, standards for site planning and landscape design, architectural 
styles, front and rear articulation, roof forms, porches, garage treatments, entry court gates, exterior lighting, and 
patio structures/gazebos.  
 
Public Land Equity Program 
 
Under the Public Land Equity Program (PLEP), each Tentative Map is required to dedicate its fair share of public 
lands to the Mountain House community equal to 21.2% of the mapped area. The actual land dedication for the 
proposed Tentative Map is less than that requirement leaving a PLEP deficit of approximately 2.82 acres. The 
subdivider must correct this deficit by one of several methods: dedicating additional land, transferring fee title 
ownership of private land, and/or submitting land vouchers to the MHCSD to meet said Public Land Deficit. The 
subdivider Shea Homes LLC has stated they will obtain a PLEP credit voucher from Mountain House Developers 
to satisfy the PLEP requirement.  
 
Noise 
 
Development Title Section 9-1025.9 lists the Residential use type as a noise sensitive land use. Development Title 
Section 9-1025.9(d) states that the Review Authority shall require the preparation of an acoustical study in instances 
where it has been determined that a project may expose existing or proposed noise sensitive land uses to noise 
levels exceeding the noise standards specified in Table 9-1025.9. An Environmental Noise Analysis was prepared 
by Illingworth and Rodkin on July 16, 2020 and it was determined that the exterior noise levels at the backyards of 
residences nearest to Central Parkway would exceed the 65 dBA Ldn threshold for San Joaquin County. If 
approved the following conditions shall apply: 
 

NOISE WALL: A 6-foot noise wall made of concrete or masonry block is required between the residences and 
connect to each residence (along the eastern facades) of the proposed lots facing Central Parkway and the 
wall shall be included in the improvement plans (Figure 1, Noise Measurement Locations, Env. Noise Analysis 
May 3, 2018) (Development Title Section 9-1150.10) 

 
Interior noise levels within new residential units are required to be maintained at or below 45 dBA Ldn. The 
proposed lots adjacent to Central Parkway would be set back approximately 65 feet from the centerline of the 
roadway. The exterior-facing rooms along the eastern facades as well as the northern facades of and southern 
facades, would have direct line-of-sight to the roadway without any shielding from adjacent buildings. At the 65-foot 
setback, the rooms facing the eastern building facades would be exposed to future exterior noise levels ranging 
from 69 to 70 dBA Ld. Therefore, the first row of residences adjacent to Central Parkway would require sound-
rated construction materials with the inclusion of adequate forced-air mechanical ventilation to achieve the 45 dBA 
Ldn.  
 
Attaining the necessary noise reduction from exterior to interior spaces is readily achievable with proper wall 
construction techniques, the selections of proper windows and doors, and the incorporation of forced-air 



Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126 (SU) 6 
 

mechanical ventilation systems. The mentioned noise insulation features would adequately reduce interior noise 
levels in all units to 45 dBA Ldn or less, satisfying the interior noise thresholds of 45 dBA for San Joaquin County.  
 
The above recommendations will be incorporated into the final design of the proposed residences. Therefore, any 
exposure to noise sources or excessive noise levels will be reduced to less than significant with the above 
conditions for a noise wall and incorporation of sound rated construction materials.  
 
Affordable Housing Opportunities 
 
The proposed project would be developed primarily with attached single family homes, also referred to as ‘duets’. 
Of the 171 residential units, 166 would be duet homes and five (5) would be single family detached homes. The 
addition of duet homes would increase housing choice within the Mountain House community. The duets would 
also offer a more affordable single family housing product than a standard single family housing product. All homes 
would be two-story homes, ranging in size from approximately 1,700 square feet to 2,000 square feet of living area, 
with three to four bedrooms. 
 
Guest Parking/Off-Street Parking Areas 
 
Although there is no requirement for guest parking spaces in the Mountain House Development Title in the R-MH 
zone. The developer has included several areas on the project site for adequate off-street and guest parking. 
Pursuant to Development Title Section 9-310.5M(d)(2), the minimum setback for off-street parking areas in the (R-
MH) Medium-High Density Residential zones shall be 15 feet from any adjacent street. The proposed off-street 
parking areas meet this Development Title requirement and the residential development project provides for 92 
guest parking spots.  
 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
 
The Community Development Department received a letter from the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (DFW) dated September 15, 2020 stating potential for the project to have a significant impact on 
biological resources. The San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) has reviewed the underlying 
project and determined that participation in the San Joaquin Multi-Species Habitat Conservation and Open 
Space Plan (SJMSCP) satisfies the concerns raised by the DFW, and ensures that the impacts to biological 
resources are mitigated below a level of significance.  Also, the project was previously included and 
mitigated for under the SJCOG plan. In email dated September 15, 2020, the SJCOG has confirmed that 
the project area has satisfied the SJMSCP. Therefore, the project will have a less than significant effect on 
biological resources. 
 
California Department of Toxic Substances Control 
 
The Community Development Department received a letter from the California Department of Toxic 
Substances Control (DTSC) dated September 3, 2020 stating the potential for historic or future activities 
on or near the project site to result in the release of hazardous wastes/substances on the project site.  On 
July 2, 2020, ENGEO conducted a Phase I environmental site assessment for the property (Attachment F, 
ENGEO Executive Summary for Phase I Environmental Site Assessment). This assessment included a 
review of local, state, tribal, and federal environmental record sources, standard historical sources, aerial 
photographs, fire insurance maps and physical setting sources. A reconnaissance of the property was 
conducted to review site use and current conditions to check for the storage, use, production or disposal of 
hazardous or potentially hazardous materials and interviews with persons knowledgeable about current 
and past site use. The assessment concluded that no evidence of Recognized Environmental Conditions 
(REC’s) in connection with the property and the property is suitable for residential development. Therefore, 
ENGEO recommended no further environmental studies at this time. A referral was sent to the San Joaquin 
County Environmental Health Department on August 17, 2020. A response letter dated September 10, 
2020 was received and did not cite any additional concerns.    
 
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 
 
The Community Development Department received a letter from the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution 
Control District dated September 8, 2020 stating potential for the project to have impacts on air quality. 
Community Development Department (CDD) responded by email dated September 22, 2020 that the CDD 
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staff has identified with the project applicant additional site development air quality compliance measures 
to ensure operation of the proposed project would not expose sensitive receptors to excess concentrations 
of air pollutants. Also, the existing Master Plan and Specific Plan II documents for Mountain House cross 
reference mitigation and implementation measures from the FEIR to comply with the adopted regulations 
and requirements of the SJVAPCD. Therefore, the proposed project will have a less than significant impact 
on air quality. 
 
Consistency with Existing Approvals 
 
The project was reviewed for consistency with the General Plan, Mountain House Master Plan, and Specific 
Plan II documents. The residential development project was found to be consistent with these plans and the 
proposed tentative map was found to be consistent with these plans because: 
 

 It is supportive of, and consistent with, the policies in these documents regarding the compatibility of 
adjacent residential land uses; 
 

 It conforms to the applicable provisions of the Trimark Communities, LLC Single Family Residential 
Design Manual, as amended, including provisions concerning standards for site planning and 
landscape design, architectural styles, front and rear articulation, roof forms, porches, garage 
treatments, entry court gates, exterior lighting, and patio structures/gazebos; 

 
 No changes in jobs are expected that would adversely affect the number of jobs projected or the 

jobs/housing ratios anticipated for the community;  
 

 The number of lots proposed under the tentative map, and approved land use plan are consistent 
with overall density and land use plan described within Master Plan Section 3.2.6, Description of 
Planned Land Uses; and it does not increase the demand for public services.  
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RECOMMENDATION 
 
It is recommended that the Planning Commission: 
 

1. Adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration (Attachment C, Environmental Review);  
 

2. Adopt the Findings for Major Subdivision (Attachment D, Findings for Major Subdivision); and 
 

3. Approve Major Subdivision No. PA-2000126 with the attached Conditions of Approval (Attachment 
E, Conditions of Approval) 
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Tentative Map, Development Plan, and Street Parking Plan 

Figure No. 1 (Tentative Map) 
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Tentative Map, Development Plan, and Street Parking Plan 

Figure No. 2 (Landscape Plan) 
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Tentative Map, Development Plan, and Street Parking Plan 

Figure No. 2 (Preliminary Parking Plan) 

 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126 (SU) 8 
Tentative Map, Development Plan, and Street Parking Plan 

 
This page intentionally left blank.



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126 (SU) 1 
 

 
 
 
 
  

Community Development Department
Planning ∙ Building ∙ Neighborhood Preservation

Attachment B 
Response Letters 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 2 
Response Letters 

 This page intentionally left blank. 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 3 
Response Letters 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 4 
Response Letters 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 5 
Response Letters 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 6 
Response Letters 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 7 
Response Letters 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 8 
Response Letters 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 9 
Response Letters 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 10 
Response Letters 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 11 
Response Letters 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 12 
Response Letters 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 13 
Response Letters 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 14 
Response Letters 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 15 
Response Letters 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 16 
Response Letters 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 17 
Response Letters 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 18 
Response Letters 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 19 
Response Letters 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 20 
Response Letters 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 21 
Response Letters 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 22 
Response Letters 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 23 
Response Letters 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 24 
Response Letters 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 25 
Response Letters 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 26 
Response Letters 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 27 
Response Letters 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 28 
Response Letters 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 29 
Response Letters 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 30 
Response Letters 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 31 
Response Letters 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 32 
Response Letters 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 33 
Response Letters 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 34 
Response Letters 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 35 
Response Letters 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 36 
Response Letters 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 37 
Response Letters 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 38 
Response Letters 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 39 
Response Letters 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 40 
Response Letters 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 41 
Response Letters 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 42 
Response Letters 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 43 
Response Letters 

 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 44 
Response Letters 

 
This page intentionally left blank. 
 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126 (SU) 1 
 

 
 
 
 
  

Community Development Department
Planning ∙ Building ∙ Neighborhood Preservation

Attachment C 
Environmental Review 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126 (SU) 2 
Environmental Review 

 This page intentionally left blank. 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126 (SU) 3 
Environmental Review 

 

 
  



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126 (SU) 4 
Environmental Review 

 
This page intentionally left blank.  



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126 (SU) 5 
Environmental Review 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126 (SU) 6 
Environmental Review 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126 (SU) 7 
Environmental Review 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126 (SU) 8 
Environmental Review 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126 (SU) 9 
Environmental Review 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126 (SU) 10 
Environmental Review 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126 (SU) 11 
Environmental Review 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126 (SU) 12 
Environmental Review 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126 (SU) 13 
Environmental Review 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126 (SU) 14 
Environmental Review 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126 (SU) 15 
Environmental Review 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126 (SU) 16 
Environmental Review 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126 (SU) 17 
Environmental Review 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126 (SU) 18 
Environmental Review 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126 (SU) 19 
Environmental Review 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126 (SU) 20 
Environmental Review 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126 (SU) 21 
Environmental Review 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126 (SU) 22 
Environmental Review 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126 (SU) 23 
Environmental Review 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126 (SU) 24 
Environmental Review 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126 (SU) 25 
Environmental Review 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126 (SU) 26 
Environmental Review 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126 (SU) 27 
Environmental Review 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126 (SU) 28 
Environmental Review 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126 (SU) 29 
Environmental Review 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126 (SU) 30 
Environmental Review 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126 (SU) 31 
Environmental Review 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126 (SU) 32 
Environmental Review 

 

  



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126(SU) 1 
 

 
 
 
 
  

Community Development Department
Planning ∙ Building ∙ Neighborhood Preservation

Attachment D 
Findings for Major Subdivision 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126 (SU) 2 
Findings for Major Subdivision 

 This page intentionally left blank. 
  



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126 (SU) 3 
Findings for Major Subdivision 

FINDINGS FOR MAJOR SUBDIVISION 
 
1. The proposed subdivision is consistent with the General Plan, the Master Plan, any applicable Specific 

Plan, any applicable Special Purpose Plan, the Public Financing Plan, and any other adopted plan 
adopted by the County. 

 
 This finding can be made since the analysis conducted by the Community Development 

Department (CDD) has shown that the proposed subdivision is consistent with all applicable 
adopted plans.  

 
 With respect to the General Plan, the consistency review found that the proposed subdivision 

meets General Plan requirements for orderly and compact development (e.g., compatible 
siting of land uses). The project is consistent with General Plan policies since: 1) the 
infrastructure planned meets the requirements and standards of the County and the Mountain 
House Community Services District (MHCSD); 2) all necessary on-site and off-site easements 
and dedications for the maintenance of the water, sewer, and storm systems shown on the 
proposed Tentative Map will be provided; 3) the waste management requirements of the 
County and the MHCSD will be met; and 4) parking improvements adequate to serve the 
proposed project will be constructed.  

 
 With respect to the Master Plan and Specific Plan II, the consistency review found that the 

proposed subdivision addresses the affordable housing objectives expressed in these plans 
by meeting Master Plan /Specific Plan II requirements for housing diversity and density of 
development (within the Minimum and Maximum density range for the residential land uses 
proposed for development, per Master Plan Section 3.3). To meet Master Plan/Specific Plan II 
requirements regarding noise, future residents of the subdivision will be protected from 
excessive outdoor and indoor noise levels along Central Parkway, via), landscaping, wall 
treatments, construction requirements for homes (e.g., mechanical ventilation to allow 
windows to remain closed), and by notices to residents via a note on the deed of affected 
properties in instances where exterior noise levels up to an Ldn of 65 dB may be reached. 
Additionally, the Tentative Map would be required to fully mitigate the impacts to Lammersville 
Unified School District by complying with the applicable provisions of the School Facilities 
Mitigation Agreement. To ensure that public improvements are developed to acceptable 
standards, said improvements would be conditioned to comply with all Community 
Approvals, including the applicable provisions of the MHCSD’s Parks, Recreation and Leisure 
Plan and the MHCSD Design Manual. 

 
 With respect to other adopted plans—those adopted by the MHCSD, the consistency review 

conducted by the MHCSD has determined that the proposed subdivision, as conditioned by 
the MHCSD, is consistent with MHCSD adopted plans and programs. 

 
2. The design or improvement of the proposed subdivision is consistent with the General Plan, the Master 

Plan, any applicable Specific Plan and any applicable Special Purpose Plan. 
 

 This finding can be made since the analysis conducted by CDD has found that the design or 
improvements of the proposed subdivisions, as shown on the Tentative Maps and as 
described in the project application, meets the requirements of the General Plan, Master Plan, 
and Specific Plan II. The design of the proposed subdivisions provides additional housing 
opportunities for future residents. It meets the residential density requirements of adopted 
plans. It incorporates a coordinated system of automobile roadway improvements that 
provide efficient access within the project and to public destinations (e.g., K-8 school and 
Neighborhood Park). It creates distinctive and livable residential environments. In addition, all 
landscape, hardscape and street elements within the proposed subdivisions would be 
designed and constructed in accordance with the adopted MHCSD Design Manual and 
community approvals regarding specific themes and material variation.  
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3. The site is physically suitable for the type of development proposed. 

 This finding can be made since the analysis conducted by CDD has found that the site is 
physically suitable to accommodate the residential uses proposed. This analysis is based on 
the improvements proposed and the use of BMPs (Best Management Practices) for storm 
drainage improvement.  

 
4. The site is physically suitable for the proposed density of development. 

 This finding can be made since the analysis conducted by CDD has found that the area 
proposed for development is adequate in size to accommodate the density of development 
proposed, consistent with the Master Plan and Specific Plan II.  

 
5. Neither the design of the subdivision nor any proposed improvements are likely to cause substantial 

environmental damage or substantially and unavoidably injure fish or wildlife or their habitat. 

 This finding can be made because the project site has satisfied the San Joaquin County Multi-
Species Habitat Conservation and Open Space Plan (SJMSCP). The proposed subdivisions 
would also be subject to the Mountain House community monitoring and mitigation 
monitoring programs. In addition, the project incorporates all pertinent mitigation measures 
identified in the Mountain House Master Plan Master EIR, and the Initial Study did not find any 
additional potentially significant impacts. 

 
6. The design of the subdivision or type of improvement is not likely to cause significant public health 

problems. 

 This finding can be made since CDD has concluded (based on the Initial Study) that the design 
of the subdivisions, as conditioned, would either have no impact or less than significant 
impact on the health of future residents. 

 
7. The design of the subdivision or the type of improvements will not conflict with easements acquired by 

the public at large for access through or use of property within the proposed subdivision. 

 This finding can be made because there are no public easements within the subdivision. 
Additionally, as a Condition of Approval, all roads for the project shall be private and must 
meet the minimum 20’ width and be designed and constructed per the MHCSD acceptable 
standards and specifications.  

 
8. Any land or improvement to be dedicated to a public agency is consistent with the General Plan, the 

Master Plan, any applicable Specific Plan, any applicable Special Purpose Plan, and any other applicable 
plan adopted by the County. 

 This finding can be made since the lands or improvements to be dedicated to the MHCSD are 
consistent with the Public Land Equity Program and/or required to meet the MHCSD Design 
Manual, both of which are implementation measures for the General Plan, Master Plan, and 
Specific Plan II.  

  
9. The design of the subdivision provides, to the extent feasible, for future passive or natural heating or 

cooling opportunities in the subdivision, as required by Government Code 66473.1. 

 This finding can be made because the design of the subdivision provides, to the extent 
feasible, for future passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities in the subdivision, as 
required by the Government Code.  

 
10. All applicable provisions of the Mountain House Development Agreement have been met. 

 This finding can be made since the consistency analysis that has been conducted has found 
that the proposed subdivision is consistent with the provisions of the Master Development 
Agreement (i.e. the Mountain House Development Agreement) and the Specific Plan II 
Development Agreement, both of which requires consistency with adopted community plans. 
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
PA-2000126 

MOUNTAIN HOUSE DEVELOPERS, LLC 
 
Major Subdivision Application No. PA-2000126 was approved by the Planning Commission on . The 
effective date of approval is  . These tentative map approvals will expire on  , which is 10 years from 
the effective date of approval, unless (1) all Conditions of Approval have been complied with and (2) 
a Final Map has been filed with and accepted by the County Surveyor. 
 
Unless otherwise specified, all Conditions of Approval and ordinance requirements shall be complied 
with prior to approval of the Final Map. Those Conditions followed by a Section Number have been 
identified as ordinance requirements pertinent to this application. Ordinance requirements cannot be 
modified and other ordinance requirements may apply. 
 
1. COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT (Contact: [209] 468-3121) 
 

GENERAL  
 

a. Tentative Map Compliance: The Final Map shall be in substantial compliance with the Tentative Map 
dated July 27, 2020, and all Conditions of Approval. 

  
1. The project shall comply with applicable policies of the Mountain House Master Plan and all other 

applicable Community Approvals. 
 

2. Minor modifications to street and lot configurations may be allowed by the Community 
Development Director without requiring a new subdivision map application or a revision to 
approved actions application. 

 
Timing: Prior to Final Map approval and any other Development Approvals subsequent to the 
Tentative Map.  

 
b. Subsequent Approvals: All subsequent discretionary and ministerial approvals shall be subject to 

Design Consistency Review and shall be consistent with the conditions of approval for the Tentative 
Map. The Final Map shall be recorded containing the following note:  

 
“All subsequent discretionary and ministerial approvals within the boundaries of this subdivision map 
shall be subject to Design Consistency Review and shall be consistent with the conditions of approval 
adopted for the Tentative Map.”  

 
Timing: Prior to Final Map approval and prior to issuance of development permits. 

 
c. Consistency: The Final Map, improvement plans and all subsequent development and building 

applications within the boundaries of the Tentative Map shall be reviewed by the San Joaquin County 
Community Development Department and found consistent with the approved Tentative Map, 
including all conditions of approval, the Mountain House Master Plan, Specific Plan I, Development 
Title, and all other applicable Community Approvals. 

 
Timing: Prior to approvals and prior to issuance of development permits. 

 
FEES 

 
d. General. Development within the project shall be subject to the payment of all applicable and lawfully 

enacted County fees, subject to the provisions of the Master Plan Development Agreement (i.e., the 
Amended and Restated Master Plan Development Agreement By and Between County of San 
Joaquin and Trimark Communities Relative to the Development of Certain Property Within the 
Mountain House Community {“Development Agreement”}) and the Specific Plan II Development 
Agreement (Specific Plan II Addendum to Development Agreement By and Between County of San 
Joaquin and Trimark Communities, LLC and Subsequent Development Agreement By and Between 
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County of San Joaquin and Trimark Communities, LLC Relative to the Development of a Portion of 
the Mountain House Community (Specific Plan II)) {“SPII Development Agreement}}). [Development 
Agreement Section 2.5.3] 

 
e. Specific. The applicant for all subsequent development within Neighborhood C shall pay the 

Affordable Housing Impact Fee in effect at the time of building permit approval. [Development 
Agreement Section 2.5.3; SPII Development Agreement, Exhibit B-1 (C); and Mountain House 
Development Title Chapter 9-1270M] 

 
f. Final Map Digital File: A digital file of the Final Map shall be submitted to the Community Development 

Department. The digital file format shall be consistent with requirements of the County Assessor and 
Community Development Department GIS division. 

 
Timing: prior to approval of Final Map.  

 
g. Road Names: All subdivision road names shall be submitted to the Community Development 

Department for approval by the Director. Said road names shall comply with the “Standards for Road 
Names and Road Name Changes, Public and Private” of San Joaquin County. [Development Title 
Section 9-1150.18] 

 
Timing: prior to approval of Final Map. 

 
h. Monitoring Program: The Final Map(s) shall comply with the Mountain House Master Plan and 

Specific Plan II San Joaquin County Mitigation Monitoring Program. 
 

i. Monitoring Agreement: The applicant or the applicant’s assignee shall fund the Community 
Monitoring and Mitigation Monitoring Programs. The applicant or the applicant’s assignee shall also 
fund the County’s efforts to monitor compliance with the Tentative Map conditions of approval. 
[General Plan Community Organization and Development Policy (19)(j)] 

 
Timing: Ongoing. 

 
LAND USE 

 
j. Residential Development:  

 
Compliance with Fire Prevention Standards. The R/MH housing units shall each be provided with a 
residential fire sprinkler system, or an emergency access road complying with the Fire Access Road 
Standards, as adopted by the Board of Supervisors by Ordinance 4178, on November 8, 2002, these 
shall be provided around each building structure containing R/MH housing units. 

 
Timing: Condition shall be met prior to approval of building permits for R/MH or R/H housing 
units. 

 
k. Architectural Design Theme: A consistent architectural theme shall be used throughout the residential 

development project, and implemented through Design Manuals. [SPII Implementation Measure 4.6 
(13)]. 

 
Timing: Improvement Plans approved by CDD and MHCSD prior to approval of Final Map for 
[Neighborhood C – Parcel ‘E”]. 

 
l. Pedestrian Pathways: The Final Map shall maintain, as proposed, all feasible pedestrian connections 

to schools and at the end of cul-de-sacs. In instances where the proposed location of a through-block 
connection is determined by the Community Development Director to be in conflict with the health, 
safety and welfare of community residents, such connection may be eliminated. 

 
Timing: Improvement plans approved by CDD and MHCSD prior to Final Map approval. 

 
m. Fire Access Road Standards: All streets shall comply with the San Joaquin County Fire Chiefs 
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Association, Fire Access Road Standards as adopted by the Board of Supervisors by Ordinance 
4178, on November 8, 2002. 

 
Timing: Improvement plans approved by CDD and MHCSD prior to Final Map approval. 

 
n. Public Area Landscaping and Architecture: The applicant shall submit a landscape theme in the 

landscape improvement plans for the Tentative Map. Landscaping themes shall be distinct for each 
neighborhood. Landscaping and architectural design of public areas shall implement the common 
design theme for the neighborhood and shall be consistent with the MHCSD Design Manual, 
Roadway Landscape Plans, and/or other applicable neighborhood design criteria. [SPII 
Implementation Measure 4.6 (12)] 

 
Timing: Improvement Plans, Building Permits. 

 
o. Design Guidelines: All proposed single family development and all proposed commercial 

development shall comply with the applicable provisions of the Trimark Communities, LLC Single 
Family Residential Design Manual and the Commercial, Office & Industrial Design Manual, as 
amended. For lands controlled by Trimark Communities, LLC, compliance shall be evidenced by 
written approval by Trimark Communities, LLC or its Design Review Committee, in its sole discretion. 
For non-Trimark properties, compliance shall be determined by San Joaquin County. [Specific Plan 
II Implementation Measure 4.3.3 (1)] 

 
Timing: Condition shall be met prior to issuance of building permits. 

 
p. PLEP Requirement: For the purposes of the Public Land Equity Program (PLEP), the public land 

dedication requirement for the Tentative Map is 2.82 acres. The subdivider shall correct said Public 
Land Deficit by using one or more of the following methods: 1) Dedicating Public Land which is not 
on the shown on the Tentative Map but which is within the Mountain House Community to the 
Applicable Public Agency, sufficient in acreage to meet said Public Land Deficit; 2) transferring fee 
title ownership of Private Land which is not needed for public facilities or services but which is within 
the Mountain House Community to MHCSD, sufficient in acreage to meet said Public Land Deficit; 
and/or 3) submitting land vouchers to the MHCSD, sufficient in acreage to meet said Public Land 
Deficit. (Mountain House Development Title, Chapter 9-1245M regarding the Public Land Equity 
Program, and Chapter 9-110M regarding definitions for “Public Land Deficit”, “Applicable Public 
Agency”, “Private Land”, and “land voucher”.) If the PLEP, which includes the PLEP Technical Report, 
is revised prior to the approval of the first Final Map, the subdivider shall comply with the methods for 
correcting any Public Land Deficit that are specified in said revised PLEP. 

 
Timing: Condition shall be satisfied prior to approval of the Final Map or as required by the 
Applicable Public Agency. 

 
q. Right To Farm Recordation And Notification: The deed of each parcel and of each condominium unit 

shall include the following recording notification, as specified by San Joaquin County Ordinance 4217 
which added Section 6-9004 et. seq. to Chapter 1 of Division 9 of the San Joaquin County Ordinance 
Code regarding the Right to Farm Notice: “All persons purchasing lots within the boundaries of this 
approved map should be prepared to accept the inconveniences or discomforts associated with 
agricultural operations or activities, such as noise, odors, insects, dust or fumes. San Joaquin County 
has determined that such inconveniencies or discomforts shall not be considered to be a nuisance.”  

 
Timing: Prior to approval of Final Map. 

 
NOISE 

 
r. Outdoor Noise Levels: Best available noise reduction measures shall be implemented by the 

applicant to reduce noise levels in primary outdoor use areas (backyards) of new residential 
development to an Ldn of 60 dB.  

 
Timing: Inclusion of note on the Final map approved by CDD prior to Final Map approval, and 
inclusion of note on deed prior to issuance of building permits. 
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s. Interior Noise Levels: Interior noise levels for housing proposed to be located in areas exposed to an 

exterior noise level of an Ldn above 60 dB shall be maintained at or below an Ldn of 45 dB. [SPII 
Implementation Measure 11.2.1 (4)] 

 
Timing: Compliance verified prior to the issuance of building permits. 

 
t. NOISE WALL: A six-foot noise wall made of concrete or masonry block is required between the 

residences and connect to each residence (along the western facades) of the proposed lots facing 
Central Parkway and the wall shall be included in the improvement plans (Figure 1., Noise 
Measurement Locations, Env. Noise Analysis July 16, 2020) (Development Title Section 9-1150.10) 

 
Timing: Improvement plans approved by CDD and MHCSD prior to Final map approval. 

 
u. Construction Noise: The following measure shall be implemented during construction: 

 
Construction shall be restricted to the hours of 6:00 AM to 8:00 PM on weekdays. Extended hours 
which may include Saturdays and Sundays may be allowed through prior notice to adjacent residents 
and landowners, and prior approval of the MHCSD for infrastructure construction and CDD for 
building permits. 

 
All internal combustion engines shall be equipped with exhaust mufflers that are in good condition 
and appropriate for the equipment. 

 
Timing: Inclusion of the above measures as notes on Improvement Plans approved by CDD 
and MHCSD prior to Final Map approval. 

 
GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

 
v. Seismic Safety: The applicant shall comply with the applicable provisions of the MHCSD Emergency 

Preparedness Plan.  
 

Timing: Inclusion of a note on Improvement Plans approved by CDD and MHCSD prior to 
approval of Final Maps. [SPII Implementation Measure 6.8.3 (1)] 

 
 

w. Geotechnical Investigation Recommendations: The applicant shall follow the recommendations of the 
Geotechnical Update, Langston II, Mountain House, California, prepared in June 17, 2020 by ENGEO 
Inc. 

 
Timing: Inclusion of a note on Improvement Plans approved by CDD and MHCSD prior to 
approval of Final Maps, and the incorporation of all recommendations of the geotechnical 
engineering study into site preparation and construction of each dwelling prior to approval of 
building permits. [SP II Implementation Measure 6.8.3 (2); San Joaquin County Development 
Title, Chapter 9-905] 

 
HAZARDS 

 
x. Hazardous Waste: Handling, use and storage of hazardous chemicals or materials including, but not 

limited to, asbestos shall be carried out in compliance with all applicable safety standards and 
coordinated County programs. Applicable standards shall be made part of the construction 
specifications for contractors. 

 
Timing: Inclusion of note on Improvement Plans approved by CDD and MHCSD prior to 
approval of Final Maps. [SPII Implementation Measure 6.7 (1)] 

 
y. Pre-Construction Safeguards. Prior to any construction, appropriate plans, operating procedures and 

safeguards shall be undertaken to insure safety in the area of fuel lines and pipelines, consistent with 
the MHCSD Emergency Preparedness Plan (see Emergency Pipelines Safety Plan). [SPII 



 

Planning Commission Staff Report, PA-2000126 (SU) 7 
Conditions of Approval 

Implementation Measure 6.8.1 (1)] 
 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 

z. Participation in HCP: The Tentative Map shall comply with the San Joaquin County Multi-Species 
Habitat Conservation and Open Space Plan (SJCMSCP), including all required take avoidance and 
pre-construction survey requirements [SPII Implementation Measure 7.3.1 (1)]  

 
Timing: Prior to approval of Final Map. 

 
aa. Endangered Species Act: In carrying out the operations of the Tentative Map, the applicant shall take 

no action that violates the California Endangered Species Act or the Federal Endangered Species 
Act. Compliance with said laws shall be the sole responsibility of the applicant and the applicant 
agrees to indemnify, defend and hold the County harmless from and against any claim or action by 
affected State agencies, or affected Federal agencies or other third party, as to the project’s 
compliance with said laws. [SPII Implementation Measure 7.3.1 (2)] 

 
Timing: Improvement plans prior to Final Maps and ongoing. 

 
AIR QUALITY 

 
bb. Residential Emissions: Construction plans for residential dwellings shall incorporate the following 

items: 
  

Natural gas lines outlets shall be provided to backyards to encourage usage of natural gas barbecues. 
 

220 volt electrical outlets for recharging electric automobiles shall be provided in each garage. 
Electrical outlets shall be located on the outside of single family homes to accommodate electric lawn 
maintenance equipment and electric barbecues. 

 
No wood burning fire places, unless otherwise provided by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution 
Control District (“SJVAPCD”). If fireplaces are designed to be natural gas heating appliances of a 
zero clearance design, there is no limitation on the number of fireplaces per unit. 

 
Low nitrogen oxide (NOx) emitting and/or high efficiency water heaters shall be required for all 
dwelling units. 

 
Timing: prior to issuance of building permits. [SPII Implementation Measure 10.5 (1)] 

 
CULTURAL RESOURCES 

  
cc. Unknown Pre-Historic/Historic-Period Resources: If, during the course of any grading activity or 

construction, subsurface concentrations of prehistoric or historic-period materials are encountered, 
the San Joaquin County Community Development Department (CDD) shall be contacted 
immediately. All work in the vicinity of the find shall be shall be halted until an archaeologist can 
evaluate the materials and make recommendations for further action. 

 
Timing: At the time of the find until permission to proceed is granted by CDD. 

 
dd. Unknown Human Remains: The applicant shall comply with the County’s Development Title (Chapter 

9-1053M) regarding the uncovering of human remains or of a human prehistoric burial site during the 
course of any grading or construction. If human remains are encountered, all work shall halt in the 
vicinity and the County Coroner shall be notified immediately. At the same time, a qualified 
archaeologist shall be contacted to evaluate the finds. If Human burials are found to be of Native 
American origin, steps shall be taken pursuant to Section 15064.5(e) of the Guidelines for California 
Environmental Quality Act.  

 
Timing: At the time of the find until permission to proceed is granted by CDD. 
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2. COUNTY COUNSEL  
 

a. HOLD HARMLESS PROVISION: Pursuant to Section 66474.9 of the Government Code, the 
subdivider shall defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the local agency or its agents, officers, and 
employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the local agency or its agents, officers, or 
employees to attack, set aside, void, or annul an approval of the local agency, advisory agency, 
appeal board, or legislative body concerning a subdivision, which action is brought within the time 
provided for in Section 66499.37 of the Government Code. 

 
3. MOUNTAIN HOUSE COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT (Contact: [209] 831-2300) 
 

a. General Requirements: 
 

1. Improvement Standards: All improvements, including but not limited to improvement plans, 
specifications, and master utility plans, shall be in conformance with Community Approvals, 
including but not limited to the Improvement Standards and Specifications of the Mountain House 
Community Services District (MHCSD), the MHCSD Design Manual, master utility plans, and 
other standards and plans adopted by the MHCSD. These improvement plans and specifications 
must be approved by the MHCSD prior to the approval of the Final Map. The plan check fees 
shall be paid with the submittal of the improvement plans, and the field inspection services costs 
shall be paid to the MHCSD prior to the signing of the improvement plans. If the actual costs 
exceed the estimated plan check and/or inspection costs, the Developer shall pay the balance 
within 30 days upon receiving an Invoice from the MHCSD. 

 
2. Funding of MHCSD Development-related Services: All development-related services performed 

by the MHCSD not already funded by other applicable MHCSD funding mechanisms, including 
special taxes on any development project, will be paid by the Developer at the full cost, including 
overhead as determined by the MHCSD General Manager, subject to compliance with all 
applicable nexus laws and existing agreements between the MHCSD and Developer. All Costs 
incurred by the MHCSD for any development project shall be paid by the Developer in 
accordance with the MHCSD Development Project Fees for Deposit and Reimbursement 
Agreement with Shea Development. 

 
3. All onsite easements and dedications shown on Tentative Plans shall be dedicated to the 

MHCSD or offer of dedication to the MHCSD shall be recorded on the Final Map. Dedication of 
public rights-of-way shall be in conformance with the adopted Public Land Equity Program 
(PLEP). Any easements to be abandoned that belong to Byron Bethany Irrigation District (BBID) 
shall not be abandoned without prior approval of BBID. 
 

4. Groundwater Rights: Groundwater rights shall be dedicated to the MHCSD upon approval of 
Improvement Plans. 

 
5. Geotechnical Report: All infrastructure designs shall be shown on the grading and improvement 

plans and shall comply with and incorporate the recommendations of the Geotechnical 
Engineering Studies. The condition shall be met before approval of the Improvement Plans. 

 
6. Environmental Hazards: Comply with all applicable recommendations of the Environmental Site 

Assessment prepared for the project. The condition shall be met prior to beginning any 
construction on the related final map. 

 
7. Grading: Except where allowed otherwise by the MHCSD, the grading of the project shall be such 

that all stormwater runoff shall drain to public streets, public alleys, Mountain House Creek, Old 
River, or drainage facilities within easements for storm drainage purposes. 

 
8. Truck Management Plan: Traffic shall comply with the Construction Truck Management Plan 

administered by the MHCSD. Project construction plans shall include specifications to the 
contractor outlining compliance requirements. A traffic control plan showing construction traffic 
routes within the MHCSD’s boundary shall be provided for approval by the MHCSD prior to the 
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commencement of any construction. This plan is required from the Developer, the builders, and 
all contractors and subcontracts working within MHCSD’s boundary. The Developer shall pay all 
review fees prior to the approval of the plan. 

 
9. U.S.A. Requirement: U.S.A. shall be contacted 48-hours prior to any lateral crossing of a joint 

trench or trenching within the right-of-way.  
 
10. Hold Harmless Provision: The Developer shall defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the 

MHCSD, its agents, officers, and employees, from any claim, action, or proceeding against the 
MHCSD, its agents, officers, or employees, to attack, set aside, void, or annul an approval of 
MHCSD concerning any MHCSD condition, which action is brought within the time provided for 
in Section 66499.37 of the Government Code. 

 
b. Best Management Practices: 

 
1. The Developer shall comply with MHSWMP policies, MHSWMP mitigation measures, and Phase 

I and II NPDES permit requirements, including the preparation and implementation of an SWPPP 
that outlines B.M.P.s to be followed to minimize erosion and sedimentation during project 
construction and operation. 
 

2. The Developer shall install catch basin filters, Water Decontaminator per MHCSD Standard 
Specification and Details, and/or other source control Best Management Practices (B.M.P.s) for 
runoff from the project prior to issuance of the building permit. 
 

3. Construction-Related Erosion: The Developer and/or contractor shall comply with applicable 
NPDES General Construction Activities Storm Water Permit requirements established by the 
Clean Water Act. Pursuant to the NPDES Storm Water Program, an application for coverage 
under the statewide General Construction Activities Storm Water Permit (General Permit) shall 
be obtained for project development prior to the issuance of grading permits. The Developer 
and/or contractor shall obtain coverage under the General Permit by filing a Notice of Intent with 
the State Water Resource Control board’s (SWRCB) Division of Water Quality. The filing shall 
describe erosion control and stormwater treatment measures to be implemented during and the 
following construction and provide a schedule for monitoring performance. MHCSD approved 
B.M.P.s shall serve to control point and non-point source pollutants in stormwater and shall 
constitute the project’s stormwater pollution prevention program (SWPPP) for construction 
activities. Timing: All applicable permits shall be obtained prior to the issuance of grading permits 
for the project. 
 

4. Project Developer shall develop and submit a Project Stormwater Plan that identifies the methods 
to be employed to reduce or eliminate stormwater pollutant discharges through the construction, 
operation, and maintenance of source control measures, low impact development design, site 
design measures, stormwater treatment control measures, and hydromodification control 
measures. 
 

5. Runoff from non-residential areas shall be pretreated on-site before discharge into the MHCSD 
public stormwater collection system. 
 

6. Catch basin inserts-(Decontaminators) shall be installed in each storm drain. The decontaminator 
shall comply with MHCSD Detail SD-22. The type of decontaminators has to be pre-approved by 
MHCSD." 
 

7. "A 'No Dumping' marker shall be installed at each catch basin after the catch basin is installed 
per Detail SD-04." 
 

8. Grates and Inlets shall be protected with geo-fabric material during any nearby construction. 
 

9. The contractor will be responsible for purchasing, installing, maintaining all the catch basins and 
other storm drain Inlets and decontaminators before, during, and after construction, In perpetuity. 
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10. Recyclable Construction Waste: Recycling of construction wastes, such as wood and metal, shall 
be made part of the improvement plans and construction specifications for contractors in 
compliance with MHCSD requirements. 
 

11. Designated Waste Hauler Provider: The MHCSD’s designated waste hauler, West Valley 
Disposal, shall be used for disposal of waste material and recycling o recyclable materials. No 
other waste haulers are allowed.  
 

12. Construction Water Usage: An encroachment/hydrant permit is required prior to using water for 
construction purposes from a hydrant or any other potable water source. 

 
c. Roadway, Lighting, and Landscape Improvements: 

 
1. All roadways, which in this project shall be private, must meet the minimum 20-foot width and be 

designed and constructed per the MHCSD acceptable-standards and specifications. 
 

2. No parking signs or red curb shall be erected.in all areas where there is to be no parking allowed.  
 

3. A sidewalk connectivity plan shall be shown and submitted for the entire project area and with 
the surrounding adjacent areas. This plan shall also address pedestrian access off roadway 
scenarios. 
 

4. Show all handicap ramps and associated crosswalk and signage in all pertinent plan sheets. 
 

5. Show all alleyways/driveways details to address pedestrian and parking. 
 

6. Provide "private roads," "No Parking," and other private notice signage and poles and note on 
plans. 
 

7. Lighting and landscaping shall follow the design manual and guidelines. 
 

8. Landscaping along the roads, alleys and pedestrian connections and in the open space/mineral 
rights reservation area shall be consistent with the approved Neighborhood ‘D’ In-Tract 
Landscape Guidelines. 
 

9. Any sidewalks that connect the taupe sidewalk along Central Pkwy to the on-site circulation 
sidewalk shall be taupe. 
 

10. Sound walls parallel to Central Pkwy that are required per the noise study shall have the same 
architectural treatment as the themed walls in the Neighborhood ‘D’ In-Tract Landscape Plans. 
 

11. Digital File: A digital file of the Final Improvement Plans shall be submitted to the MHCSD 
consistent with MHCSD File Format requirements. 
 

12. Record Drawings: Record Drawings shall be provided prior to acceptance of the improvements 
by the MHCSD. 

 
d. Utilities: 

 
1. The Developer shall provide documentation for Water Treatment Capacity, Sewer Treatment 

Capacity and Water Storage Capacity that has been obtained from Mountain House Developers, 
LLC (Resmark/MHD) for the proposed development. 
 

2. The Developer and its contractors shall comply with Ordinance No. 4162 “Street Opening and 
Pavement Restoration Regulations.” 
 

3. Any phased development shall install all utilities required to serve the development. In addition, 
if any future adjacent or nearby phases of the development, or adjacent Neighborhoods, will 
depend on obtaining service from such utilities, then the utility lines shall be sized to serve these 
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future developments. 
 

4. When public utilities are to be located outside public rights-of-way but within the project boundary, 
the Developer shall provide public utility easements for these utilities. The easements shall be 
shown on all the Improvement Plans. 
 

5. Prior to the submittal of improvement plans for the development, the Developer shall submit to 
the MHCSD composite schematic plans for in tract storm drains, sanitary sewers, and water 
distribution facilities. 
 

6. Water service to the common areas, if applicable, shall not begin without notifying MHCSD of the 
intent to start irrigation. The billing process must be set up before water is turned on. Backflow 
prevention systems and applicable water meter facilities at the point of connection to the public 
water system as required by the MHCSD Standards shall also be installed. 
 

7. All water rights shall be dedicated to the MHCSD upon approval of the Improvement Plans. 
 

8. Transformers located in the commercial and industrial areas may be placed above ground 
provided they are aesthetically designed and/or shielded by landscaping subject to MHCSD and 
MID requirements and with prior written approval. 
 

9. Per MHCSD’s ordinance, on-site utilities shall be privately maintained. 
 

10. Unused storm drain stubs and sewer stubs shall be cut and capped at the property line. 
 

11. Unused water stubs shall be cut at the property line and blow-off Installed. 
 

12. The Developer shall prepare an SB 221 report to address the Community’s potable water supply 
needs prior to the Final Map approval. 
 

13. All utilities such as, but not limited to, water, sewer, storm drainage, shall be placed in the 
'alleyways', not the front yards or common landscaping frontage areas. All necessary easements 
shall be offered for maintenance and access purposes in perpetuity. 
 

14. Any use of the Mineral Rights area identified on the plan shall comply with the requirements 
outlined in Section 3.3.5 of Mountain House Specific Plan II, public convenience and safety. 

 
e. Fire Code Compliance: 

 
1. Prior to the beginning of the final design of the facility, the Developer shall consult with Mountain 

House Fire regarding emergency access to the proposed development. Any requirements for 
emergency access shall be approved by MHCSD. Install fire hydrants per MHCSD Standards 
and State Fire Code. The project shall include on-site fire hydrants. 
 

2. Install fire hydrants per MHCSD Standards and State Fire Code. The project shall include on-site 
fire hydrants.  

 
3. All street standards shall comply with the State of California Fire Code provisions, as interpreted 

and implemented by the San Joaquin County Fire Marshall and Mountain House Fire 
Department. 

 
f. Other Obligations and Agreements: 

 
1. Subdivision Improvement Agreement. Concurrence with the Final Map approval the Developer 

shall execute a Subdivision Improvement Agreement with MHCSD and post the appropriate 
bonds based on Final Engineer’s Estimate. 
 

2. Stormwater Management Agreement: Prior to the issuance of the first building permit, the 
Developer shall enter into a Stormwater Management Agreement with MHCSD. 
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3. Traffic Signal at Central Parkway and Phelps: Mountain House Developers, LLC (Resmark) has 
agreed to include this traffic signal in the next TIF/CFF update.  
 

4. Vehicle Fees: MHCSD has drafted an agreement with Mountain House Developers, LLC 
(Resmark) to allow the District to withdraw the vehicle funds directly from the CFF/TIF payment.  
 

5. MHCSD Impact Fees (CFF and TIF): Prior to issuance of each building permit, the Developer 
shall comply with the applicable requirements of the most current MHCSD adopted CFF and TIF 
Ordinances and Fees in effect at the time the building permit is issued. 
 

6. The Developer shall pay all other permitting fees as applicable at the time of issuance of building 
permits. 

 
4. DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS (Contact: [209] 468-3000)  
 

a. The Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee will be required when parcels are developed.  The fee is due and 
payable at the time of the building permit application.  
 

b. The Regional Transportation shall be required when parcels are developed.  The fee is due and 
payable at the time of the building permit application. 

  
 
5. ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH DEPARTMENT (Contact: [209] 468-3420) 
 

a. Any geotechnical drilling shall be conducted under permit and inspection by The Environmental 
Health Department (San Joaquin County Development Title, Section 9-1115.3 and 9-1115.6). 

 
6. LAMMERSVILLE UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT (Kirk Nicholas, 209-836-7400) 
 

a. The developer shall enter into full mitigation agreements with the Lammersville Unified School District 
(LUSD). (Master Plan Implementation Measure 5.1.3 (j); Specific Plan II Implementation Measure 
5.2.1) 

 
Timing: Condition shall be met prior to approval of the Final Map. 
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01. 
INTRODUCTION
San Joaquin County has undertaken the process 
to update its 2010 Bicycle Master Plan. This 
Bicycle Master Plan Update (Plan) is the product 
of this process. The Plan is intended to provide 
a blueprint for creating a safe, comfortable, and 
efficient bicycle network and bicycling experience 
for the County’s residents and visitors in the years 
to come.
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The Plan presents policies, bicycle 

infrastructure projects, programs, 

and action plans to support the 

improvement and expansion of 

the County’s bicycling network. 

The recommendations presented 

apply to the unincorporated areas 

of San Joaquin County. Although 

connections to the bicycle network 

of incorporated cities like Stockton, 

Tracy, and Manteca were considered, 

this Plan’s sphere of influence applies 

to the unincorporated areas only. 

The Plan’s recommendations were 

developed through engagement of and 

input from stakeholders throughout 

San Joaquin County. Other key 

considerations included improvements 

made to the network since 2010, safety 

data, and levels of traffic stress.

Plan Contents

Chapter 1: Introduction lays out the purpose 
of this Plan Update and provides an Executive 
Summary of the Plan’s contents.

Chapter 2: Existing Conditions provides 
background information on the current state of 
bicycling San Joaquin County.

Chapter 3: Goals, Objectives, Policies 
presents the County’s policy framework which 
served as a foundation for this Plan. 

Chapter 4: Public Engagement describes the 
process through which stakeholders were invited 
to guide the development of the Plan and its 
recommendations.

Chapter 5: Recommended Projects describes 
and illustrates the county-wide bicycle network 
recommendations.

Chapter 6: Recommended Programs describes 
the county-wide bicycle programmatic 
recommendations. These are intended to 
complement future improvements to the network 
and advance safe and accessible bicycling for more 
County residents and visitors.

Chapter 7: Implementation describes the 
implementation process, identifies high priority 
projects, and provides potential funding sources 
for the program and network improvements 
recommended in this Plan. 

Appendices provide additional documentation 
on the project recommendations, prioritization 
results, and outreach materials.
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Executive Summary 
Vision Statement: San Joaquin County is 

a place where bicycling is encouraged as a 
safe and practical means of transportation 

that provides access to schools, parks, 
shopping, trails, beautiful scenery, and 

other community destinations.

This Plan establishes a long-term vision for 
improving bicycling in San Joaquin County through 
policy, program, and project recommendations. 
Through the implementation of this Plan, the 
County can further its goal of encouraging bicycling 
throughout the community and prioritizing 
the health of its residents and environmental 
sustainability. This Executive Summary provides 
an overview of the challenges and opportunities 
currently experienced by bicyclists in the County, 
along with a high-level summary of the Plan’s goals 
and implementation framework.

Needs and Challenges
•	 San Joaquin County has invested in over 30 miles 

of bicycle facilities but the reach of this network 
is limited.

•	 The lack of comfortable bikeways along many 
roadways leave people who want to bike 
disconnected from the many destinations 
within San Joaquin County.

•	 Travel along, and crossings of, the highways that 
crisscross San Joaquin County are significant 
barriers for people bicycling.

•	 These factors likely contribute to the small 
percentage of people who bicycle to 
work and other destinations. Over 90% of 
residents drive to work (ACS 2019).1

1 United State Census Bureau. (2019) San Joaquin County, California. Retrieved 
from https://censusreporter.org/data/table/?table=B08006&primary_geo_
id=05000US06077&geo_ids=05000US06077,04000US06,01000US

Opportunities
•	 San Joaquin County has a reputation for 

beautiful scenery. With flat topography and 
a temperate climate, San Joaquin County is 
ideal for bicycling. This fact can be used to 
expand interest in bicycling among residents 
and visitors of San Joaquin County.

•	 There is a strong existing recreational bicycle 
riding culture in San Joaquin County. In the 
past, this culture has predominantly been road-
bicycling; however, the COVID-19 pandemic led 
to an increase in casual recreational bicycling. 
This culture can be leveraged to expand bicycle 
ridership in the County for utilitarian trips 
(riding a bike to work, school, shopping, or to 
run other errands) as well as expanding interest 
in recreational riding (such as riding a bike to a 
destination for pleasure or exercise).

•	 There are several possibilities for ‘Vision 
Projects’ in San Joaquin County. These 
projects can enhance connectivity across the 
County, while also establishing the County 
as a destination for bicycle tourism.

•	 Many neighborhood streets within 
unincorporated towns are good candidates 
for bicycle boulevards, with slower speeds 
and lower traffic volumes. This produces 
a safer environment for those bicycling 
and walking in this area, as well as helping 
facilitate a ‘Main Street’ feel for visitors.

•	 There are many low-cost bicycle infrastructure 
and programmatic recommendations that San 
Joaquin County can begin implementing in the 
near-term.

•	 The build-out of the bicycle network 
and implementation of intersection 
improvements can transform San Joaquin 
County into a more connected and 
accessible county.
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Bicycle Master Plan 
Update Goals
In the first stages of this planning process, the 
consultant team collaborated with San Joaquin 
County Department of Public Works (SJCDPW) 
staff to review and revise the goals, objectives, and 
policies of the 2010 Master Plan. As part of this, they 
also reviewed any bicycle- related goals, objectives 
and policies in the County General Plan and other 
relevant County documents adopted since the 2010 
Bicycle Master Plan. 

A final set of goals, objectives, and policies was 
approved by SJCDPW. Taken together, these 
provided key guidance for development of the 
overall Plan, community outreach, and identification 
of project recommendations. The five goals are:

•	 Invest in a high quality, low stress, and efficient 
bikeway network in San Joaquin County. 

•	 Make the transportation network more 
accessible to bikes now and in the future.

•	 To expand ridership, systematically improve 
safety for people who currently ride bicycles 
in San Joaquin County and those who may 
wish to do so in the future.

•	 Promote ridership and bicycling skills 
through education and encouragement 
programs.

•	 Increase accessibility of bicycling in San 
Joaquin County by incorporating equity 
into considerations for bicycle infrastructure 
investments and programs.

The detailed objectives and policies that support 
the five goals can be found Chapter 3. As explained 
in Chapter 3, the Goals, Objectives, and Policies 
framework works in tandem with project evaluation 
criteria. The criteria are specific factors that are 
assigned points and used to score and prioritize the 
project recommendations throughout the County. 

Implementing This Plan 
This Plan recommends over 500 miles of new 
and upgraded on-street bicycle facilities, nearly 
40 miles of off-street shared-use paths, and Spot 
Improvements (improvements at intersections 
to make it safer and easier for pedestrians and 
bicyclists to cross) at seven locations. 

Recognizing that the County has limited 
resources, this Plan constructed a framework 
for prioritizing the recommended projects. 
This framework identifies projects that produce 
the greatest benefits to the community. The 
prioritization process utilized seven criteria 
to evaluate each recommended project: 
Safety, Connectivity, Demand, Feasibility 
and Cost, Equity, Community Priorities, and 
Competitiveness. 

The prioritization process produced 32 high 
priority projects, as shown in Table 1-1. For a 
complete list of projects and location details, 
see Chapter 7 and Appendix C.

Table 1-1: Prioritization Process Results

High Priority
Total Number of Projects Mileage

32 projects 57.2

Medium Priority
Total Number of Projects Mileage

71 projects 227.0

Low Priority
Total Number of Projects Mileage

79 projects 359.3

The projects were evaluated on a 0-7 point scale. 
Projects that received four or more points were 
categorized as high priority, projects that scored 2-3 
points were categorized as medium priority, and 
projects that received one point were categorized 
as low priority.



02. 
EXISTING 
CONDITIONS
San Joaquin County is situated in the heart of 
California’s Central Valley, a region renowned for 
its mild climate and proud agricultural heritage. 
The topography of San Joaquin County is flat, 
making it ideal for bicycling. San Joaquin County is 
also home to many scenic corridors. These factors 
present many opportunities to foster a vibrant 
bicycling community. 
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San Joaquin County Today
San Joaquin County lays in the middle of 
California’s Central Valley. The County is 
bounded by the Sierra foothills to the east, the 
San Francisco Bay Area to the west, Sacramento 
County (home to California’s capitol) to the 
north, and Stanislaus County to the south. 
The County is renowned for its Mediterranean 
climate, its diverse geography, and its 
productive agricultural sector.

San Joaquin County is a semirural county with a 
strong agricultural history that continues to this day. 
Much of the land in the County’s unincorporated 
areas (regions administered and overseen directly 
by San Joaquin County) is devoted to agriculture. 
San Joaquin County’s harvests are valued at an 
impressive $2.6 billion.1 

Many of San Joaquin County’s residents are 
concentrated in its incorporated cities (areas 
administered and overseen directly by the 
municipalities, or cities, such as Stockton, Lodi, 
or Manteca). Because of the concentration of 
residents within cities, San Joaquin County 
has a comparatively high population density, 
despite its rural nature outside of the cities.2 
This concentration of people in smaller areas 
produces an opportunity to shift trips to 
bicycling, as distances between potential 
destinations (like work, school, or the stores) 
are much shorter than other areas in the 
County. This trend of urbanization (or increasing 
concentration of people in cities) is accelerating 
due to the overflow of residents and commuters 
of the San Francisco Bay Area.

1 Goldeen, Joe. “Almonds top grapes to become SJ’s biggest crop”. recordnet.
com. Retrieved June 9, 2020.

2 United State Census Bureau. (2019) San Joaquin County, California. Retrieved 
from https://censusreporter.org/data/table/?table=B08006&primary_geo_
id=05000US06077&geo_ids=05000US06077,04000US06,01000US

Bicycling in San Joaquin 
County Today
San Joaquin County is known for its beautiful bike 
rides, and strong recreational biking culture. There 
is the potential for high-quality recreational riding 
as well as commuter bicycling. Biking in San Joaquin 
County can be stressful for the inexperienced cyclist. 
Few roads in the County have bicycle facilities. Many 
destinations, including employment centers, parks, 
and recreational or tourist sites , like local vineyards, 
lack connections to the bicycle network in San 
Joaquin County.

While the bicycling network throughout the county 
has grown and generally become more connected 
in the last ten years, there are still several challenges 
and opportunities.

Recreational bicycling continues to grow in 
popularity but is generally enjoyed by residents 
and visitors with a higher degree of confidence 
and less concern about proximity of passing 
vehicles.

Bicycling for everyday transportation and 
commuting remains very limited. Connectivity 
between key facilities and destinations is still 
lacking in locations and several routes are 
defined by shoulders that lack a designated 
bicycle facility such as a standard bicycle lane or 
a buffered bicycle lane. 
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Demographics
San Joaquin County is home to 762,148 residents. 
The rapid growth the County has experienced in 
recent years is in part due to the transfer of growth 
pressure from the San Francisco Bay Area. More than 
100,000 employees commute into the County each 
day from surrounding counties.

The median age of county residents is 34.5 years. 
Children and young adults under the age of 24 
account for approximately 34 percent of the 
County’s total population, while those aged 65 
and over account for about 12 percent of the 
population. People aged 5-17 years old represent 
over 20 percent of the County’s total population. 
In the context of this Plan Update, it’s important to 
note that this cohort is less likely to have access to 
a motorized vehicle for transportation given age 
and economic resources. This cohort is more likely 
to be partially or entirely reliant on other modes for 
everyday mobility including bicycling, walking, and 
transit. About 3 percent of workers over the age of 
16 walk, bike, or take public transit to work, and 1.8 
percent do not have access to a vehicle.1

The median household income in San Joaquin 
County is $61,145, lower than the state of California’s 
median of $75,277. About 14% of the population is 
below the poverty line in San Joaquin County.2

1 U.S. Census Bureau (2018). Means of Transportation to Work by Vehicles 
Available for Workplace Geography American Community Survey 1-year 
estimates. Retrieved from https://censusreporter.org

2 United State Census Bureau. (2019) San Joaquin County, California. Retrieved 
from https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/sanjoaquincountycalifornia

Commute Trends
The American Community Survey (ACS) is 
a survey that is administered by the Census 
Bureau. The ACS provides vital insight about 
our nation and its people on a yearly basis. 
According to the ACS, in 2018 over 90 percent 
of the commuters in San Joaquin County 
commute by driving alone. These numbers can 
likely be attributed to the County’s low-density 
development and zoning patterns, as well as 
personal preferences. Currently only 0.3 percent 
of residents report bicycling as their primary 
mode of transportation to work.1 

It should be noted that this data does not always 
account for commuters with multiple modes of 
travel to and from work. Because the census data 
fails to capture people who commute by walking 
or bicycling only one or two days per week, the 
number of actual commuter walking and biking trips 
could be higher than what is represented through 
census numbers. Furthermore, the Census only asks 
about one’s primary mode of transportation, and 
respondents generally choose the mode by which 
they travel the longest distances. As such, somebody 
who walks or bikes to transit, for example, may not 
have that part of the trip counted.

Figure 2-1: Commute by Means of Transportation

1 United State Census Bureau. (2019) San Joaquin County, California. Retrieved 
from https://censusreporter.org/data/table/?table=B08006&primary_geo_
id=05000US06077&geo_ids=05000US06077,04000US06,01000US
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Existing Bicycle Network
Relatively few bicycle facilities of any class currently 
exist within the county. Most that do are located 
within the county’s incorporated cities. The 
bicycle facilities that have been implemented 
in the unincorporated areas of the county are 
concentrated along, or near, the borders of larger 
incorporated communities like Stockton, Lodi, 
and Manteca or in newer developments, like 
Mountain House. Table 2-1 below lists the mileage 
of existing bicycle facilities in the unincorporated 
areas of San Joaquin County. Figure 2-2 on page 13 
displays existing bicycling facilities in San Joaquin 
County. Existing bicycle facilities are shown within 
incorporated cities so that the overall county bicycle 
network can be better understood.

Much of the existing network is made up of 
Class III Bicycle Routes around the incorporated 
areas in the County. Very few roads in the 
County have bicycle facilities. Only 33.5 miles 
(1.9%) of the County’s 1756 miles of roads have 
any kind of bicycle facility in the unincorporated 
areas.

Table 2-1: Existing Bikeway Network

Facility Type Mileage

Class I Shared-Use Path 8.1 miles

Class II Bicycle Lane 4.2 miles

Class III Bicycle Route 21.2 miles

Complete Network 33.5 miles

Barriers to Bicycling 
San Joaquin County can be an ideal location 
for bicycling. It experiences mild winters and 
has scenic corridors throughout the County. 
However, there are barriers that hinder bicycle 
interest and ridership in San Joaquin County. 
Among these are the sparse existing bicycle 
network, long distances between destinations in 
the unincorporated areas of the County, and the 
prevalence of high-stress roadways along the 
direct routes between destinations.

Sparse Existing Bicycle Network

Although the County has made progress in installing 
bicycle facilities since the 2010 Bicycle Plan, the 
bicycle network is disjointed in the unincorporated 
areas of the County. Many destinations lack 
connectivity to the bicycle network in San Joaquin 
County, including connections between many of the 
cities.

Long Distances Between Destinations

During the previous decade, development in 
San Joaquin County has increased significantly. 
However, even as the County follows the 
urbanization trend of the rest of the country, much 
of the County’s land is devoted to its productive 
agricultural sector. This makes the distance between 
destinations in the unincorporated areas too long 
for some to feasibly ride a bicycle for anything 
besides recreational riding.

High-Stress Roadways

Many popular destinations in San Joaquin County 
are not accessible via low stress roadways, which 
may dissuade people who are interested in 
bicycling, but are inexperienced or uncomfortable 
riding on higher stress roadways.  The LTS of the 
County’s roadways are shown in Table 2-4 and 
Figure 2-10 later in this chapter.* Some facilities, such as the California Aqueduct 

Trail, are included in mileage counts, but are not 
under the jursidiction of San Joaquin County.
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Class I 

Shared-Use Path 

Class II

Bicycle Lane

Class III

Signed Bicycle Route

Existing Bicycle Facility Types

•	 Signs and/or pavement markings indicate that 
people biking share the travel lane with motor 
vehicles.

•	 Comfortable facility for more confident 
bicyclists.

•	 Often located on roadway shoulders where 
sufficient width exists.

•	 Recommended when space for a bicycle lane 
may not be feasible.

•	 Paths completely separated from motor vehicle 
traffic used by people walking and biking, 
making them comfortable for people of all ages 
and abilities. 

•	 Typically located immediately adjacent and 
parallel to a roadway or in its own independent 
right-of-way, such as within a park or along a 
body of water. 

•	 A dedicated lane for bicycle travel adjacent 
to traffic.

•	 A painted white line separates the bicycle 
lane from motor vehicle traffic. 



13
Figure 2-2: Existing Bikeway Network
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Bicycling Safety in San 
Joaquin County Today
The safety of bicycling in San Joaquin County now 
and in the years ahead is a key element of this Plan 
Update. Safety for people bicycling, walking, and 
driving is a priority of the County.

Addressing real and perceived safety concerns 
is crucial to fostering a bicycling culture and 
making bicycling more accessible to people of 
all ages and abilities in San Joaquin County. 

Collisions are, unfortunately, an occurrence for 
almost any transportation system. A collision does 
not, by default, mean a facility is unsafe but it does 
provide an important data point for determining 
how that facility or the system on the whole is 
serving bicyclists.

Understanding the locations, causes, and 
severity of past collisions provides insight into 
how and where to address safety concerns in 
San Joaquin County. This analysis provided a 
foundation for recommendations in Chapters 5 
and 6.

Collision Analysis Methodology
This analysis uses county-wide collision data 
for the five most recent years available (2013-
2017). The data is from the California Highway 
Patrol’s Statewide Integrated Traffic Records 
System (SWITRS) and was accessed through 
UC Berkeley’s Transportation Injury Mapping 
System (TIMS). 

All collision records for San Joaquin County 
were pulled and then filtered to remove 
those that occurred within city boundaries. A 
buffer of 100 feet was applied to capture and 
include collisions that occurred on city/county 
boundaries, given the high number of county 
pockets within urbanized areas and possible 
discrepancies in reporting location. Collisions 

that were listed as “Property Damage Only” 
were also removed.

Data Limitations
Official motor vehicle collision data such as SWITRS 
have been shown to underestimate the number of 
bicycle collisions that occur. SWITRS data is almost 
entirely limited to motor vehicle-related collisions 
that occur on public roadways and in which a 
police report was filed, which creates a sample bias. 
Bicyclist involved collisions may not be reported if 
they do not involve motor vehicles, if they occur in 
non-roadway locations such as parking lots or trails, 
or if a police report is not filed, which is the case in 
many less-serious collisions. 

Collision Analysis Findings
A total of 162 bicycle-related collisions were 
reported in San Joaquin County during the study 
period, with an average of 32 collisions per year. 
The number of collisions per year varied, with the 
highest number of collisions (43 collisions) occurring 
in 2015. 

Bicycle-related collisions were most likely to result in 
either ‘Other Visible Injury” or “Complaint of Pain,” 
although 22 percent resulted in a fatality or severe 

30
24

43
35

30

Annual Bicycle Collisions

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Figure 2-3: Number of bicyclist involved-collisions by year
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injury (FSI). Figure 2-4 on the right shows collision 
severity type percentages.

The complete Safety Analysis can be found in 
Appendix D.

Collision Trends
Bicycle involved collisions are mapped in Figure 2-6 
on page 16.

Key takeaways from this analysis include:

•	 Of the 162 vehicle-bicyclist collisions that 
occurred during the study period, 35 resulted in 
a fatality or a severe injury.  

•	 Bicyclist-involved collisions accounted for 2.4% 
of all traffic collisions, and 4.2% of FSI collisions 
within the county. These are disproportionately 
higher than the county’s bicycle mode share 
(0.6%).

•	 The three most frequent bicycle collision 
factors include riding on wrong side of road 
(39 total), improper turning (34 total), and 
automobile right-of-way (27 total). Improper 
turning denotes collisions where the driver did 
not take appropriate care while turning and 
caused a collision. Automobile right-of-way is 
often applied to collisions that happen on roads 
without bicycle facilities, where bicyclists are 
more likely to violate right-of-way laws. The 
occurrence of 27 collisions within this category 
warrants consideration of a high priority on 
closing gaps within the existing network of 
bicycling facilities.

•	 San Joaquin County’s bicycle-related 
collisions happen disproportionately during 
commute hours and weekdays.

Figure 2-4: Severity of bicyclist involved-collisions

Figure 2-5: Figure 2-5: Number of bicyclist involved-collisions by 
Primary Collision Factor
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Figure 2-6: Collisions
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Multi-Collision Corridors
In order to better understand the distribution of 
bicycle related collisions, the project team reviewed 
roads with multiple collisions. Pedestrians were 
included in this analysis to assess protection for 
active transportation at large. 

Thirteen multiple-collision corridors were identified 
through this analysis as listed in Table 2-2 and shown 
in Figure 2-7. These are corridors where at least 2 
collisions involving bicyclists occurred and where 3 
or more collisions involving bicyclists or pedestrians 
occurred between 2013 and 2017. It should be noted 
that recent safety improvements have been made to 
the East Main Street and Thornton Road corridors.

Roadway From To

N Wilson Way Sanguinetti Lane E McAllen Road 

E Harding Way Stanford Avenue N Airport Way

Cherokee Road Sanguinetti Lane Lagorio Way

Thornton Road* Encino Avenue Wagner Heights Road

E Eight Mile Road* Thornton Road Hildreth Lane

East River Road Van Allen Road McHenry Avenue

W Benjamin Holt Drive Plymouth Road Pacific Avenue

E Main Street Carroll Avenue S Olive Avenue

Liberty Road Lower Sacramento Road N Nichols Road 

Alpine Avenue Plymouth Road Mission Road 

Mission Road Bristol Avenue County Club Boulevard 

Waterloo Road Wilcox Road Chronicle Avenue

E Victor Road N Guild Avenue Kroll Road 

Identifying where collisions have historically 
occurred does not necessarily mean a 
street or road is inherently dangerous. This 
analysis allows for a deeper understanding 
for the reason and locations of bicyclist- and 
pedestrian-involved collisions in San Joaquin 
County. By better understanding these reasons 
and locations, improvements can be made to 
effectively address any real or perceived safety 
concerns.

Table 2-2: Multi-Collision Corridors

*Portions of the Thornton Road and E Eight Mile Road segments are within incorporated city jurisdiction.
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Figure 2-7: Multi-Collision Corridors
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Collision Hotspot Analysis
Since bicycle collisions only account for a small 
percentage of total collisions in San Joaquin County, 
a weighted collision analysis was conducted to 
better understand where safety issues may exist 
within the county, regardless of travel mode. 
Weighting the collisions by travel mode and severity 
made it possible to analyze all collisions, while 
retaining a focus on bicycle collisions. Figure 2-4 
shows where high, medium, and low concentrations 
of collisions occurred throughout the county over 
the five year period.

The analysis was informed by Crash Costs for 
Highway Safety Analysis,1 a study done by the 
Federal Highway Administration. It used the 
Economic Property Damage Only (EPDO) method 
to weight collisions. Based on sensitivity testing of 
the weights, the baseline weights were simplified 
into fewer categories (FSI vs. non-FSI) and scaled 
down so that the justifiable weights were not over-
emphasizing FSI collisions relative to the general 
patterns of collisions across the study area. This 
tool used the analysis factors to weight bicycle, 
pedestrian, and vehicular collisions based on the 
severity of the collision. FSI collisions received a 
weight of 10 for all three categories, while a collision 
with an evident or possible injury received a weight 
of 1 in all categories.

A second weighting was performed to prioritize 
bicycle safety. This was accomplished by assigning 
the highest weight to bicycle FSI collisions. 
Pedestrian FSI collisions received the second highest 
weight, followed by motor vehicle collisions. Table 
2-5 shows the weights assigned to each collision 
type. 

1 Federal Highway Administration (2018). Crash Costs for Highway Safety 
Analysis (FHWA-SA-17-071). Retrived from https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/hsip/
docs/fhwasa17071.pdf

Type of 
Collision

Weight for FSI 
Collision

Weight for 
Evident or 

Possible Injury 
Collision

Bicycle 10 1

Pedestrian 5 0.5

Vehicle 0.5 0.05

Table 2-3: Collision Weight Scores
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Figure 2-8: Collision Hotspots
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LTS In San Joaquin County
Bicycle Level of Traffic Stress (LTS) quantifies 
perceived levels of roadway stress for bicyclists 
based on several factors. The analysis uses roadway 
network data, including number of lanes, posted 
speed limit, traffic volumes, and the presence of 
existing bike facilities to determine bicyclist comfort 
level. This analysis identifies locations within the 
County’s road network that may attract or deter 
people from riding bicycles.

The methodology includes four levels and the types 
of riders that would feel comfortable riding on that 
particular road.1

• LTS 1: Low Traffic Stress, which requires less 
attention and is suitable for all ages and abilities.

• LTS 2: Lower Traffic Stress, which requires more 
attention and is suitable for the average adult. 
Vehicle speeds and volumes are slightly higher. 

• LTS 3: Moderate Traffic Stress, which is suitable for 
observant, confident adults. Vehicle speeds and 
volumes are moderate.

• LTS 4: High Traffic Stress, which is suitable for 
skilled and experienced bicyclists.

Proportionally, a lower percentage of roads are 
designated as LTS 2 or LTS 3 (Figure 2-10 and Table 
2-4).

Table 2-4: LTS of San Joaquin County Roadways

LTS Designations Mileage % of Total 
Roadways

LTS 1 916 miles 52%

LTS 2 163 miles 9.2%

LTS 3 198 miles 11.2%

LTS 4 586 miles 33.3%

1 Oregon Department of Transportation. Analysis Procedures Manual       
Version 2. Updated May 2020. https://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/Planning/
Documents/APMv2_Ch14.pdf
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Types of People Bicycling
Research indicates that the majority of people 
in the United States would bicycle if dedicated 
bicycle facilities were provided. However, only 
a small percentage of Americans (1-3 percent)1 
are willing to ride if no facilities are provided. 
This research into how people perceive 
bicycling as a transportation choice has 
indicated that most people fall into one of four 
categories, illustrated below. 

1 Jennifer Dill and Nathan McNeil, “Revisiting the Four Types of Cyclists: 
Findings from a National Survey,” Transportation Research Record: Journal of 
the Transportation Research Board, 2587: 90-99, 2016.
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Figure 2-9: Bicycling comfort survey results
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Figure 2-10: Bicycle Levels of Traffic Stress
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Disadvantaged 
Communities
Disadvantaged communities are often 
affected disproportionately by transportation 
policy and investments. Residents of these 
communities are often less likely to have 
access to a motorized vehicle, more reliant 
upon walking, biking, and transit, and stand to 
benefit most from local air and environmental 
quality improvements. Prioritizing bikeability 
in San Joaquin County within disadvantaged 
communities acknowledges that active 
transportation options provide economic, social, 
and health-promoting opportunities. 

San Joaquin County has a proportionally large 
number of disadvantaged communities.

CalEnviroScreen
For this analysis, CalEnviroScreen was utilized to 
identify disadvantaged communities within the 
county. CalEnviroScreen identifies communities that 
are most affected by sources of pollution and where 
communities are especially vulnerable to pollution’s 
effects. CalEnviroScreen 3.0 is a tool developed 
by the California Environmental Protection 
Agency (CalEPA) and the Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) that utilizes 
concentration of pollution and sociodemographic 
data to assess social and environmental equity.

The tool combines data related to pollution 
exposure (such as local PM2.5 concentrations) 
and population characteristics (such as 
percentage of households below the poverty 
line) to assign a score to each census tract 
in California. The disadvantaged community 
designation is defined by CalEPA according to 
the guidelines set forth in SB 535. 

An area with a higher score experiences a much 

higher pollution burden than those areas with 
lower scores. An area is considered a disadvantaged 
community if it is one of the 25% highest scoring 
census tracts in CalEnviroScreen.

Figure 2-11 on the following page maps the 
CalEnviroScreen percentile scores throughout San 
Joaquin County.

CalEnviroScreen Scores
Disadvantaged communities, which appear in red 
on the map, are those that have a percentile score of 
75% or higher. As shown, the eastern portion of the 
County has a lower score than its western parts. In 
particular, areas in and around cities like Stockton, 
Lathrop, Manteca, Lathrop, and Lodi received the 
highest scores across the County. 
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Figure 2-11: CalEnviroScreen Scoring



03.
GOALS, OBJECTIVES,
AND POLICIES
The Bicycle Master Plan Update is a blueprint 
for how San Joaquin County can achieve its 
vision of being a bikeable community. The 
Goals, Objectives, and Policies presented in this 
chapter work towards this vision.
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What Are Goals, 
Objectives, and 
Policies?
The Alta team worked with SJCDPW staff to review 
and revise the goals, objectives, and policies from 
the 2010 County Bikeway Plan. The framework 

presented below is a result of that collaboration.

•	 Goals are broad statements of purpose 
that reflect the community’s collective 
vision of the future. The Goals guided the 
development of this Plan and the included 
recommendations. 

•	 Objectives provide detailed descriptions of 
the goals. They describe specific conditions 
that are desirable in order to attain a given 
goal. 

•	 Policies are coordinated by the County to 
achieve the identified goals and objectives.

The 2016 County General Plan contains several 
policies that support the furtherance of safe and 
accessible bicycling for all ages and abilities. 
These are also summarized below. 

Taken together, these goals, objectives and 
policies provided direction for the development 
of recommendations presented in Chapter 5 
and support the future implementation of them. 

It’s evident from a policy standpoint that the 
County is committed to improving its bicycling 
network; its safety, connectedness, and 
accessibility. The recommendations made in 
Chapter 5 are therefore founded on a very solid, 
forward thinking policy foundation. 

Relationship to 
Other Documents

San Joaquin County General Plan 
The 2016 General Plan guides the long term physical 
development of the county. The Bicycle Plan 
Update addresses many of the goals and policies 
laid out in the Transportation and Mobility chapter 
of the General Plan, including but not limited to 
those under TM-1.3 (Multimodal System), TM-1.10 
(Eliminate Gaps) and TM-2.2 (Urban Complete 
Streets). Other county policies that this Bicycle 
Master Plan Update align with are identified later in 

this chapter. 

San Joaquin County’s 
Bicycle Plan (2010) 
The 2010 Bicycle Plan provided the vision for 
creating a comprehensive bicycling network in 
San Joaquin County. This Plan builds on the on the 
robust recommendations provided in the previous 
Plan, accounts for improvements made in the last 
ten years, and brings the recommendations up to 
date with current best practices. 
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GOAL 1
Invest in a high quality, reduced 
stress, and efficient bikeway 
network in San Joaquin County.

Objective 1A: Construct bikeways 
identified in the San Joaquin County 
Bicycle Master Plan and provide for the 
maintenance of existing and new facilities.

Policy 1.1: Prepare and maintain a bikeway plan 
that identifies existing and future needs, and 
provide specific recommendations for facilities 
and programs, including provisions for bicycle 
use and bikeways in all new developments.

Policy 1.2: Create a bikeway system that is cost-
effective to construct and maintain; respects 
landowners, utilities, agriculture, and special 
districts’ property rights; and minimizes the 
potential for conflicts with other types of vehicles 
and users.

Policy 1.3: Require all bikeways to conform to 
design standards contained in the California 
Highway Design Manual, Chapter 1000: Bike 
Transportation Design and Topic 1002: Bike 
Facilities, unless otherwise established by San 
Joaquin County. 

Policy 1.4: Update local roadway design 
standards, if necessary, to include sufficient 
pavement sections and adequate rail height 
to accommodate bikeway facilities, e.g., 
appropriate space for Class I, II, III and IV 
bikeways. Including standards as defined in 
the National Association of City Transportation 
Officials (NACTO) Urban Bikeway Design Guide 
is recommended. 

Policy 1.5: Consider a proposed route’s importance 
in providing access to regional bikeway 
facilities when recommending local routes for 

implementation.

Policy 1.6: Coordinate with agencies such 
as Caltrans, adjacent counties, and the 
cities of Escalon, Lathrop, Lodi, Manteca, 
Ripon, Stockton, and Tracy regarding the 
implementation of the proposed system.

Policy 1.7: Provide connections to the proposed 
system from all existing and planned transit 
facilities, stations, and terminals in San Joaquin 
County.

Objective 1B: Work to fund construction 
of the bicycle improvements in this Plan 
and maximize the amount of local, state, 
and federal funding for bikeway facilities 
that can be received by agencies in San 
Joaquin County.

Policy 1.8: Maintain current information 
regarding regional, state, and federal funding 
programs for bikeway facilities along specific 
funding requirements and deadlines.

Policy 1.9: Prepare joint grant applications with other 
local and regional agencies for state and federal 
funds, as appropriate.

Policy 1.10: The County should pursue non-
traditional revenue streams that enable it to partner 
with other agencies and organizations to deliver 
projects that might not be financially feasible 
through the sole expenditure of limited County 
revenue.

Policy 1.11: Prioritize bike facilities in traditionally 
underserved communities to promote equitable 
access to San Joaquin County’s bicycle network.

Policy 1.12: Prioritize low-stress bicycle facility 
implementation to promote safe network 
connectivity and access for bicyclists. 
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GOAL 2
Make the transportation network 
more accessible to bikes now and in 
the future.

Objective 2: Encourage future 
development projects to include  on-
site circulation for bicycle travel, on-site 
bicycle parking, and connections to the 
proposed system to encourage ridership.

Policy 2.1: For any development / redevelopment 
projects involving changes to County roadways, 
determine if those changes present an opportunity 
for timely or more cost-efficient implementation of 
Plan recommendations.

Policy 2.2: Encourage future, large-scale 
development to provide support facilities such 
as bicycle racks, personal lockers, and showers 
at appropriate locations such as parks, major 
recreational destinations, park-and-ride facilities, 
employment centers, schools, and commercial 
centers.

Policy 2.3: Consider landowner concerns when 
planning and acquiring off-street bikeway 
easements.

Policy 2.4: Meet the requirements of the 
Americans with Disabilities Act when 
constructing facilities contained in the proposed 
system.

Policy 2.5: Encourage the County / Development 
Services Division  to evaluate and accommodate 
for bicyclist access to parks and schools when 
reviewing circulation plans for subdivisions and 
other developments.

Policy 2.6:  Explore the development of an annual 
or semi-annual maintenance program to monitor 
and maintain the conditions of bicycle facilities on 

County roads including the removal of potential 
hazards from bike lanes and routes such as 
overgrown vegetation, debris deposits (e.g. glass, 
sediment, etc).

GOAL 3
To expand ridership, systematically 
improve safety for people who 
currently ride bicycles in San 
Joaquin County and those who may 
wish to do so in the future.

Objective 3: Improve safety for people 
riding bicycles by understanding and 
addressing collision trends and applying 
proven countermeasures.

Policy 3.1: Consider and incorporate standard 
signing and traffic controls to ensure a high level of 
safety for the bicyclist and motorist.

Policy 3.2:  Consider and incorporate proven safety 
countermeasures as identified by the Federal 
Highway Administration to address common 
collision factors for bicyclists. 

Policy 3.3: Review the number, locations, 
and contributing factors of bicycling related 
collisions to identify and implement ongoing 
improvements at key locations throughout the 
transportation network.

Policy 3.4: Review bicycle collision factors 
in traditionally under-served communities 
to devise strategies and infrastructure 
recommendations.
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GOAL 4
Promote ridership and bicycling 
skills through education and 
encouragement programs.

Objective 4: Develop and implement 
ridership encouragement programs aimed 
at youth, adult bicyclists, and motorists. 
Increase public awareness of bicycling, 
available resources, and facilities.

Policy 4.1: Work with local law enforcement 
agencies, local and regional bicycle coalitions, and 
local school districts to cooperatively develop or 
select from existing materials a comprehensive 
bicycle education program that is taught to school 
children in San Joaquin County.

Policy 4.2: Support the development of adult and 
youth bicycle education, encouragement and 
safety programs. Programs could include: bicycle 
rodeos for youth, ‘Bicycling 101’ courses for adults, 
targeted enforcement to help educate motorists 
and bicyclists on legal and safe behavior, or similar 
programs.

Policy 4.3: Publicize the health, economic, and 
environmental benefits of bicycling. 

Policy 4.4: Distribute bicycle education and 
enforcement programs throughout the County. 
Communities traditionally underserved should 
receive priority consideration, and partnerships 
should be developed with existing community 
organizations to facilitate program implementation.

GOAL 5
Increase accessibility of 
bicycling in San Joaquin County 
by incorporating equity into 
considerations for bicycle 
infrastructure investments and 
programs.

Objective 5: Incorporate equity and 
sustainability considerations into 
investment decisions to make the bicycle 
network in San Joaquin more accessible to 
users of all abilities and backgrounds.

Policy 5.1: Invest in bicycle infrastructure in 
traditionally underserved communities. Prioritize 
low-stress bicycle facilities in traditionally 
underserved communities. 

Policy 5.2: Partner with traditionally 
underserved communities in public 
engagement efforts. Work with the communities 
to develop culturally-appropriate outreach and 
engagement methods and practices.

Policy 5.3: Solicit and meaningfully consider 
community input in the design and location of 
bikeway facilities.

Policy 5.4: Identify and address gaps in infrastructure 
which produce larger barriers for traditionally 
underserved communities.

Policy 5.5: Estimate reductions in greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions and vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 
as a result of changes in mode split and support the  
development of reductions goals.
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Relevant Goals 
and Policies

San Joaquin County General Plan 
The San Joaquin County General Plan (General 
Plan) includes a chapter on Land Use, Community 
Development, and Transit and Mobility, including 
discussion of Congestion Management and 
Transportation Control Measures. The General Plan 
identifies goals and policies that support bicycling 
and walking. The General Plan also includes policies 
to require new Rural and Urban Complete Streets in 
new developments and the potential reconstruction 
of streets that do not have bicycle and pedestrian 
amenities if there is community support and it is 
financially feasible. There are additional policies that 
relate to expansion of the existing bicycle network.

Goals and Policies
Goal TM-1

To maintain a comprehensive and coordinated 
multimodal transportation system that 
enhances the mobility of people, improves the 
environment, and is safe, efficient, and cost 
effective.

Goal TM-2

To improve County roadways to include 
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities to 
better serve people who use these active 
transportation modes. 

Policy TM-1.3: Multimodal Systems

The County shall encourage, where appropriate, 
development of an integrated, multimodal 
transportation system that offers attractive choices 
among modes including pedestrian ways, public 
transportation, roadways, bikeways, rail, waterways, 
and aviation, and reduces air pollution and 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.

Policy TM-1.10: Eliminate Gaps

The County shall strive to eliminate “gaps” in 
roadways, bikeways, and pedestrian networks 
by planning and seeking funding to construct 
grade-separated crossings of rail lines, 
canals, creeks, and other barriers to improve 
connectivity and encourage construction of new 
bikeways and pedestrian ways in and between 
existing communities, where appropriate.

Policy TM-4.1: Pedestrian and Bicycle Network 
Continuity

The County shall strive to eliminate gaps in the rural 
bicycle network by constructing or designating 
new bicycle facilities, where appropriate, and in 
accordance with the San Joaquin County Bicycle 
Master Plan.

Policy TM-4.3: Bicycle Safety

The County shall support bicycle safety programs 
for children and commuters in the County.

Policy TM-4.6: Bicycle Route System

The County shall encourage bicycle facilities and 
routes in unincorporated areas to interface with 
city bicycle routes and provide for inter- and intra-
county bicycle circulation.

Policy TM-4.7: Bicycle Connectivity

The County shall support development of 
the bicycle system to connect residential 
areas with commercial areas, employment 
centers, educational facilities, local and 
regional recreational facilities, and other major 
attractions.

Policy TM-4.8: Bicycle Route Facilities

The County shall ensure County roads planned 
as part of the regional bicycle route network are 
constructed to have adequate width.
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Policy TM-4.10: Bicycle Master Plan

The County shall maintain the Bicycle Master 
Plan and implement it, as funding is made 
available.

Policy LU-3.4: Walkable and Bikeable Streets

The County shall encourage new streets 
within Urban and Rural Communities. The 
County shall also encourage City Fringe Areas 
to be designed and constructed to not only 
accommodate auto and truck traffic, but also 
to serve as comfortable pedestrian and cyclist 
environments and to reflect public health goals 
by encouraging physical activity. These should 
include, but not be limited to: 

•	 Street tree planting adjacent to curbs 
and between the street and sidewalk to provide 
a buffer between pedestrians and automobiles, 
where appropriate; 

•	 Minimize curb cuts along streets, 
sidewalks on both sides of streets; 

•	 Bicycle lanes and walking paths, where 
feasible on collectors and arterials, and traffic 
calming devices such as roundabouts, bulb-outs 
at intersections, and traffic tables.



04. 
PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT
Community input was sought to establish the 
vision for this Plan, understand biking needs in the 
County, and to refine the recommendations.
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Public Engagement
The County and the project team employed a 
variety of methods over the course of the project 
to inform stakeholders about the Plan update, to 
request input on existing conditions, and to help 
inform recommendations. These are summarized 
below and include:

•	 Small group presentations 

•	 Pop-up events

•	 A project-specific web page with an 
interactive map and survey

•	 Notifications to County Board of Supervisors

•	 Press releases

•	 Social media posts

•	 Materials at County community centers

•	 Flyers and postcards

Small Group Presentations
Project presentations were made early in the 
Plan development process to Municipal Advisory 
Councils (MACs) throughout the northern part 
of the County. MACs are comprised of residents 
from unincorporated communities, and serve as 
an advisory body to the Board of Supervisors on 
matters important to the well-being of residents. 
A total of four MAC presentations were made 
including:

•	 Woodbridge - September 6, 2019

•	 Thornton - November 6, 2019

•	 Morada - November 12, 2019

•	 Lockeford - November 21, 2019

Each MAC meeting was also open to members of 
the public, who were given the opportunity along 
with council members to ask questions of the 
project team and provide feedback on the needs 
and interests of their respective community. While 
needs varied by community, common themes 
included a desire for safe routes to local schools 
and the need for better bicycle and pedestrian 
connectivity from residential neighborhoods to 
main street commercial destinations. Attendees 
were also provided with comment cards and project 
postcards to distribute to friends and neighbors that 
included a link to the project web page and online 
survey.

In addition, a focused network design working 
session was held with key stakeholders in early 2020 
to discuss countywide connectivity and solicit initial 
feedback on routes to change, add, and prioritize. 
Representatives were invited from the San Joaquin 
Bike Coalition, Stockton Bicycle Club, Bike Lodi, 
Central Valley Velo, and local agencies, given their 
extensive knowledge of the transportation system 
in the County and involvement in other planning 
efforts throughout the region. Using enlarged maps 
of the County showing the location and type of 
previously planned facilities, stakeholders provided County residents provide feedback on the Plan



34 San Joaquin County Bicycle Master Plan Update

direct comment on the barriers and opportunities. 
The resulting discussions and map comments 
focused on a few key themes – how to provide 
connectivity between cities, preferred routes for 
recreational riding, and existing network barriers 
(including information on how bicyclists currently 
navigate around them). 

Recommendations from the network design 
working session were used to help inform 
development of the overall proposed project 
list and bicycle network.

Pop-up Events
A series of pop-up events were hosted early in 
the project to raise awareness about the Plan 
update and gain insight on residents’ experience 
of bicycling in San Joaquin County. Pop-ups were 
hosted in coordination with other established 
events across the County to reach a broader cross-
section of the community and hear from residents 
who may not normally participate in traditional 
planning efforts. The five events members of the 
project team attended were:

•	 September 5, 2019 | 5:00 pm - 8:00 pm             
Lodi Farmers’ Market

•	 September 13, 2019 | 5:00 pm - 6:00 pm            
Stockton – Full Moon Ride 

•	 October 6, 2019 | 11:00 am - 2:00 pm 
Escalon – Sunday in the Park

•	 October 12, 2019 | 10:00 am - 4:00 pm       
Manteca – Great Valley Bookfest 

•	 October 27, 2019 | 9:00 am - 1:00 pm 
Mountain House Farmer’s Market

At each of these pop-up events, the project 
team had a table display that included an 
enlarged map of the county, comment cards, 
and a handout with a link to the project web 

page where an interactive comment map and 
survey were available. Event attendees were 
invited to provide input through comment 
cards and by noting specific locations on the 
county map where they would like to travel 
by bike, or experienced challenges. Many 
attendees expressed the desire for greater 
connectivity between communities, more 
family-friendly places to ride, and the need 
for greater education for all road users.

Project-Specific Web Page 
As a means of promoting and branding the project 

for greater public recognition and participation, a 
project-specific web page was created. The page 
provided county staff and the project team with a 
singular ‘platform’ where project information and 
updates could be provided. The page was available 
through the link bikesjc.org. It included information 
on ways in which stakeholders could participate in 
the Plan update process, a list of upcoming and past 
events, and a ‘Contact Us’ form that people could 
complete to be added to the project subscriber list.

County resident provides feedback on the Plan
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Most recently, the project web page was used to 
host the six project recommendation maps that 
can be found in Chapter 5. To provide the optimal 
scale for public review and comment, the project 
team divided the county into six areas and created 
associated maps so recommendations could more 
easily be viewed.

Interactive Online Map
The project web page also provided an online, 
interactive map that allowed visitors to the site to 
pinpoint barriers to bicycling and identify desired 
routes and places of interest. In total, members of 
the public provided 110 inputs on the map, which 
were considered in the development of the draft 
project recommendations. 

Online Survey
The online project survey was another key tool 
used to collect input from the public throughout 
the county. It was broadly promoted to a variety of 
audiences to maximize participation. The project 
consultant team worked with county staff to draft 
and finalize the content and sequence of the 
questions that were ultimately included. The survey 
was available in both English and Spanish for a four-
month period between early September 2019 and 
early January 2020. In the end, a total of 123 people 
completed the survey, providing valuable input 
on constraints, opportunities, solutions, values, 
and destinations relating to the county’s bicycling 
network.

Overall, 123 individuals completed an online 
survey. Respondents indicated that their top three 
barriers to biking in San Joaquin County were lack 
of bicycle infrastructure (88 percent), speed traffic 
and aggressive drivers (74 percent), and poorly 
maintained bicycle lanes (42 percent). Their top 
three choices for priority biking improvements 
were comfortable on-street bicycle routes, paved 
off-street paths/trails, and safe crossings at major 
streets. When asked where they would like to bike, 
respondents’ top three destinations were parks and 
recreation, shopping/dining/entertainment, and 
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Figure 4-1: Online Survey Results
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work or school. These results are shown in Figure 
4-1.

Question 13 of the survey was open-ended, offering 
respondents to share additional input rather than 
select a response from a pre-determined list. 
Fifty-seven (57) of the 123 respondents provided 
additional input, offering unique insights that 
were considered in the development of the Plan 
recommendations. Some key themes that emerged 
from the input were the desire for increased 
roadway safety for bicyclists, improved connections 
between existing bicycle facilities or routes, 
reducing motor vehicle speeds throughout the 
county, and providing more comfortable, lower 
stress options for students and families of students 
to walk and bicycle to and from schools. While 
not representative of all the input provided, the 
following comments convey the general natures of 
opinions shared.

“Significant problem has always been 
bike lanes/sidewalks/shoulders that are 
discontinuous, i.e. that end abruptly w/o 
connecting to another rideable entity.” 

“San Joaquin County seems to be openly 
hostile to bicyclists. I generally leave and 
go to other nearby locations (Livermore, 
Pleasanton) where bicycles are much 
more accepted.”

“Even though I do not have children, I am 
very concerned with the health of our 
citizens. I grew up when it was safe to walk 
and ride a bike to school. Now as an adult, 
I do not even feel safe on my daily walks. 
We need to make exercising safe in all our 
communities.” “Would appreciate drivers being 

educated on the rights of bike riders and 
how to share the roads with them.”

“I’d focus on implementing the routes that 
have the highest possible VMT reductions 
associated with them because reducing 
GHG emissions should be an overriding 
priority right now. I’d imagine those routes 
would probably be daily commutes to 
school and work.” 

“It would be nice if the county connected 
the cities in the county on rural roads with 
bike paths . That way riding from city to city 
would be safer on country roads.” 

Other Outreach Tactics
Beyond the outreach described above, several other 
techniques were used to inform the public and key 
stakeholders about the Plan update and to solicit 
input to inform project recommendations.
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Board of Supervisors
During the summer and fall of 2019, County 
staff notified the Board of Supervisors of the 
Plan update, encouraged them to complete the 
online survey, and invited them to provide input 
through the online interactive map. In addition, 
the Board of Supervisors was encouraged to use 
their existing communication channels to inform 
their constituents about the project web page, 
the map, and survey to extend the reach of public 
participation.

In the summer of 2020, prior to release of the 
complete Draft Plan, the project consultant team 
developed project maps specific to each district 
to give the Board of Supervisors an advance 
opportunity to view and ask questions about 
recommendations within their districts. This 
included an identification of near-term projects that, 
because of facility type, location or both, have an 
increased likelihood of being implemented within 
12 to 18 months of Plan adoption. 

Press Releases 
In December 2019, the County’s Public Information 
Officer issued a press release to numerous media 
outlets throughout San Joaquin County. The release 
highlighted the reasons why the 2010 Master Plan 
was being updated and encouraged members of 
the public to provide their input through the online 
survey and interactive map. 

The County issued another press release in July 2020 
to announce that draft project recommendation 
maps were available on the project web page for 
public review and input. Again, the release was 
distributed to numerous media outlets throughout 
the County. The release also announced the dates 
and times of two free virtual workshops available to 
the public and provided registration links. 

The virtual workshops were held on August 25 and 

27 between 5:30 – 6:30 pm. During these sessions, 
County staff and members of the consultant 
team provided attendees with information on the 
status of the Plan update and summarized project 
recommendations. Both sessions included an 
e-polling exercise through which attendees were 
asked: 

•	 Where should the County prioritize creating 
better connectivity for bicyclists?

•	 What are your priorities for bicycling 
improvements in San Joaquin County?

The most common response to the first 
question was connections to schools followed 
by connections to transit, and then connections 
to employment centers, libraries and community 
centers, and between neighborhoods. The most 
common response to the second question was 
comfortable on-street bicycle routes followed 
by paved off-street paths / trails and then safe 
crossings at major streets.

“This update represents a pivotal 
opportunity for us to hear what the 

community wants and needs for improved 
bicycling facilities. With more bike riders 
on the road than ever before, the Bicycle 
Master Plan will provide a guide for how 

we plan for bicycles on our roadways, and 
how we can enhance safety, expand and 

interlink routes and increase ridership 
throughout the County,” stated Public 

Works Director, Kris Balaji. 

– December 2019 Press Release 

Project presentation at Municipal Advisory Council meeting.
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Social Media
In concert with the two press releases, County staff 
posted comparable information on the Department 
of Public Works’ Facebook page, which currently 
has 423 followers. A total of eight posts were made 
over the course of the project. Four posts were 
made in January 2019 to announce and promote 
the project web page, interactive map, and survey. 
Subsequently, in step with the second press release 
in August 2020, the County posted four additional 
updates to make the public aware of the draft 
project recommendation maps and the workshops 
on August 25th and 27th.

Community Center Outreach
There are eight community centers located 
throughout the county. Members of the 
consultant team made contact with the center 
Directors at each facility to tell them about the 
project and encourage them to post English 
and Spanish flyers in highly visible locations 
(announcement board and at the front counter). 
Each Director indicated a willingness to do so 
and received materials for posting. 

Flyers and Postcards
As previously mentioned, one-page flyers and 
postcards in both English and Spanish were 
distributed to the public and key stakeholders 
throughout the project such as the MAC meetings, 
pop events, and Supervisor briefings. 

Draft Plan Input
Upon its completion, the Draft Master Plan update 
was posted on the project web page for public 
review and comment. The County again provided 

San Joaquin County is updating its Bicycle Master Plan and we would like to 

hear from you. Please tell us your thoughts about bicycling in the county.

San Joaquin County is updating its Bicycle Master Plan and we would like to 

hear from you. Please tell us your thoughts about bicycling in the county.

WE WANT TO
HEAR FROM YOU!
Please tell us your thoughts about biking in San Joaquin County.

San Joaquin County is updating its Bicycle Master Plan and we 
would like to hear from you. Please tell us your thoughts about 
bicycling in the county.

Please take a short survey and see project highlights at:

WE WANT TO 
HEAR FROM YOU!

SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY BICYCLE MASTER PLAN UPDATE

Figure 4-2: Comment card used at outreach events to capture 
input

Figure 4-3: Postcard used to advertise outreach opportunities for 
this Plan

Figure 4-4: Poster used to advertise outreach opportunities for 
this Plan
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notification through its Facebook page and 
members of the public and stakeholders that have 
provided their contact information over the course 
of the project were also notified. The draft Plan was 
available for review and comment for a two-week 
period. Comments received will be considered and 
addressed in development of the Final Plan update. 



05. 
RECOMMENDED
PROJECTS
Safe and accessible bicycling begins with a 
robust network that meets people where they 
are.

Built on the needs and opportunities identified 
through the evaluation of existing conditions 
and robust community input, this chapter 
identifies and recommends the projects and 
plans for San Joaquin County to implement.
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Recommended projects included in this 

chapter were developed in accordance 

with current best practice and were 

guided through the extensive outreach 

process outlined in Chapter 4.

The input from the public will ensure 

that these facilities link communities 

throughout San Joaquin County 

with a safe and accessible network 

of bicycling infrastructure.

Special consideration was given to 

projects on roads where past collisions 

involving bicyclists and pedestrians 

occurred, including the multi-collision 

corridors identified in Chapter 2. 

Recommended projects on these 

corridors aim to improve the safety of 

all people traveling on these roads.

Project Development
The project team developed seven major criteria 
to evaluate project’s impact as listed below. These 
criteria were also used to prioritize each project, 
which is covered in Chapter 7.

•	 Improve safety at locations and along corridors 
where a collision involving a bicyclist has 
occurred. These projects will improve the safety 
for bicyclists in these areas.

•	 Improve or provide a connection to key 
destinations such as train stations or 
schools. These bicycle facilities will serve 
new, as well as existing, bicyclists.

•	 Serve the highest number of people. The bicycle 
network should serve all San Joaquin County 
residents, not just current riders.

•	 Be feasibly implemented within a one to 
five-year time frame. Prioritizing projects to 
be implemented in the near term ensures 
that concrete changes can be made to the 
network in a reasonable time frame. 

•	 Improve bicycling access equitably and 
benefit CalEnviroScreen disadvantaged 
communities. Disadvantaged communities 
rely on active transportation. Servicing these 
communities is a priority of this network.

•	 Align with priorities identified by the local 
communities within the County. Creating 
a network that serves existing community 
members was a priority in this process.

•	 Rank well in competitive grant processes. 
Pursuing projects that will secure funding 
will aid the implementation of these 
projects.
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Bicycle Network Projects
Bicycle network projects are categorized 
based on the four classifications recognized 
by Caltrans, along with two subclassifications, 
described in detail in Chapter 2 and the Bicycle 
Facility Guidelines in Appendix A. Facilities 
recommended in this Plan include:

•	 Class I Shared Use Path: Dedicated paths 
for walking and bicycling completely 
separate from the roadway

•	 Class II Bicycle Lane: Striped lanes for 
people bicycling

	» Class II Buffered Bicycle Lane: Visually 
separated from traffic and/or parking, 
but lack any physical separation

•	 Class III Bicycle Routes: Signed routes for 
bicyclists on low-speed, low-volume streets 
where lanes are shared with motorists

	» Class III Bicycle Boulevard: Bicycle 
routes that are further enhanced 
with traffic calming features or other 
treatments to prioritize bicyclist comfort

•	 Class IV Separated Bikeway: On-street 
bicycle facilities with a physical barrier 
between the bicycle space and motor 
vehicle lanes, including bollards, curbs, or 
parking

Over 640 miles of updated and new bicycle projects 
are proposed in this Plan Update. This would be 
more than 10 times the current 43 miles of bikeways 
in the County. A summary of existing and proposed 
bicycle network improvements is provided in Table 
5-1 on the following page, and mapped in Figures 
5-1 to 5-6. A full detailed list of recommended 
bicycle projects can be found in Appendix B.

As part of the outreach process, a high demand was 
recognized for recreational routes on rural serving 
roads. Many of these roadways are currently used 

by confident bicyclists for recreational use, while 
also offering limited opportunities for improvement 
due to constraints such as available right of way, 
existing pavement width, or heavy agricultural 
use. As such the installation of a Class II facility may 
prove challenging. Improved shoulders, ideally with 
a minimum width of 4-6 feet, are recommended 
for many of these routes identified as future Class 
III bicycle routes in the Plan to provide a more 
comfortable riding experience. In the interim, 
a comprehensive signage program should be 
developed in partnership with local bicyclists to 
denote these routes and alert road users to the 
possible presence of bicyclists. Opportunities to 
install a lower stress facility and upgrade from the 
proposed Class III should be considered wherever 
possible, should further evaluation indicate it is 
feasible to do so.

On some rural roadways, Class II facilities have been 
recommended where they can provide connection 
between destinations, are more heavily used by 
bicyclists (or offer the potential for heavier use), or 
have fewer construction constraints.

Network Connectivity
The recommended network significantly 
increases access to the destinations that San 
Joaquin County residents routinely access 
and care about. By increasing access to these 
facilities and destinations, this Plan will help 
create a more bikeable environment in San 
Joaquin County.
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Bikeway Type Existing 
Mileage

Proposed New 
Facility Mileage

# of Proposed 
Projects

Total Existing + 
Proposed Mileage

Class I Shared-Use Path 8.1 39.8 16 47.9

Class II Bicycle Lane 4.2 184.1 57 188.3

Class II Buffered Bicycle Lane 0 18.2 6 18.2

Class III Bicycle Route 21.2 288 72 309.2

Class III Bicycle Boulevard 0 8.4 14 8.4

Class IV Separated Bikeway 0 4.4 2 4.4

Corridor Study 0 100.5 10 100.5

Table 5-1: Recommended Bikeways Mileage by Facility Type
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Class I 

Shared-Use Path 

Class IIB

Buffered Bicycle Lane

Class II

Bicycle Lane

Class IV

Separated Bikeway 

Class IIIB

Bicycle Boulevard

Class III

Bicycle Route

Types of Proposed Bicycle Facilities

•	 Calm, local streets where 
bicyclists have priority but 
share roadway space with 
motor vehicles.

•	 Shared roadway bicycle 
markings on the pavement as 
well as traffic calming features 
such as speed humps and 
traffic diverters to keep these 
streets more comfortable for 
bicyclists.

•	 An on-street bikeway 
separated from motor 
vehicle traffic by a curb, 
median, planters, parking 
delineators, or other physical 
barrier.

•	 Recommended when space for a 
bicycle lane may not be feasible or 
may conflict with agricultural uses, 
or on routes used by more confident 
bicyclists for recreational riding.

•	 Often located on roadway shoulders 
where sufficient width exists.

•	 Minimum shoulder width of 4-6 feet is 
recommended.

•	 Where shoulders do not currently 
exist, signs and/or pavement markings 
indicate that people biking share the 
travel lane with motor vehicles. 

•	 Paths completely separated from 
motor vehicle traffic used by 
people walking and biking, making 
them comfortable for people of all 
ages and abilities. 

•	 Typically located immediately 
adjacent and parallel to a roadway 
or in its own independent right-of-
way, such as within a park or along 
a body of water. 

•	 A dedicated lane for bicycle 
travel adjacent to traffic.

•	 A painted white line separates 
the bicycle lane from motor 
vehicle traffic. 

•	 A dedicated lane for bicycle 
travel separated from vehicle 
traffic by a painted buffer. 

•	 The buffer provides additional 
comfort for users by providing 
space from motor vehicles or 
parked cars.
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Spot Improvements
Six select intersections throughout the county’s 
road network have been recommended for spot 
improvements. These were selected based on 
a review of collision data and the LTS findings 
presented in Chapter 2 of this Plan. Generally 
speaking, these are intersection-specific 
improvements intended to increase safety for all 
modes with a focus on access for and safety of 
more vulnerable roadway users, namely bicyclists 
and pedestrians. They types of improvements 
recommended for consideration include:

•	 Retrofit of curb ramp angles to align with 
existing crosswalks

•	 Restriping crosswalk lines with high durability 
paint where existing paint is faded

•	 Restriping travel lane edge lines with high 
durability paint at intersections where they are 
faded.

•	 Moving painted stop bars (lines) back from 
intersection(s) to reduce potential for stopping 
vehicles to encroach on intersections and 
potential conflicts with motorized and non-
motorized vehicles passing through the 
intersections

•	 Placement of stop signs and Watch for Bicycles 
signs.

The improvements being recommended for 
consideration at the six intersections are mapped in 
Figures 5-1 to 5-6, and described in a detailed list of 
recommended bicycle projects in Appendix B.

End of Trip Facilities
The county will encourage the construction of 
bicycle storage facilities at major transportation 
terminals and employment centers, such as 
downtowns and retail centers. 

Bicycle lockers should also be located in the 
most dense areas to serve people shopping 
or running multiple errands who would like 
a secure place to store their bicycle and 
deposit purchases or other items during their 
trip.
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*Will require further study and / or 
coordination with CalTrans to determine 
feasibility and appropriateness of facility 
type and location

Map produced September 2020

Figure 5-1: Proposed Bikeway Network (Central)
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Figure 5-2: Proposed Bikeway Network (Northwest)
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Figure 5-3: Proposed Bikeway Network (Northeast)
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Conceptual Greenways
During the planning phase of this project, 
conceptual greenways were identified as long 
term vision projects. These projects occupy a 
different time horizon than the projects listed in 
this chapter.

Long term vision projects require further 
collaboration and discussions between the relevant 
stakeholders. Often, these projects were identified 
on land or right of way not owned by the County. 
Acquiring access to these parcels or right of way 
would require extensive discussions between the 
owners and County.

Bear Creek Levee Pathway/Trail
This project will extend an existing, heavily used 
Class I path from Lower Sacramento Road in 
Stockton northeast to Eight Mile Road. By creating 
a new low stress facility, the Bear Creek Trail 
extension will encourage physical activity and 
increase opportunities for recreational bicycling, 
as well as non-motorized access to community 
destinations like the forthcoming North Stockton 
Library and Ronald E. McNair High School. At the 
eastern end of the project, the trail will connect to 
proposed bicycle lanes on Eight Mile Road and the 
99 Frontage Road, providing additional connectivity 
to the communities of Lodi, Morada, and Waterloo 
to the North, South, and East, respectively. 

Stockton Diverting Canal
The Stockton Diverting Canal is a 3.3 mile segment 
of gravel levee extending from Cherokee Road 
to Main Street in an unincorporated pocket of 
Stockton. At the western end, and existing Class I 
path traces the Calaveras River through the City of 
Stockton, and is a heavily used corridor for trips by 
bike and on foot. Paving this section of the canal as 
a Class I path would formalize the existing bicycle 
and pedestrian trips that occur along the project 

length, and extend opportunities for recreation 
and healthy activity. The Canal Trail would create 
a low-stress connection to planned facilities on 
Main Street and Copperopolis Road, as well as 
to the Garden Acres community, which meets 
the CalEnviroScreen criteria for disadvantaged 
communities.

Linden Rails to Trails Greenway
This project would utilize an abandoned railroad 
corridor to create a transformative greenway 
through San Joaquin County. Beginning at 
the proposed Class I path on the Stockton 
Diverting Canal, the Linden Greenway would 
extend 9 miles, traveling east through scenic 
agricultural terrain before connecting with the 
unincorporated community of Linden near the 
Linden High School. This project would provide 
a low stress alternative to travel east and west 
through the County, allowing bicyclists to 
avoid high traffic corridors like State Route 26 
or 88. The route would also travel near several 
agricultural processing facilities, and could 
serve workers traveling to those employers. 
By creating a new scenic, low-stress facility, 
the Linden Greenway may also attract bicycle 
tourism, thereby supporting broader economic 
development opportunities.
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06.
RECOMMENDED 
PROGRAMS
Making San Joaquin County better for 
people riding a bike means investing not 
only in infrastructure, but also programs that 
encourage bicycling.
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Existing Programs
San Joaquin County will build on existing 
countywide programs to help increase bicycle 
ridership, make bicycling safer, and integrate 
biking into residents’ everyday life. Building 
on the success of these programs is crucial 
to maintaining momentum in increasing 
accessibility of bicycling in San Joaquin County.

Bike to Work Month
To encourage more bicycle commuting, events 
are held around the country throughout the 
whole month of May. In San Joaquin County, 
Dibs, the San Joaquin Bike Coalition, and the 
cities of Tracy, Stockton, Manteca, Lodi, and 
Escalon all partner to provide bike month 
events and group rides at many different 
locations. 

What are Programs?
When paired with a safe and accessible bicycle 
network, programs can help people of all ages 
and abilities realize the full potential of San 
Joaquin County’s existing and future bicycle 
network. Some programs teach community 
members about the range of available 
transportation choices and make sure they have 
the skills and know-how to be safe from traffic 
while bicycling. Others promote bicycling for 
both transportation and recreation through 
events, activities, and incentives. When paired 
with safe and comfortable bicycle networks, 
programs play a role in fostering safe bicycling 
behavior, especially among youth, at low or no 
cost. In addition to teaching bike riding and bike 
maintenance skills, programs can also provide 
safe places for people to find community 
through bicycling. 
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Recommended Programs
The broad range of programs described below 
present several options for further cultivating and 
sustaining a bicycle-friendly culture throughout 
San Joaquin County.  Intended to work in tandem 
with and support the gradual implementation of 
the projects in this Plan, the County should consider 
co-development and implementation of these 
programs as either a lead agency or a supporting 
partner when funding and staffing resources allow. 
It is recommended that County staff determine 
which program or combination of programs 
would provide the greatest benefit to existing and 
prospective bicyclists and establish a prioritized 
list that can be used as a roadmap for partnering 
discussions with stakeholder organizations  (e.g. 
bicycle advocacy organizations throughout the 
County) and for grant applications to outside 
agencies (e.g. Caltrans or San Joaquin Council of 
Governments). While not required under this Plan, 
these programs would, if implemented, help create 
a more bicycle-friendly county for all ages and 
abilities.

Safe Routes to School Program 

San Joaquin County residents would benefit 
from a robust Safe Routes to School (SRTS) 
program. SRTS programs have many goals 
including:

o	 Teaching students the rules of the 
road, so they are more prepared to 
navigate their community using active 
transportation and eventually become 
safe drivers;

o	 Encouraging active modes of getting to 
school, which will help students arrive at 
school more alert and ready to learn;

o	 Decreasing the prevalence of childhood 
obesity through increased physical 
activity; and 

o	 Reducing traffic congestion around 
schools and cut-through traffic on 
residential streets due to school drop-off 
and pick-up.

The County can work with local school districts to 
seek grant funding for a SRTS Plan that documents 
existing active transportation infrastructure and 
evaluates existing program activities, and identifies 
priority programs and infrastructure projects 
at schools. The SRTS Plan would also include 
suggested routes to school maps for each school, 
which help families plan their walking or bicycling 
trip to school by highlighting active transportation 
facilities. 

A SRTS program could first be piloted at select 
schools to assess interest in and viability of a 
countywide program.

Bicycle Safety Education Classes

Bicycle safety education classes can build 
confidence and improve safety by incorporating 
both presentations and on-bike practice, covering 
rules of the road and safe bicycling skills. This 
program can build off of the success of similar 
programs dedicated to educating school children 
on the benefits of bicycling and bicycling safety 

Bicycle safety education classes can encourage 
bicyclists of all ages.
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Community bicycle rides bring the 
community together. 

protocol. 

The League of American Bicyclists offers 
multiple courses that are taught by League 
Certified Instructors in the area. Additionally, 
the County can also partner with local 
bicycling advocacy groups to offer educational 
opportunities to residents. The County can 
further support these efforts by advertising 
classes, providing meeting space, or by direct 
funding of classes. 

While the aforementioned classes tend to be 
better for adults or teenagers, younger children 
can benefit from in-classroom education related 
to safe walking and bicycling. As part of the 
aforementioned SRTS program, the County can 
work with school districts to develop school 
curriculum for students to learn basic traffic and 
safety rules in addition to incorporating lessons 
across biology, earth science, math, and art that 
focus on the benefits of active transportation.

Bicycle Safety Campaign 

Bicycle and pedestrian safety campaigns encourage 
all road users to abide by local laws and to be 
courteous to other users. They can be targeted at 
just one user type (e.g., drivers) or at multiple users. 
For example, many other California jurisdictions 

Custom Street Smarts materials, Santa Cruz, CA

have implemented Street Smarts campaigns that 
aim to educate communities about safe driving, 
bicycling, and walking behavior to reduce traffic-
related collisions and injuries. Street Smarts 
campaigns are promoted through public service 
announcements on local radio stations, features 
in local print publications, social media posts, and 
through signs on street poles, in front of schools, in 
residents’ yards, and more.

Local stakeholders such as the Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Advisory Board, County schools, business 
owners, civic leaders, and community advocates 
can help develop safety campaign goals based on 
local concerns and issues. These stakeholders can 
also contribute to the development of campaign 
messaging and branding. Additionally, the County 
can host a Traffic Safety Poster Contest for local 
student artwork or use photos of San Joaquin 
County streets that will be familiar to local residents  
to ensure that campaign branding speaks to local 
communities. 

Open Streets and Demonstration Events

Open streets events temporarily close streets 
to car traffic, allowing people to use the streets 
for activities like bicycling, skating, walking, and 
other social and physical activities. These events 
are great for bringing the community together 
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and promoting active transportation and public 
health. Open streets events are also excellent at 
building community; they bring together neighbors, 
businesses, and visitors alike.

Open streets events also provide the County with 
additional opportunities to engage with the public 
about how their streets can better serve their needs. 
For example, the County can use open streets 
events as an opportunity to demonstrate new 
infrastructure ideas such as separated bikeways. 
These events provide an opportunity for the County 
to receive feedback on new ideas at the moment 
people are experiencing their streets in a new way.

Demonstration projects can also be done as 
standalone events (i.e., without a full open streets 
event). Unlike open streets events, demonstration 
projects typically maintain vehicle access so 
community members are able to experience how 
an existing street could function with projects 
such as new crossings, bicycle lanes, and more. 
Demonstrating potential future projects enables 
the County to work with local stakeholders to test 
out project ideas for a day or a few weeks before 
building permanent infrastructure.

Social Rides 

Supporting social bicycle rides in San Joaquin 
County can provide many benefits to the 
community. People who are uncomfortable 
bicycling alone or who are unfamiliar with the 
best routes to use will benefit from having a group 
to show them the way. Rides can also be used 
as informal education opportunities to remind 
participants about safe bicycling behavior and 
sharing the road, or combined with other efforts 
like tours of historic neighborhoods. Rides can also 
target specific user groups, such as families with 
young children or women.

The County can pursue grants to fund and promote 
social rides and can partner with local community-
based organizations to host rides. 

Neighborhood Bike Stops

Certain locations throughout San Joaquin County 
currently provide bike parking options, but the 
County is lacking other amenities such as bike 
self-repair/fix-it stations. Being able to fix bikes and 
have access to water in a secure and welcoming 
place would allow County residents and visitors to 
engage in outdoor physical activity more frequently 
and more comfortably. The County can look into 
adding bicycle fix-it stations and hydration stations 
to various key destinations such as near a trail 
entrance, park, or public library.

Bike Rack Program 

A bike rack program can help the County 
coordinate and streamline bike parking installations 
countywide, make sure bike racks are properly 
installed (e.g., they do not block sidewalks), 
and strengthen relationships with local artists, 
businesses, and community-based organizations. 
Custom branded bicycle racks double as public 
art and as ways to highlight San Joaquin County’s 
identity as a bicycle-friendly community. The bike 
parking program can be designed to allow for local 
artists, businesses, or organizations to design their 
own bike racks.

Where appropriate, the County could also 
coordinate with local businesses to provide bicycle 
lockers or other secure long-term parking for 
employees and visitors. Secure long-term parking 
is a key component of the bicycle network to 
encourage employees to bicycle instead of driving, 
and helps prevent bicycle theft. Like bicycle racks, 
these corrals and lockers could feature custom 
branding for the County or the businesses they are 
located at.

The County can develop and implement a request 
system that allows businesses and other interested 
parties to apply for a complimentary bike rack. Such 
a program would be contingent upon the County or 
regional entity such as the San Joaquin Council of 
Governments being financially able to establish an 
annual  set-aside to fund the program.
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Bike Friendly Business Program 

By recognizing businesses who support bicycling, 
the County can support the local economy 
while fostering partnerships with the Chamber 
of Commerce and business owners to build 
community support for bicycling projects and 
programs. Using the League of American Bicyclists’ 
Bicycle Friendly Business program as a framework, 
the County can implement a local program to 
recognize businesses who make it easy and 
convenient for both employees and customers to 
arrive by bicycle. 

A Bike Friendly Business program typically 
requires businesses to adopt various strategies 
that accommodate the needs of customers and 
employees. For employees, offering secure long-
term parking for bicycles can be a key factor in 
encouraging employees to ride a bicycle to work 
more often. This could include a secure gated 
bicycle parking area, access to bicycle lockers, or 
some other safe parking option. Providing changing 
areas, showers, or lockers to store belongings can 
also make it more convenient for employees to 

bicycle to work. 

To encourage customers to ride bicycles more often, 
member businesses and organizations can be asked 
to provide free access to a variety of bicycle-related 
amenities, such as:

o	 A bicycle rack, potentially customized to the 
business (see the Bike Rack Program on the 
previous page for more information)

o	 Bicycle information, such as a map of 
existing County bikeways

o	 Public restrooms

o	 Shelter from inclement weather

o	 Discounts or incentives.

Being designated as a Bike Friendly Business would 
be a great way for businesses in San Joaquin County 
to show their employees and customers that they 
care about the environment, health and wellness, 
and their community. 

Walk and Roll to School Days 

The County can work with local school districts 
to host Walk and Roll to School Days, events that 
encourage students and families to try bicycling 
to school. They can be hosted as part of a full SRTS 
program, or as standalone events. A national event, 
Bike to School Day is held in early May and Walk 
to School Day is held in October each year. Many 
communities choose to celebrate walking and 
bicycling on both days, in addition to roller skating, 
skateboarding, and scootering. 

Families that live too far from their school to walk or 
bicycle the full distance can be encouraged to park 
at a District-designated location a few blocks away 
from campus. From there, parents and students can 
complete their trip to school by walking or rolling, 
often with other parents and students. 

The County, District, school staff, and/or parent 
volunteers can set up a welcome table for 
participating students, and may opt to provide 

Example of a local Bike Friendly Business sign, 
Oregon
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refreshments, small incentive prizes, or an 
interactive poster that allows students to record 
their mode of transportation used that day. 

Once established on an annual basis, Walk and 
Roll to School Days can be expanded by adding 
monthly or weekly events, coordinating friendly 
competitions between classrooms, or by organizing 
groups to walk or bicycle together.

Adopt-a-Road and Adopt-a-Trail

Adopt-a-Road and Adopt-a-Trail programs provide 
an opportunity for community groups, businesses, 
or clubs to adopt a section of a road or trail. They 
then support their section of the road/trail with 
financial contributions and/or volunteer work. 
This offers residents a chance to keep roadways 
and trails near in or their neighborhood in good 
condition, and provides businesses the opportunity 
to enhance the streetscape near their place of 
business. The County can look into opportunities 
to partner with local organizations, groups, and 
businesses to enhance street and trail segments.

Share The Trail

The County can adopt a Share the Trail program the 
encourages residents and community members 
to walk, bike, and roll together safely on local San 
Joaquin County trails. Share the Trail programs often 
feature a combination of educational materials and 
community events that teach trail etiquette for all 
trail users. These events can be standalone events 
or included as a part of other County events, such 
as Bike to Work Month. Educational materials can be 
posted at trail entrances, rest stops, visitor centers, 
and can be distributed at County events.

Wayfinding 

Wayfinding systems help people biking and walking 
navigate to community destinations such as transit 
stations, parks, libraries, schools, and commercial 
areas. They can also provide walking or biking time 
to destination information, helping people orient 
themselves, and encouraging the discovery of new 
places or services. Wayfinding can also be used 
to highlight the local identity of the County or a 

Full Moon Riders community bicycle ride and event. 

Confirmation Sign Turn  Sign Decision Sign

Example of a Confirmation Sign, Oakland, CA
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community.

The County can engage with communities in a 
collaborative design process to develop wayfinding 
targeted at bicyclists. There is potential to customize 
the signage along specific routes, such as along the 
Class IIIB bike boulevards recommended in Chapter 
5. To do so, the County can work with community 
members and local organizations to develop 
wayfinding signage that incorporates community 
identity, but is still tied to the existing wayfinding 
signage.

To provide a more comfortable experience, 
sometimes bike facilities are shifted off of high-
stress roads onto parallel lower-stress routes. 
When bikeways change designations, it is not 
always clear how to navigate to the nearest 
route. The County can evaluate wayfinding 
needs where low-stress bikeways end and install 
wayfinding to nearby routes. 

Enforcement Programs

The San Joaquin County Sheriff’s Office currently 
conducts enforcement programs to ensure safe 
behavior of drivers and bicyclists, including obeying 

speed limits and traffic laws. 

This Plan recommends continuing these efforts, 
with a focus on those behaviors that create 
the greatest risk or potential conflict, and care 
should be taken that programs do not unfairly 
target specific demographics or modes of 
transportation. This Plan also recommends 
continuing current educational enforcement 
activities, where officers stop individuals and 
discuss the unsafe behavior observed without 
issuing citations. 

Behaviors and locations for targeted 
enforcement should be reviewed each year 
based on collision data and community input. 
Current behaviors cited as challenges during 
public outreach for this Plan include drivers 
failing to stop at red lights, parking in bicycle 
lanes, bicyclists crossing streets at undesirable 
locations, and bicyclists riding on the wrong 
side of the road.

Annual Report Card 

The County can develop an Annual Report Card 
program to help assess progress made towards 
meeting the goals and objectives outlined in 
Chapter 3 and the infrastructure and programs 
outlined in Chapters 5 and 6. The League of 
American Bicyclists issues annual report cards for 
states, communities, and universities throughout 
the country, which could serve as a model for San 
Joaquin County’s Annual Report Card program.

Metrics tracked through the Report Card could 
include number or mileage of installed bicycle 
projects, number of community members 



07. 
IMPLEMENTATION
An updated San Joaquin County Bicycle 
Master Plan sets the framework for where 
and what kinds of improvements need to be 
completed to improve our bicycle network. This 
chapter describes the process for evaluating 
project recommendations in order to help San 
Joaquin County prioritize projects and outlines 
opportunities to fund them.
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Bicycling in the San 
Joaquin County 
of Tomorrow
This chapter provides a roadmap for achieving 
the vision and goals established at the beginning 
of the Plan by outlining a prioritization strategy, 
cost estimates, maintenance, and funding sources. 
This Plan is compliant with the California Active 
Transportation Program requirements and the 
California Environmental Quality Act.

San Joaquin County is responsible for the 
implementation of bicycle infrastructure 
projects and programs within its unincorporated 
communities, though in some cases, coordination 
with regional or local other agencies may be 
needed. Additionally, a safer and more active 
San Joaquin County is not possible without the 
involvement of community members, as residents 
have invaluable local knowledge about the streets 
in their communities. As the County moves forward 
with the implementation of the bicycle projects 
identified in this Plan, additional community 
engagement and outreach will continue to be an 
essential part of the process.

The County will regularly evaluate how well 

performance measures set forth in this Plan 
are met and whether the recommendations 
established in this Plan still meet the needs of 
residents and visitors in the future. The County 
aims to track progress on implementation 
annually, if feasible.

In addition, the recommendations in this Plan 
should be re-evaluated at least every five years to 
ensure that these still constitute best practices and 
reflect the long-term vision for a safer and more 
active San Joaquin County.
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Prioritization
A prioritization process enables the County to 
identify highest priority projects and phase the 
implementation of projects over the years. Some 
projects can also be implemented as part of routine 
roadway maintenance programs. Furthermore, this 
prioritization process is aligned with the State’s 
Active Transportation Program grant criteria, which 
is the primary source of state funding the County 
pursues for pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure.

The intent of evaluating projects is to create a 
strategic list to guide implementation. The project 
list and evaluation results are flexible concepts that 
serve as guidelines. Over time, as development 
occurs or other changes to land uses and the 
transportation network take place, this framework 
can be used to reevaluate remaining projects and 
continue pursuing implementation of this Plan. A 
detailed list of all projects is included in Appendix B. 

Prioritization Framework
A prioritization framework was developed 
to assess where projects would provide the 
greatest value to the community. A higher 
ranked project indicates a higher bicyclist need 
based on the criteria outlined in Table 7-1. A 
higher ranked project could also indicate that 
it may be easier to implement based on lower 
cost or few environmental impacts. 

The prioritization process assigns a number value 
to all projects, including spot improvements. The 
possible points assigned to a project ranges from 
0 to 7 based on the criteria outlined in Table 7-1. 
Projects that score higher were identified as higher 
priority projects.

Criteria Measure Points

Safety Number and severity of nearby collisions on a corridor, with extra weight 
given to bicyclist-involved collisions. 0 or 1

Connectivity
Lowers the stress of corridors that provide access to key destinations. 

This can be done by reconfiguring high-stress streets in order to 
lower driving speeds, or by upgrading or adding bicycle facilities.

0 or 1

Demand Project location is on a corridor with higher levels of pedestrian and 
bicycle traffic, or in areas with higher population densities. 0 or 1

 Feasibility and Cost Project has few issues or environmental impacts that require 
additional analysis, and can utilize funding efficiently. 0 or 1

Equity Project serves people of all ages and demographics, especially those 
located in CalEnviroScreen disadvantaged communities. 0 or 1

 Community Priorities
Project was identified by the local community in community planning 

and engagement events, and adheres to the local community’s 
priorities.

0 or 1

Competitiveness
Promotes and adheres to the eight Caltrans sustainability grant 

program objectives: sustainability, preservation, mobility, safety, 
innovation, economy, health, and social equity.

0 or 1

Table 7-1: Prioritization Framework Weighting
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Prioritization Methodology
The prioritization process utilized seven criteria 
to identify priority projects.

	  Safety
Bicyclists face unique safety concerns, and 
improving safety conditions can make the 
transportation network more accessible and 
attractive to people of all ages and abilities. 
The preferred safety evaluation criterion is 
the number of safety barriers that would be 
removed if a project was implemented. This 
evaluation criterion relies on expert analysis 
to identify challenges presented by the 
existing design of a travelway and potential 
opportunities presented by the proposed 
project. It allows for a more nuanced view of 
safety in a rural area like San Joaquin County, 
where low numbers of reported walking- or 
bicycling-related collisions may not accurately 
represent challenges or capture how these 
challenges limit a person’s willingness or bicycle.

	  Connectivity
Projects that connect residents to employment 
centers, grocery stores, community centers, 
schools, and shops can have a large influence 
on one’s willingness to walk or bicycle for 
short-distance trips. The preferred connectivity 
criterion is the lowering of the stress-levels of 
corridors that connect major destinations.

	  Demand
Forecasting demand helps identify projects 
that are more likely to be well used by local 
residents and visitors to San Joaquin County. 
Projects located on, or near, corridors with high 
levels of pedestrian and bicycle traffic or in 
areas with higher population densities will score 
higher through this criterion.

	  Feasibility and Cost
Improving the health of San Joaquin County’s 
residents and visitors, the environment, meeting 
demand, and improving connectivity, safety, and 
equity come at a price. Being able to weigh the 
benefits of a proposed project against its costs 
helps place projects on an even playing field 
for evaluation. While a large project may show 
considerable benefits, its costs may be prohibitive 
and require substantial outside funding. Likewise, 
a small project may not show as many benefits as 
other projects, but its relatively low cost may make 
it a more cost-effective choice for implementation. 
The cost-effectiveness evaluation criterion is the 
estimated capital costs of a given proposed project. 
The feasibility evaluation criterion evaluates 
if a project needs additional analysis before 
implementation or not.
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	  Equity
Without access to multiple transportation 
options, some people may have difficulty 
getting to work, accessing healthy food, going 
to school, or engaging in social activities. 
Ensuring equitable access to walking and 
bicycling facilities for transportation is 
particularly important for communities that 
have been historically disadvantaged, do 
not have access to a motor vehicle, rely 
heavily on walking and bicycling for their 
daily transportation needs, or are otherwise 
disconnected from active transportation 
opportunities. The preferred equity evaluation 
criterion is the diversity of population served 
by the population. Extra weight is given to a 
project that serves a population identified as 
disadvantaged through the CalEnviroScreen 
methodology (Chapter 3).

	  Community Priorities
Community input was prioritized throughout 
this planning process. This criterion evaluates if 
the location or facility of a project was identified 
through the public engagement process. 
Alternatively, this criterion can evaluate if a 
project achieves a local community priority 
(such as improving access to a particular set 
of destinations like schools, grocery stores, or 
employment centers) that was identified during 
the public outreach process.

	  Competitiveness 
Many of the projects recommended in this Plan 
will require outside funding to ease the burden 
of implementing these facilities on San Joaquin 
County. A list of external funding sources is 
provided later in this chapter. Among these, the 
Active Transportation Program grant administered 
by Caltrans is the largest funding source for active 
transportation projects across the state of California. 
Given this, projects that adhere to the eight Caltrans 
sustainability grant program objectives will score 
higher in this criterion. Ensuring that projects will be 
eligible for funding will be vital for implementing 
the projects recommended in this Plan.

The results from this prioritization methodology 
are provided on the following pages. In addition, 
a set of projects that were identified as “Faster 
Implementation” are also provided in this chapter. 
These projects were identified as high-need, low-
hanging fruit that could be implemented quickly.
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Prioritization Results
As shown in Table 7-2 and Figure 7-1, projects 
that score 4 or more points are categorized as 
high priority. Projects receiving a score between 
2 and 4 are categorized as medium priority. 
Projects scoring less than 2 are categorized as 
low priority.

Although this process evaluates each 
project’s benefits and ranks them accordingly, 
consideration should be given to facility 
implementation with larger roadway projects. 
Where feasible, bikeway recommendations 
should be incorporated into roadway repaving 
projects. This would reduce the cost burden 
and planning process for each project 
implemented through this avenue.

A full list of project prioritization and scoring 
can be found in Appendix C.

Table 7-2: Project Prioritization Results

High Priority
Type of Project 31 Total Projects

Class I Shared-Use Path 3 projects

Class II Bicycle Lane 8 projects

Class IIB Buffered Bicycle 
Lane

2 projects

Class III Bicycle Route 1 projects

Class IIIB Bicycle Boulevard 11 projects

Class IV Separated Bikeway 2 projects

Corridor Study 4 projects

Medium Priority
Type of Project 71 Total Projects

Class I Shared-Use Path 8 projects

Class II Bicycle Lane 25 projects

Class IIB Buffered Bicycle 
Lane

3 projects

Class III Bicycle Route 24 projects

Class IIIB Bicycle Boulevard 3 projects

Corridor Study 1 project

Spot Improvement 7 project

Low Priority
Type of Project 79 Total Projects

Class I Shared-Use Path 3 projects

Class II Bicycle Lane 23 projects

Class III Bicycle Route 48 projects

Corridor Study 5 projects

Low Medium High

0 1 2 3 4 5 6

Figure 7-1: Project Prioritization Scale
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Capital Cost Estimates
Planning-level unit cost assumptions were used 
to develop estimated project construction 
costs. These unit costs are typical or average 
costs of infrastructure for San Joaquin County 
Public Works. These cost assumptions do not 
factor in project-specific or location-specific 
details that may affect actual costs, such as 
acquisition of right-of-way or relocation of 
utilities. For some projects, actual costs may 
differ significantly from the planning level 
estimates, which are listed in Table 7-3.

Bikeway Type Unit Cost Estimate (Low) Cost Estimate (High)

Class I Shared-Use Path Per Mile $700,000 $1,000,000

Class II Bicycle Lane Per Mile $80,000 $423,000

Class II Buffered Bicycle Lane Per Mile $130,000 $423,000

Class III Bicycle Route Per Mile $75,000 $140,000

Class III Bicycle Boulevard Per Mile $250,000 $250,000

Class IV Separated Bikeway Per Mile $250,000 $1,000,000

Table 7-3: Bicycle Facility Planning Level Cost Estimates

Costs estimates are provided in 2020 dollars due 
to annual inflation, cost estimates will increase in 
the future. Cost estimates were not developed for 
recommended studies in this Plan since they can 
vary widely based on a number of factors such as 
the level of community engagement conducted.
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Funding Sources
A variety of local, regional, state, and federal 
funding streams exist for funding bicycle 
infrastructure projects and programs. Some bicycle 
funding sources only allow use for maintenance 
of existing facilities, while others may be limited 
to new construction projects. Table 7-4 provides 
an overview of sources and the project types they 
apply to, while the following sections provide 
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Local and Regional Sources

Measure K Funds • • • • • • •
Partner Agencies • • • • • • •
Competitive Grant Programs

Active Transportation Program (CTC) • • • • • •
Sustainable Transportation Planning Grants (Caltrans) •
Highway Safety Improvement Program (Caltrans) • • • •
Solutions for Congested Corridors (CTC) • • •
Office of Traffic Safety (CA OTS) •
Recreational Trails Program (CA DPR) •
Affordable Housing & Sustainable Communities (CA 
HCD) • • •
Cultural, Community, and Natural Resources (CA 
NRA) •
Urban Greening Grants (CA NRA) • • • •
Other State Programs

Local Partnership Program (CTC) • • •
Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation Program 
(Controller’s Office) • • •

Table 7-4: Funding Eligibility

descriptions and detailed eligibilities for possible 
funding sources for the programs and projects 
presented in this Plan. 
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Competitive Grant Programs
As with many jurisdictions in the region, San 
Joaquin County relies on regional, state, and federal 
funding sources to implement bicycle infrastructure 
projects and programs. Typically, funding for active 
transportation projects is distributed to jurisdictions 
throughout California through competitive grant 
processes. 

Transportation funding can change drastically 
when there are modifications to policies and 
new taxes and fees are adopted. In 2017, state-
level funding for transportation grew through 
increases in the statewide gas tax and vehicle 
registration fee (SB 1). The California State 
Legislature passed these increases to address 
the growing backlog of roadway maintenance 
issues statewide, coupled with the adoption 
of several climate initiatives, such as cap-and-
trade, which brings new revenue to the state 
from the sale and transfer of emission credits.

Federal transportation funding is primarily 
secured through grant programs run by state 
and regional agencies such as San Joaquin 
Council of Governments and Caltrans. Federal 
funding is perhaps the most uncertain, as the 
primary federal source of funding—the gas 
tax—has not been raised since 1993. Federal 
revenue for transportation is allocated through 
the federal surface transportation bill, which 
is developed and authorized by Congress 
infrequently.

A list of potential funding sources and the 
types of projects eligible for these sources is 
provided in the follow pages of this chapter. 
As the funding environment is constantly 
changing, many of the sources identified may 
be discontinued or new funding opportunities 
may become available.

Local & Regional Opportunities

General Fund & Existing 
Pipeline Projects
When possible, bicycle projects identified in this 
Plan will be incorporated into the County’s annual 
budget for transportation improvements. Some 
improvements may also be folded into larger, 
complementary projects. For example, bicycle 
lane striping could be added to certain roadway 
repaving projects that are already in the pipeline for 
SJCDPW.

Measure K Funds
Measure K is a half-cent sales tax within San Joaquin 
County that is dedicated to repairing the roads 
within San Joaquin County. In 2006, voters approved 
an amendment that allocated 30% of the Measure’s 
funds to supporting alternative transportation 
projects, including bicycle projects.

Joint Funding via Partner Agencies
Multiple local partners may be interested 
in joining with San Joaquin County or its 
communities to improve health and safety 
through bicycling improvements. Relationships 
with local governments, community groups, and 
philanthropic groups will be fostered. Partners 
can be invited to discussions about projects that 
would benefit all stakeholders. The County’s 
partner agencies may also be able to provide 
matching or leveraging funds for competitive 
grant programs.
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Active Transportation Program
California’s Active Transportation Program funds 
infrastructure and non-infrastructure projects 
that support the program goals of shifting trips to 
walking and bicycling, reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions, and improving public health. Competitive 
application cycles occur every one to two years, 
typically in late Spring or Summer.

Eligible projects include construction of new 
bicycling or walking facilities, new or expanded 
program activities, or projects that include a 
combination of infrastructure and program 
components. Active Transportation Plan funding 
can be used for all project phases, including 
design, environmental documents, and securing 
right of way in addition to construction.

Competitive projects in past cycles tend to be 
those that serve schools, address high-collision 
locations, incorporate public health concerns, and 
benefit disadvantaged communities—defined by 
the Active Transportation Plan as those with low 
median household income, high pollution burdens 
based on CalEnviroScreen, or high percentages 
of students who qualify for free or reduced price 
meals. Typically no local match is required, although 
points are awarded to communities who do identify 
leveraging funds.

These funds are distributed by the California 
Transportation Commission (CTC).

Transportation Planning Grants
Caltrans Transportation Planning Grants are 
available to communities for planning, study, 
and design work to identify and evaluate 
projects, including conducting outreach or 
implementing pilot projects. Applications are 
accepted multiple times per year. Communities 
are typically required to provide at least an 
11.47 percent local match, but staff time or in-
kind donations may be used for this match.

Competitive applications typically demonstrate 

strong potential to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions, integrate land use planning with 
transportation, and articulate a strong project 
need, including collision data, health burdens, and 
environmental concerns.

These funds are distributed by Caltrans. 

Highway Safety 
Improvement Program
Caltrans offers applications for Highway Safety 
Improvement Program (HSIP) grants every one 
to two years. Projects on any publicly owned 
road or active transportation facility are eligible, 
including bicycle and pedestrian improvements.

HSIP guidelines place a strong emphasis on safety, 
specifically by reducing collisions. Competitive 
projects should be able to demonstrate a strong 
need based on collision data at the project location, 
include nationally recognized collision reduction 
countermeasures, are cost-effective, and are 
implementation-ready.

Solutions for Congested 
Corridors Program
Funded by SB 1, the Congested Corridors Program 
strives to reduce congestion in highly traveled 
and congested corridors through performance 
improvements that balance transportation 
improvements, community impacts, and 
environmental benefits. This program can fund 
a wide array of improvements including bicycle 
facilities and pedestrian facilities. 

Competitive projects must be detailed in an 
approved corridor-focused planning document. 
These projects must include aspects that 
benefit all modes of transportation using 
an array of strategies that can change travel 
behavior, dedicate right of way for bikes and 
transit, and reduce vehicle miles traveled. These 
funds are distributed by the CTC.
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Office of Traffic Safety 
Under the Fixing America’s Surface 
Transportation (FAST) Act, five percent of 
Section 405 funds are dedicated to addressing 
nonmotorized safety. These funds may be 
used for law enforcement training related to 
pedestrian and bicycle safety, enforcement 
campaigns, and public education and awareness 
campaigns. These funds are distributed by the 
California Office of Traffic Safety.

Recreational Trails Program
The Recreational Trails Program helps provide 
recreational trials for both motorized and 
nonmotorized trail use. Eligible products 
include: trail maintenance and restoration, 
trailside and trailhead facilities, equipment for 
maintenance, new trail construction, and more.

These funds are distributed by the California 
Department of Parks and Recreation. 

Affordable Housing and 
Sustainable Communities Program 
The AHSC program funds land-use, housing, 
transportation, and land preservation projects 
that support infill and compact development 
that reduces greenhouse gas emissions. 
Projects must fall within one of three project 
area types: transit-oriented development, 
integrated connectivity project, or rural 
innovation project areas. Fundable activities 
include: affordable housing developments, 
sustainable transportation infrastructure, 
transportation-related amenities, and program 
costs. 

These funds are distributed by the California 
Strategic Growth Council and implemented by the 
California Department of Housing and Community 
Development. 

Cultural, Community and 
Natural Resources Grant 
Program – Proposition 68
Proposition 68 authorizes the legislature 
to appropriate $40 million to the California 
Natural Resources Agency to protect, restore, 
and enhance California’s cultural, community, 
and natural resources. One type of eligible 
project that this program can fund are projects 
that develop future recreational opportunities 
including: creation or expansion of trails for 
walking, bicycling, and/or equestrian activities 
and development or improvement of trailside 
and trailhead facilities, including visitor access 
to safe water supplies. 

These funds are distributed by the California 
Natural Resources Agency. 

Urban Greening Grants
Urban Greening Grants support the development 
of green infrastructure projects that reduce 
GHG emissions and provide multiple benefits. 
Projects must include one of three criteria, most 
relevantly: reduce commute vehicle miles traveled 
by constructing bicycle paths, bicycle lanes or 
pedestrian facilities that provide safe routes for 
travel between residences, workplaces, commercial 
centers, and schools. Eligible projects include green 
streets and alleyways and non-motorized urban 
trails that provide safe routes for travel between 
residences, workplaces, commercial centers, and 
schools.

These funds are distributed by the California 
Natural Resources Agency. 
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OTHER STATE FUNDING PROGRAMS

Road Maintenance and 
Rehabilitation Program
Senate Bill 1 (SB 1) created the Road Maintenance 
and Rehabilitation Program (RMRP) to address 
deferred maintenance on state highways and local 
road systems. Program funds can be spent on 
both design and construction efforts. On-street 
active transportation related maintenance projects 
are eligible if program maintenance and other 
thresholds are met. Funds are allocated to eligible 
jurisdictions.

These funds are distributed by the State 
Controller’s Office with guidance from the CTC. 

Local Partnership Program
This program provides SB1 funds to local 
and regional agencies that have passed 
sales tax measures, developer fees, or other 
transportation-imposed fees to fund road 
maintenance and rehabilitation, sound walls, 
and other transportation improvement projects. 
Jurisdictions with these taxes or fees are 
eligible for a formulaic annual distribution of 
no less than $100,000. These jurisdictions are 
also eligible for a competitive grant program. 
Local Partnership Program funds can be 
used for a wide variety of transportation 
purposes including roadway rehabilitation and 
construction, transit capital and infrastructure, 
bicycle and pedestrian improvements, and 
green infrastructure.

These funds are distributed by the CTC.
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A:
DESIGN GUIDELINES

Overview
This Appendix presents facility design guidance to support completion of the Master Plan update. Taken 
together, the treatments presented herein present a range of options stemming from current, best practices. 
While it's understood that some of the treatments may not apply to the rural and semi-rural nature of 
the county's network, the memo intends to serve as a flexible menu of options for the development and 
refinement of project recommendations under Task 6.2.

The following standards and guidelines are referred to in this guide:

California Guidance

The California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices 
(CAMUTCD) (2014) is an amended version of the FHWA 

MUTCD 2009 edition modified for use in California. While 
standards presented in the CA MUTCD substantially 

conform to the FHWA MUTCD, the state of California follows 
local practices, laws and requirements with regards to 

signing, striping and other traffic control devices.

The California Highway Design Manual (HDM) (Updated 
2015) establishes uniform policies and procedures to carry 
out highway design functions for the California Department 

of Transportation..

Complete Intersections: A Guide to Reconstructing 
Intersections and Interchanges for Bicyclists and Pedestrians 

(2010) is a reference guide that presents information and 
concepts related to improving conditions for bicyclists and 
pedestrians at major intersections and interchanges. The 
guide can be used to inform minor signage and striping 
changes to intersections, as well as major changes and 

designs for new intersections.
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Main Street, California: A Guide for Improving Community 
and Transportation Vitality (2013) reflects California’s current 

manuals and policies that improve multi-modal access, 
livability and sustainability within the transportation system. 

The guide recognizes the overlapping and sometimes 
competing needs of main streets.

The Caltrans Memo: Design Flexibility in Multimodal Design 
(2014) encourages flexibility in highway design. The memo 
stated that “Publications such as the NACTO “Urban Street 

Design Guide” and “Urban Bikeway Design Guide,” ... are 
resources that Caltrans and local entities can reference when 
making planning and design decisions on the State highway 

system and local streets and roads.”

A blueprint for designing 21st century streets, the NACTO 
Urban Street Design Guide (2013) unveils the toolbox and 
tactics cities use to make streets safer, more livable, and 

more economically vibrant. The Guide outlines both a clear 
vision for complete streets and a basic road map for how to 
bring them to fruition. The document charts the principles 
and practices of the nation’s foremost engineers, planners, 

and designers working in cities.

National Guidance
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Separated Bike Lane Planning and Design Guide (2015) 
provides national guidance on the planning and design 

of separated bike lane facilities. Released by the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA), this guide documents best 
practices as demonstrated around the U.S., and offers ideas 
on future areas of research, evaluation, and design flexibility.

The National Association of City Transportation Officials’ 
(NACTO) Urban Bikeway Design Guide (2012) provides cities 

with state-of-the-practice solutions that can help create 
complete streets that are safe and enjoyable for bicyclists. 

The designs were developed by cities for cities, since unique 
urban streets require innovative solutions. In August 2013, 

the Federal Highway Administration issued a memorandum 
officially supporting use of the document.
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The following facility types and related guidance will be considered in the development of recommendations 
under Task 6.2.  A variety of factors including but not limited to safety, user experience, existing conditions 
and available right-of-way, and stakeholder input will inform what the appropriate recommendation is for any 
given location. 

Shared use paths (Class I) are off-street facilities that can provide a desirable transportation and recreation 
connection for users of all skill levels who prefer separation from traffic. They often provide low-stress 
connections to local and regional attractions that may be difficult, or not be possible on the street network. 
Shared Use Paths can be used throughout the county, in the more densely-populated unincorporated areas as 
well as serving as low-stress connections through the less densely-populated areas.

Class 1 paths can be developed in a variety of linear corridors, open spaces, or adjacent to roadways where 
sufficient separation exists. 

FACILITY TYPES

Shared Use Path (Class I)

TYPICAL APPLICATION

DESIGN FEATURES
A. Eight feet is the absolute minimum width allowed for a two-way travel (with 2-foot shoulders) and is only 
recommended for constrained situations (Caltrans HDM).

•	 10 feet is recommended (but not required) in most situations and will be adequate for moderate use.

•	 12 feet is recommended (but not required) for heavy use situations with high concentrations of 
multiple users. A separate track (5 foot minimum) can be provided for pedestrian use but is not required.
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FURTHER CONSIDERATIONS

Lateral Clearance

•	 A 2-foot or greater shoulder on both sides of the path should be provided (but is not required). An 
additional foot of lateral clearance (total of 3 feet) is required by the CA MUTCD for the installation of signage or 
other furnishings.

•	 If bollards are used at intersections and access points, it’s recommended they be colored brightly and/
or supplemented with reflective materials to be visible at night.

Overhead Clearance

•	 Clearance to overhead obstructions must be an 8-foot minimum, with 10 feet recommended, according 
to Caltrans HDM.

Striping

•	 When striping is desired, it’s recommended that a 4-inch dashed yellow centerline stripe be used. 

•	 Solid centerlines can be provided (but are not required) on tight or blind corners, and on the 
approaches to roadway crossings.

•	 4-inch solid white edge lines are optional, but will narrow the effective width of the facility.

Materials and Maintenance

•	 Shared use paths must be regularly maintained so that they are free of potholes, cracks, root damage, 
and debris. Signage and lighting should also be regularly maintained to ensure shared use path users feel 
comfortable, especially where visibility is limited. 

•	 Adjacent landscaping should be regularly pruned, to allow adequate sightlines, daylight, and 
pedestrian-scale lighting, and so as not to obstruct the path of travel of trail users.

Approximate Cost

•	 The cost of a shared use path can vary, but typical costs are between $1,000,000 per mile to $4 million 
per mile. These costs vary with materials, such as asphalt, concrete, boardwalk and other paving materials, 
lighting, other amenities and ROW acquisition. 

Prince Memorial Greenway connects 
users to downtown Santa Rosa.
Source: Peter Stetson. 
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Local Neighborhood Accessways
Neighborhood accessways provide residential areas with direct bicycle and pedestrian access to parks, trails, 
greenspaces, and other recreational areas. They most often serve as small trail connections to and from the 
larger trail network, typically having their own rights-of-way and easements. 

TYPICAL APPLICATION
•	 Neighborhood accessways should be designed into new subdivisions at every opportunity and can be 
required by City/County subdivision regulations. 

•	 For existing subdivisions, neighborhood and homeowner association groups are encouraged to 
identify locations where such connections would be desirable. 

DESIGN FEATURES
A.	 Neighborhood accessways should remain open to the public.

•	 Accessways shall be designed with 12 feet minimum of right of way and 8 feet of pathway, to 
accommodate emergency and maintenance vehicles and be considered suitable for multi-use.

•	 Trail widths should be designed to be less than 8 feet wide only when necessary to protect mature 
trees over 18 inches in caliper, wetlands or other ecologically sensitive areas.

•	 Lighting and fencing may be included (but are not required) at accessways where additional security is 
desired. 
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Wayfinding Sign Types
The ability to navigate through a county is informed by landmarks, natural features, and other visual cues. 
Signs throughout the county should indicate to bicyclists the direction of travel, the locations of destinations 
and the travel time/distance to those destinations. A bicycle wayfinding system consists of comprehensive 
signing and/or pavement markings to guide bicyclists to their destinations along preferred bicycle routes. 

TYPICAL APPLICATION
•	 There are many potential applications for wayfinding signage in a countywide bicycle network. Overall, 
signs can increase users’ comfort with and accessibility to the bicycle network and achieve the following:

o	 Help users identify the best routes to destinations

o	 Help address misconceptions about time and distance

o	 Help overcome a “barrier to entry” for people who are not frequent bicyclists (e.g. interested but 
concerned bicyclists).

DESIGN FEATURES
A.	 Confirmation signs indicate to bicyclists that they are on a designated bikeway, make motorists aware 
of the bicycle route, can include destinations and distance/time but do not include arrows.

B.	 Turn signs indicate where a bikeway turns from one street onto another street or from one trail to 
another. These can be used with pavement markings and include destinations and arrows.

C.	 Decision signs inform bicyclists of the designated bike route to access key destinations. These include 
destinations, arrows and distances. Travel times are optional but recommended.
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Wayfinding signs can include a local 
community identification logo, as this example 
from Oakland, CA.

Custom street signs can also act as a type of 
confirmation sign, to let all users know the 
street is prioritized for bicyclists. This example is 
from Berkeley, CA.

FURTHER CONSIDERATIONS
•	 Bicycle wayfinding signs also visually cue motorists that they are driving along a bicycle route and 
should use caution. Signs are typically placed at key locations leading to and along bicycle routes, including 
the intersection of multiple routes.

•	 Too many road signs tend to clutter the right-of-way, and it is recommended that, provided the sign 
location satisfies established signage standards, the signs be posted at a level most visible to bicyclists rather 
than per vehicle signage standards.

•	 A county-wide bicycle wayfinding signage plan would identify:

o	 Sign locations 

o	 Sign type – what type of sign should be used based on its intended function.

o	 Destinations to be highlighted on each sign – key destinations for bicyclists 

o	 Approximate distance and travel time to each destination

•	 Green is the color used for directional guidance and is the most common color of bicycle wayfinding 
signage in the US, including those in the MUTCD.

•	 Check wayfinding signage along bikeways for signs of vandalism, graffiti, or normal wear and replace 
signage along the bikeway network as-needed.

•	 Language presented in the Community Wayfinding section of the MUTCD provides some flexibility 
on logos and colors, which may be integrated into a comprehensive system that reflects the local identify and 
integrates with pedestrian and vehicular wayfinding signage. 

Approximate Cost

•	 Wayfinding signs range from $150 to $500
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Wayfinding Sign Placement
Signs are placed at decision points along bicycle routes – typically at the intersection of two or more bikeways 
and at other key locations leading to and along bicycle routes.

TYPICAL APPLICATION

Confirmation Signs

•	 Placed every ¼ to ½ mile on off-street facilities 
and every 2 to 3 blocks along on-street bicycle facilities, 
unless another type of sign is used (e.g., within 150 feet of 
a turn or decision sign).

•	 Should be placed soon after turns to confirm 
destination(s). Pavement markings can also act as 
confirmation that a bicyclist is on a preferred route.

Turn Signs

•	 Near-side of intersections where bike routes turn 
(e.g., where the street ceases to be a bicycle route or does 
not go through).

•	 Pavement markings can also indicate the need to 
turn to the bicyclist.

DECISION SIGNS
•	 Near-side of intersections in advance of a junction with another bicycle route.

•	 Along a route to indicate a nearby destination.

DESIGN FEATURES
•	 MUTCD guidelines must be followed for wayfinding sign placement, which includes mounting height 
and lateral placement from edge of path or roadway.

•	 Pavement markings can be used to reinforce routes and directional signage.

FURTHER CONSIDERATIONS
•	 It can be useful to classify a list of destinations for inclusion on the signs based on their relative 
importance to users throughout the area. A particular destination’s ranking in the hierarchy can be used to 
determine the physical distance from which the locations are signed. For example, primary destinations (such 
as the downtown area) may be included on signage up to 5 miles away. Secondary destinations (such as a 
transit station) may be included on signage up to two miles away. Tertiary destinations (such as a park) may be 
included on signage up to one mile away.
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On-Street Bicycle Lanes (Class II) 
On-street bike lanes (Class II) are a portion of the roadway that has been designated by striping, signage, and 
pavement markings for the preferential or exclusive use of bicyclists. Bike lanes enable bicyclists to ride at their 
preferred speed without interference from prevailing traffic conditions and facilitate predictable behavior and 
movements between bicyclists and motorists. 

TYPICAL APPLICATION
•	 Bike lanes may be used on any street with adequate space, but are most effective on streets with 
moderate traffic volumes (greater than 6,000).

•	 Bike lanes are most appropriate on streets with low to moderate speeds of 30 mph to 40 mph. 

•	 Appropriate for skilled adult riders on most streets. 

•	 May be appropriate for children when configured as 6+ feet wide lanes on lower-speed, lower-volume 
streets with one lane in each direction.

DESIGN FEATURES
A.	 Mark inside line with 6-inch stripe. Mark 4-inch parking lane line or “Ts” (MUCTD 9C-101).

B.	 Bicycle lane markings must be included at the beginning of blocks (MUTCD 9C-3) and at regular 
intervals along the route based on engineering judgment (MUTCD 9C.04). 

C.	 6 feet width is preferred adjacent to on-street parking but 5 feet is the minimum requirement. 

D.	 6 feet is preferred adjacent to curb and gutter (5 feet is the minimum requirement) or 3 feet minimum/ 
4 feet preferred wider than the gutter pan width.

E.	 Signage consists of an optional R81 (CA) sign, which must be placed at the beginning of each bike lane 
and at major changes in direction. It should also be placed at every arterial street and at 1/2 mile intervals.
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FURTHER CONSIDERATIONS
•	 On high speed streets (greater than or equal to 40 mph) it’s recommended but not required that the 
minimum width for a bike lane should be 6 feet. 

•	 On streets where bicyclists passing each other is to be expected, where high volumes of bicyclists 
are present, or where added comfort is desired, consider providing extra wide bike lanes up to 7 feet wide, or 
configure as a buffered bicycle lane.

•	 It may be desirable (but is not required) to reduce the width of general purpose travel lanes in order to 
add or widen bicycle lanes. 

•	 On multi-lane and/or high speed streets, the most appropriate bicycle facility to provide for user 
comfort may be buffered bicycle lanes or physically separated bicycle lanes. 

•	 It’s required that bike lane word, symbol, and/or arrow markings (MUTCD Figure 9C-3) shall be placed 
outside of the motor vehicle tread path in order to minimize wear from the motor vehicle path (NACTO 2012). 

Manhole Covers and Grates

•	 Manhole surfaces should be manufactured with a shallow surface texture in the form of a tight, 
nonlinear pattern

•	 If manholes or other utility access boxes are to be located in bike lanes within 50 feet of intersections or 
within 20 feet of driveways or other bicycle access points, special manufactured permanent nonstick surfaces 
are required to ensure a controlled travel surface for bicyclists breaking or turning.

•	 Manholes, drainage grates, or other obstacles should be set flush with the paved roadway. Roadway 
surface inconsistencies pose a threat to safe riding conditions for bicyclists. Construction of manholes, 
access panels or other drainage elements will be constructed with no variation in the surface. The maximum 
allowable tolerance in vertical roadway surface will be 1/4 of an inch.

Approximate Cost

•	 The cost for installing bicycle lanes will depend on the implementation approach. Typical costs are 
$80,000 per mile for the application of a bike lane on new pavement.
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Buffered Bicycle Lanes (Class II)
Buffered bike lanes (Class II) are conventional bicycle lanes paired with a designated buffer space, separating 
the bicycle lane from the adjacent motor vehicle travel lane and/or parking lane.

TYPICAL APPLICATION
•	 Anywhere a conventional bike lane is being considered.

•	 On streets with high speeds and high volumes or high truck volumes.

•	 On streets with extra lanes or lane width. 

•	 Appropriate for skilled adult riders on most streets. 

DESIGN FEATURES
A.	 The desired minimum bicycle travel area (not including buffer) is 5 feet wide, while the absolute 
minimum width is 4 feet (CA MUCTD).

B.	 Buffered area width must be at least 18 inches wide, but should be at least two feet wide. If buffered 
area is 4 feet or wider, white chevron or diagonal markings should be used (CA MUTCD 9C-104).

•	 For clarity at driveways or minor street crossings, dotted line (skip dashing) should be considered to 
identify path of bicycle travel but is not required.

•	 There is no standard for whether the buffer is configured on the parking side, the travel side, or a 
combination of both.
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The use of pavement markings delineates space for bicyclists to ride in a comfortable facility.

FURTHER CONSIDERATIONS
•	 Color may be used but is not required within the lane to discourage motorists from entering the 
buffered lane.

•	 On multi-lane streets with high vehicles speeds, the most appropriate bicycle facility to provide for 
user comfort may be physically separated bike lanes.

•	 When space is limited, NCHRP Report #766 recommends installing a buffer space between the parking 
lane and bicycle lane rather than between the bicycle lane and vehicle travel lane.

Approximate Cost

•	 The cost for installing buffered bicycle lanes will depend on the implementation approach. Typical 
costs are $25,000 per mile on new pavement. However, the cost of large-scale bicycle treatments will vary 
greatly due to differences in project specifications and the scale and length of the treatment.



A-14 San Joaquin County Bicycle Master Plan Update

Bike Route (Class III)
Bike Routes are facilities designated for bicycle travel. Bike routes can be either in-road facilities (where 
bicyclists share the travel lane with vehicles) or be visually separated facilities (where bicyclists ride on paved 
shoulder’s adjacent to vehicular traffic). Bike routes should be accompanied by signs and appropriate markings 
to notify drivers.

TYPICAL APPLICATION
•	 Low volume roadways with limited roadway width and 
few intersections/driveways

Design Features

Paved Shoulder Bike Route

•	 A paved shoulder should provide 4 to 6 feet for 
bicyclists. The absolute minimum allowable width is 2 feet 
when no obstructions are present

•	 While not required, consider using contrasting paving 
materials between the paved shoulder and adjacent travel lanes 
to differentiate between the two.

FURTHER CONSIDERATIONS

Markings

•	 Wide solid white lines or buffer areas enhances the visual separation between shoulder and travel lane

•	 While not required, if rumble strips are installed in the roadway, consider installing bicycle-friendly 
rumble strips. Ideal spacing should include 12 inch spacing (center-to-center), 6-8 inches long (perpendicular to 
roadway), 6 inches wide (measured parallel to roadway), and 3/8” deep, according to FHWA Technical Advisory 
5040.39.

Signs

It’s recommended that signs be used to alert road users of the designation of the shoulder or shared in-road 
facility. 

•	 Bike Route Guide (D11-1c) signs are used to indicate to bicyclists that they are on a designated bikeway 
and alert motorists of the bike route.
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Bicycle Boulevards (Class III)
Bicycle boulevards (Class III) are low-volume, low-speed streets modified to enhance bicyclist comfort by using 
treatments such as signage, pavement markings, traffic calming and/or traffic reduction, and intersection 
modifications. These treatments allow through movements of bicyclists while discouraging similar through-
trips by non-local motorized traffic. 

TYPICAL APPLICATION
•	 Parallel with and in close proximity to major thoroughfares (1/4 mile or less).

•	 Follow a desire line for bicycle travel that is ideally long and relatively continuous (2-5 miles).

•	 Along routes that create sufficient network density of routes suitable for all ages and abilities. 

•	 Avoid alignments with excessive zigzag or circuitous routing. The bikeway should have less than 10 
percent out of direction travel compared to shortest path of primary corridor.

•	 Streets with travel speeds at 25 mph or less (20 mph recommended) and with traffic volumes of fewer 
than 1,500 vehicles per day.

DESIGN FEATURES
A.	 Signs and pavement markings are the minimum treatments necessary to designate a street as a bicycle 
boulevard. 

B.	 Implement volume control treatments based on the context of the bicycle boulevard, using 
engineering judgment. Target motor vehicle volumes range from 1,000 to 1,500 vehicles per day.

C.	 Intersection crossings should be designed to enhance safety and minimize delay for bicyclists and 
pedestrians. Treatments should not be an attractor for vehicular access.
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FURTHER CONSIDERATIONS
•	 Bicycle boulevards are typically located on streets without existing signalized accommodation 
at crossings of collector and arterial roadways. Without treatments for bicyclists and pedestrians, these 
intersections can become major barriers along the bicycle boulevard and compromise safety. 

•	 Traffic calming can lower motorized vehicle speeds along bicycle boulevards and even deter motorists 
from driving on a street. Anticipate and monitor vehicle volumes on adjacent streets to determine whether 
traffic calming results in inappropriate volumes. Traffic calming can be implemented on a trial basis.

Approximate Cost

•	 Costs vary depending on the type of treatments proposed. Simple treatments such as wayfinding 
signage and markings are most cost-effective, but more intensive treatments will have greater impact at 
reducing speeds and volumes, at a higher cost.

Bicycle boulevards are established on streets that 
improve connectivity to key destinations and provide 
a direct, low-stress route for bicyclists, with low 
motorized traffic volumes and speeds, designated 
and designed to give bicycle travel priority over other 
modes.

Neighborhood bikeways may require additional 
traffic calming measures to discourage through trips 
by motor vehicles.
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Advisory Shoulder (Class III)
Advisory shoulders create usable shoulder for bicyclists and/or pedestrians on a roadway that is otherwise too 
narrow to accommodate one. The shoulder is delineated by pavement markings and optional pavement color. 
Motorists may only enter the shoulder when no bicyclists or pedestrians are present and must overtake these 
users with caution due to potential oncoming traffic. Width of the advisory shoulder should take preference 
over widening travel lanes. Wider travel lanes frequently encourage faster speeds, endangering pedestrians 
and bicyclists using the shoulder, as well as other drivers. Where applicable, travel lanes should be kept to 13.5 
feet, with the remaining Right of Way dedicated to the Advisory Shoulder.

TYPICAL APPLICATION
•	 Low volume, low speed roadways with limited roadway width and few intersections/driveways

DESIGN FEATURES

Advisory Shoulder

•	 Unlike a conventional shoulder, an advisory shoulder is a part of the traveled way, and it is expected 
that vehicles will regularly encounter meeting or passing situations where driving in the advisory shoulder is 
necessary and safe. 

•	 The advisory shoulder space is a visually distinct area on the edge of the roadway, offering a prioritized 
space for people to bicycle and walk.

•	 The preferred width of the advisory shoulder space is 6 feet. Absolute minimum width is 4 feet when 
no curb and gutter is present.

•	 While not required, consider using contrasting paving materials between the advisory shoulder and 
center travel lane to differentiate between them and minimize unnecessary encroachment and reduce regular 
straddling of the advisory shoulder striping.



A-18 San Joaquin County Bicycle Master Plan Update

Two-Way Center Travel Lane

The two-way center travel lane is created from the remaining paved roadway space after the advisory shoulder 
has been accounted for.

•	 Preferred two-way center travel lane width is 13.5 to 16 feet, although may function with widths of 10 
to 18 feet.

FURTHER CONSIDERATIONS

Markings

•	 A broken lane line used to delineate the advisory shoulder should consist of 3 feet line segments and 6 
foot gaps between them.

•	 Where additional edge definition is desired, stripe a normal solid white edge line in addition to the 
broken advisory shoulder line.

•	 If the advisory shoulder is intended for bicycle use only, bicycle lane markings and green pavement can 
be used (but are not required) in a similar manner to conventional bicycle lanes. 

•	 In general, do not mark a center line on the roadway. Short sections may be marked with center line 
pavement markings to separate opposing traffic flows at specified locations, such as around curves, over hills, 
on approaches to controlled intersections, and at bridges. At these locations, consider widening the paved 
roadway surface to provide space for paved bicycle-accessible shoulders and conventional width travel lanes. 

Intersections

•	 Advisory shoulder designs work best on road segments without frequent stop or signal controlled 
intersections that require vehicles to stop within the roadway. The designer should strive to maintain the visual 
definition of the advisory shoulder through all driveways and street crossings, and provide a conventional 
shoulder at controlled intersections.

•	 At minor street crossings, use a dotted line extension on both sides of the advisory shoulder to 
maintain delineation of the advisory shoulder space.

•	 If contrasting pavement material is used to signify edge of shoulder, maintain the material through 
driveway crossings and minor intersections.

•	 Where the road is controlled by a stop sign or traffic signal, discontinue the advisory shoulder 50 feet in 
advance of the intersection. At these locations, provide a bicycle accessible paved shoulder outside of the full 
width travel lanes or design for operation as a shared roadway.
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Signs

Use signs to warn road users of the special characteristics of the street. Potential signs for use with advisory 
shoulders include:

•	 Use an unmodified two-way traffic warning sign (W6-3) to clarify two-way operation of the road.

•	 Use a NO CENTER LINE warning sign (W8-12) to help clarify the unique striping pattern.

•	 Use a NO PARKING ON PAVEMENT (R8-1) to discourage parking within the advisory shoulder.

Accessibility

Advisory shoulders as described here are not intended for primary use by pedestrians. When advisory 
shoulders are intended for use by pedestrians, they should meet accessibility guidelines. 

Implementation

In order to install advisory shoulders, an approved Request to Experiment is required as detailed in the MUTCD 
2009, Sec. 1A.10. FHWA is also accepting requests for experimentation with a similar treatment called “dashed 
bicycle lanes”.

Signs can reduce potential confusion about 
the configuration of the roadway. Some local 
examples demonstrate the correct yielding 
procedures for drivers, pedestrians, and 
bicyclists.

The Federal Highway Administration’s Small 
Town and Rural Guidelines recommends 
installing an unmodified two-way traffic 
warning sign (W6-3).
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Separated Bikeways (Class IV)
Separated Bike Lanes (Class IV) have different forms but all share common elements—they provide space that 
is intended to be exclusively or primarily used for bicycles, and are separated from motor vehicle travel lanes, 
parking lanes, and sidewalks. In situations where on-street parking is allowed they are located to the curb-side 
of the parking (in contrast to bike lanes). 

Class IV bikeways may be at street level, at sidewalk level, or at an intermediate level. When retrofitting 
separated bikeways onto existing streets, a one-way street-level design may be most appropriate. This design 
provides protection through physical barriers and can include flexible delineators, curbs, on-street parking or 
other barriers (i.e. planters). 

TYPICAL APPLICATION
•	 Street retrofit projects with limited funds for relocating curbs and drainage.

•	 Streets with high motor vehicle volumes and/or speeds and high bicycle volumes. 

•	 Streets for which conflicts at intersections can be effectively mitigated using parking lane setbacks, 
bicycle markings through

•	 If buffer area is 4 feet or wider, white chevron or diagonal markings are recommended the intersection, 
and other signalized intersection treatments.

•	 Appropriate for most riders on most streets.
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DESIGN FEATURES
A.	 Pavement markings, symbols and/or arrow markings must be placed at the beginning of the protected 
bikeway and at intervals along the facility (MUTCD 9C.04).

B.	 5 foot minimum width is required to allow for passing, with a 7 foot width preferred (NACTO, 2012).

C.	 3 foot minimum buffer width is required when adjacent to parking. For facilities adjacent to travel 
lanes, an 18 inch width is the minimum required. Channelizing devices (i.e. flex posts) should be placed in the 
buffer area (NACTO, 2012). 

Protected Bikeways can be separated from the street with parking, planters, bollards, or other design elements. 

FURTHER CONSIDERATIONS
•	 Protected bikeway buffers and barriers are covered in the MUTCD as preferential lane markings (section 
3D.01) and channelizing devices (section 3H.01). Curbs may be used as a channeling device, see the section on 
islands (section 3I.01).

•	 A retrofit protected bikeway lane has a relatively low implementation cost compared to road 
reconstruction by making use of existing pavement and drainage and by using a parking lane as a barrier.

•	 Gutters, drainage outlets and utility covers should be designed and configured so to not impact 
bicycle travel. 

•	 Special consideration should be given at transit stops to manage bicycle and pedestrian interactions.

Approximate Cost

•	 The implementation cost is comparatively low if the project uses existing pavement and drainage, but 
the cost significantly increases if curb lines need to be moved. Typical costs range from $200,000 to $300,000 
on new pavement. A parking lane is the low-cost option for providing a barrier. Other barriers might include 
concrete medians, bollards, tubular markers, or planters. 
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Traffic Calming Strategies
Traffic calming may include elements intended to reduce the speeds of motor vehicle traffic to be closer to 
bicyclist travel speeds, or may include design elements that restrict certain movements for motorized travel to 
discourage the use of bicycle boulevard corridors for through travel by automobiles. Traffic calming treatments 
can cause drivers to slow down by constricting the roadway space or by requiring careful maneuvering. 
Such measures may reduce the design speed of a street, and can be used in conjunction with reduced speed 
limits to reinforce the expectation of lowered speeds. They can also lower vehicle volumes by physically or 
operationally reconfiguring corridors and intersections along the route.

TYPICAL APPLICATION
•	 Use traffic calming to:

o	 Maintain an 85th percentile speed below 20 mph (25 mph maximum). 

o	 Bring traffic volumes down to 1,500 cars per day (3,000 cars per day maximum). Bikeways with daily 
volumes above this limit should be considered for traffic calming measures.

DESIGN FEATURES

Speed Reduction

A.	 Median islands create a pinchpoint for traffic in the center of the roadway and offer shorter crossing 
distances for pedestrians when used in tandem with a marked crossing.

B.	 Chicanes slow drivers by requiring vehicles to shift laterally through narrowed lanes and reducing what 
would otherwise be uninterrupted sightlines.

C.	 Pinchpoints, chokers, or curb extensions restrict motorists from operating at high speeds on local 
streets by visually narrowing the roadway.
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D.	 Neighborhood traffic circles reduce speed of traffic at intersections by requiring motorists to move 
cautiously through conflict points.

E.	 Street trees narrow a driver’s visual field, subconsciously queuing drivers to slow down.

F.	 Maintain a minimum clear width of 14 feet with a constricted length of at least 20 feet in the direction 
of travel. 

Volume Reduction

•	 Partial closure diverters allow bicyclists to proceed straight across the intersection but forces motorists 
to turn left or right. All turns from the major street onto the bikeway are prohibited. Curb extensions can be 
incorporated with stormwater management features and/or a mountable island.

•	 Right-in/right-out diverters force motorists to turn right while bicyclists can continue straight through 
the intersection. The island can provide a through bike lane or bicycle access to reduce conflicts with right-
turning vehicles. Left turns from the major street onto the bikeway are prohibited, while right turns are still 
allowed.

•	 Median refuge island diverters restrict through and left-turn vehicle movements along the bikeway 
while providing refuge for bicyclists to cross one direction of traffic at a time. This treatment prohibits left turns 
from the major street onto the bikeway, while right turns are still allowed.

•	 Full diverters block all motor vehicles from continuing on a neighborhood bikeway, while bicyclists can 
continue unrestricted. Full closures can be constructed to be accessible to emergency vehicles.
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Bike Intersection Crossings
Bicycle pavement markings through intersections guide bicyclists on a safe and direct path through the 
intersection and provide a clear boundary between the paths of through bicyclists and vehicles in the adjacent 
lane. 

TYPICAL APPLICATION 
•	 Streets with conventional, buffered, or separated bike lanes.

•	 Streets with high volumes of adjacent traffic.

•	 Where potential conflicts exist between through bicyclist and adjacent traffic.

DESIGN FEATURES
A.	 Intersection markings should be the same width and in line with leading bike lane.

•	 Dotted lane line extensions should be 2 foot line segments with 2 to 6 foot gaps between them based 
on engineering judgments (CAMUTCD 3B.08).

•	 All markings must be white, skid resistant and retro reflective (CAMUTCD 9C.02.02). 

B.	 Dotted white lines may be (but are not required to be) enhanced with solid green, or dashed green 
within the same extents as the dotted line itself.
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Intersection crossing markings can be used at signalized intersections or high volume minor street and driveway crossings. 

FURTHER CONSIDERATIONS
The National Committee on Uniform Traffic Control Devices has submitted a request to include additional 
options for bicycle lane extensions through intersections as a part of future MUTCD updates. Their proposal 
includes the following options for striping elements within the crossing:

•	 Bicycle lane markings

•	 Double chevron markings, indicating the direction of travel.

•	 Green colored pavement.

Approximate Cost

The cost for installing intersection crossing markings will depend on the implementation approach. On 
roadways with adequate width for reconfiguration or restriping, costs may be negligible when provided as 
part of routine overlay or repaving projects. Typical thermoplastic green markings (such as those shown at the 
intersection in the exhibit   above) range from $8-15 per square foot depending on quantity.
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Bike Lanes at Right-Turn Lanes
At right-turns it’s recommended that bike lanes be placedbetween the right-turn lane and the right-most 
through lane or, where right-of-way is insufficient, to use a shared bike lane/turn lane. The design (below) 
illustrates conflict markings in green, with signage indicating that motorists should yield to bicyclists through 
the conflict area. 

TYPICAL APPLICATION
•	 Locations where vehicular traffic must cross over dedicated bike facilities to enter into a right-turn lane.

•	 At auxiliary right turn only lanes or where a through lane becomes a right turn only lane. 

 DESIGN FEATURES
•	 Continue existing bike lane width; standard width of 5 to 6 feet or 4 feet in constrained locations.

•	 Use R4-4 signage should be used to indicate that motorists should yield to bicyclists through the 
conflict area. 

•	 Consider (but not required) use of colored conflict areas to promote visibility of the mixing zone.
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Drivers wishing to enter the right turn lane must transition across the bicycle lane in advance of the turn.

FURTHER CONSIDERATIONS
•	 The bicycle lane maintains a straight path, and drivers must weave across, providing clear right-of-way 
priority to bicyclists.

•	 Maintaining a straight bicycle path reinforces the priority of bicyclists over turning cars. Drivers must 
yield to bicyclists before crossing the bike lane to enter the turn lane.

•	 Through lanes that become turn only lanes are difficult for bicyclists to navigate and should be 
avoided.

•	 The use of dual right-turn-only lanes should be avoided on streets with bike lanes (AASHTO, 2013). 
Where there are dual right-turn-only lanes, the bike lane should be placed to the left of both right-turn lanes; 
however, this merge is uncomfortable for most bicyclists. Keeping the bike lane to the right of the turn lanes is 
possible if a bicycle signal phase is implemented to separate bicyclists from right-turning vehicles.

Approximate Cost

•	 The cost for installing bicycle lanes will vary depending on the implementation approach. On roadways 
with adequate width for reconfiguration or restriping, costs may be negligible when provided as part of 
routine overlay or repaving projects. 

Materials and Maintenance

•	 Because the effectiveness of markings depends entirely on their visibility, maintaining the visibility of 
markings should be a high priority.
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COMBINED BIKE LANE/TURN LANE
Where there isn’t room for a conventional bicycle lane and turn lane, a combined bike lane/turn lane creates 
a shared lane where bicyclists can ride and turning motor vehicles yield to through traveling bicyclists. The 
combined bicycle lane/turn lane places shared lane markings within a right turn only lane. 

TYPICAL APPLICATION
•	 Most appropriate in areas with lower posted speeds (25 MPH or less) and with lower traffic volumes 
(10,000 ADT or less).

•	 May not be appropriate for high speed arterials or intersections with long right turn lanes or for 
intersections with large percentages of right-turning vehicles. 

•	 This treatment is recommended (but not required) at intersections lacking sufficient space to 
accommodate both a standard through bike lane and right turn lane.

DESIGN FEATURES
A.	 Maximum shared turn lane width is 13 feet; narrower is preferable (NACTO, 2012).

B.	 Shared Lane Markings should indicate preferred positioning of bicyclists within the combine lane.

C.	 A “Right Lane Must Turn Right” (CA MUTCD R3-7R) sign with an “EXCEPT BIKES” plaque may be needed 
to permit through bicyclists to use a right turn lane.

D.	  “Begin Right Turn Lane Yield To Bikes” signage (CA MUTCD R4-4) are recommended to indicate that 
motorists should yield to bicyclists through the conflict area.

•	 There should be a receiving bicycle lane or shoulder on the far side of the intersection
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Shared lane markings and signs indicate that bicyclists should ride on the left side of this right turn only lane.

FURTHER CONSIDERATIONS
•	 Combined bike lane/turn lane creates safety and comfort benefits by negotiating conflicts upstream of 
the intersection area.

Approximate Cost

•	 The cost for installing a combined bike/turn lane will depend on the implementation approach. On 
roadways with adequate width for reconfiguration or restriping, costs may be negligible when improvements 
are included as part of routine overlay or repaving projects. Some roadways can be retrofitted with simple 
shared lane markings and accompanying signage.

Materials and Maintenance

•	 Because the effectiveness of markings depends entirely on their visibility, maintaining the visibility of 
markings should be a high priority.
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Project                
(Road Name) From To Project Type Length 

(miles)

Country Club 
Boulevard Pershing Avenue Rainier Avenue Class II Buffered Bicycle 

Lane 0.40

W Benjamin Holt 
Drive Plymouth Road Pacific Avenue Corridor Study 6.83

S Fresno Avenue Washington Street Scotts Avenue Class II Bicycle Lane 0.38

Sonora Avenue Fresno Avenue Venture Avenue Class II Bicycle Lane 0.29

E Main Street SR 99 Bird Avenue Class II Bicycle Lane 1.35

Alpine Avenue Plymouth Road Mission Road Class II Buffered Bicycle 
Lane 1.04

Douglas Road N Pershing Avenue Pacific Avenue Class III Bicycle Boulevard 0.59

Mission Road River Drive S Tuxedo Avenue Class III Bicycle Boulevard 1.13

Thornton Road Mac Duff Avenue Pacific Avenue Class II Bicycle Lane 0.53

McHenry Road E Narcissus Way River Road Class II Bicycle Lane 1.47

E Front Street Duncan Road Archerdale Road Class I Shared-Use Path 0.50

N Jack Tone Road E Jack Tone Road N Tully Road Class III Bicycle Boulevard 0.64

N Tully Road E Juniper Avenue Main Street (SR 88) Class III Bicycle Boulevard 0.80

Ketcham Lane Track line begins 
on Ketcham Lane

E to N Confer Road, 
SW to Alpine Road , 
W along Arata Road 
to Diverting Canal/
Cardinal Avenue

Class I Shared-Use Path 9.50

Gettysburg Place Lincoln Road Douglas Road Class III Bicycle Boulevard 0.46

Kirk Avenue Del Rio Drive Michigan Avenue Class III Bicycle Boulevard 0.60

Waterloo Road E Street Wilmarth Road Corridor Study 2.67

N Sacramento Road New Hope Road  Pine Street Class III Bicycle Boulevard 0.41

Woodbridge 
Irrigation Canal Elm Street Woodbridge Road Class I Shared-Use Path 2.06

Lower Sacramento 
Road Eight Mile Road Lodi City Limits Class II Bicycle Lane 3.08

E River Road N Ripon Road Henry Road Class III Bicycle Route 10.16

E Harding Way Stanford Avenue N Airport Way Class III Bicycle Boulevard 0.11

Table B-1: Recommended Bicycle Facilities
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Table B-2: Recommended Spot Improvements

Project                
(Road Name) From To Project Type Length 

(miles)

N Pacific Avenue W Benjamin Holt 
Drive Douglas Road Corridor Study 0.20

N Wilson Way Robindale Avenue E McAllen Road Corridor Study 1.32

West Lane Harding Way Eight Mile Road Class IV Separated Bikeway 2.38

Linne Road Corral Hollow Road S MacArthur Drive Class IV Separated Bikeway 2.00

Lower Sacramento 
Road Woodbridge Road 450 Ft South of 

Academy Street Class II Bicycle Lane 0.87

El Rancho Road Grant Line Road California Avenue Class II Bicycle Lane 0.23

Alexandria Place Hammer Lane Swain Road Class III Bicycle Boulevard 1.52

West Lane Eight Mile Road 1000 ft South of 
Harney Lane

Class II Buffered Bicycle 
Lane 3.19

Lilac Street Mokelumne Street Academy Street Class III Bicycle Boulevard 0.32

Academy Street Lilac Street Lower Sacramento 
Road Class III Bicycle Boulevard 0.15

E Victor Road N Guild Avenue Kroll Road Class II Buffered Bicycle 
Lane 4.62

E Front Street Duncan Road N Ione Street Class III Bicycle Boulevard 0.97

Airport Way Woodward Avenue Nile Avenue Class II Bicycle Lane 1.42

Tinnin Road Woodward Avenue Sedan Avenue Class II Bicycle Lane 2.50

Union Road Manteca City 
Limits Nile Avenue Class II Bicycle Lane 1.04

Tidewater Bikeway Brunswick Road French Camp 
Road Class I Shared-Use Path 1.87

Woodward Avenue Bella Terra Drive Oleander Avenue Class II Bicycle Lane 0.80

Woodward Avenue Pagola Avenue Laurie Avenue Class II Bicycle Lane 0.70

Van Sosten Road Grunauer Road Mountain House 
Parkway Class II Bicycle Lane 1.76

Balboa Avenue Alexandria Place Mosher Slough Class III Bicycle Boulevard 0.47

Swain Road Harrisburg Place  Plymouth Road Class II Bicycle Lane 0.86

Thornton Road Midsection Road Sacramento 
Boulevard Class III Bicycle Route 0.39

S Chrisman Road Valpico Road Jefferson School Class II Bicycle Lane 3.00

Cherokee Road Sanguinetti Lane Alpine Road Class II Bicycle Lane 4.76
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Project                
(Road Name) From To Project Type Length 

(miles)

Country Club 
Boulevard Pershing Avenue - Spot Improvement1 -

E Mariposa Road E Drive Martin Luther 
King Jr Boulevard E Munford Avenue Class II Bicycle Lane 2.15

Stockton Diverting 
Canal Cherokee Road Main Street Class I Shared-Use Path 3.55

Airport Way Performance Drive Roth Road Class III Bicycle Route 2.66

Armstrong Road Davis Road Devries Road Class III Bicycle Route 1.00

County Hospital El Dorado Street  South Loop Road Class II Bicycle Lane 0.27

El Dorado Stockton City 
Limits County Hospital Class II Bicycle Lane 0.76

Main Street Bird Avenue Copperopolis 
Road Class III Bicycle Route 1.52

Morada Lane Fox Creek Drive West Lane Class II Bicycle Lane 0.75

S Lammers Road Valpico Road City Limits 
(Existing Class I) Class II Bicycle Lane 1.79

SR 88 Waterloo Road Clements Road Corridor Study 22.19

Bear Creek Lower Sacramento 
Road Eight Mile Road Class I Shared-Use Path 3.65

E Eight Mile Road Thornton Road Hildreth Lane Class II Buffered Bicycle 
Lane 7.73

W Woodbridge 
Road / Mokelumne 
Street

Woodbridge Road 
and Thornton Road 

Mokelumne 
Street and Lower 
Sacramento Road 

Class III Bicycle Route 5.44

Thornton Road Sacramento Road 
and Oak Road - Spot Improvement2 -

Lower Sacramento 
Road 

1320 ft South of E 
Woodson Road - Spot Improvement3 -

Elm Street Seventh Street 2nd Street Class III Bicycle Boulevard 0.26

Woodhaven Lane Chestnut Street 
and Mokelumne 

Woodhaven Lane 
and Turner Road Class II Bicycle Lane 0.71

Kettleman Lane Cherokee Lane Alpine Road Class III Bicycle Route 2.47

Byron Road 
West Side 
Irrigation Canal 
Bicycle Path

- Class I Shared-Use Path 2.01

1 Recommended improvements to consider include retrofit of curb ramp angles to align with existing crosswalks and restriping of crosswalk lines with high-durability 
paint where they are currently faded

2 Recommended improvements to consider include placement of advance yield markings on roadway on Thornton Road on either side of the existing crosswalk  and 
upgrading the crosswalk to a marked crosswalk (with vertical / painted bars) to better signify the presence and visibility of the facility.

3 Recommended improvements to consider include the placement of ‘Watch for Bikes’ on both approaches to the railroad underpass to alert motorists that bikes may be 
present and that it’s a shared lane. Signs should be placed at least 250-feet from the underpass location.
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Project                
(Road Name) From To Project Type Length 

(miles)

Liberty Road Lower Sacramento 
Road  N Nichols Road Class III Bicycle Route 1.00

Escalon-Bellota 
Road E Groves Road Littlejohns Creek Class III Bicycle Route 0.75

Kettleman Lane/
SR 12 Davis Road Lodi City Limits Class II Buffered Bicycle 

Lane 1.26

Airport Way Nile Avenue Kasson Road Class III Bicycle Route 6.78

Raymus Parkway Union Road  SR 99 Class I Shared-Use Path 4.98

Roth Road 
Extension S Airport Way SR 99 Class I Shared-Use Path 2.02

W Ripon Road Airport Way  Jack Tone Road Class III Bicycle Route 6.02

S Van Allen Road SR 120 Lone Tree Road Class II Bicycle Lane 2.00

Duncan Road Eight Mile Road SR-26 Class III Bicycle Route 6.19

Harney Lane Lower Sacramento 
Road

Jefferson Middle 
School Class II Bicycle Lane 0.28

Harney Lane Davis Road Jefferson Middle 
School Class III Bicycle Route 1.08

Austin Road Northland Road Lathrop Road Class II Bicycle Lane 1.44

Austin Road Northland Road French Camp 
Road Class III Bicycle Route 4.59

Austin Road Louise Road Lathrop Road Class III Bicycle Route 1.23

Nile Avenue Oleander Avenue Union Road Class II Bicycle Lane 0.99

Murphy Road E River Road E Milgeo Avenue Class II Bicycle Lane 1.01

Santos Avenue N Ripon Road  Murphy Road Class I Shared-Use Path 1.01

Thornton Road Eight Mile Road New Hope Road Class II Bicycle Lane 15.16

Corral Hollow Road Proposed Canal 
Trail Ellis Town Drive Class I Shared-Use Path 0.77

Corral Hollow Road Linne Road Delta Mendota 
Canal Class I Shared-Use Path 1.10

Linne Road MacArthur Drive S Chrisman Road Class II Bicycle Lane 1.00

Valpico Road Corral Hollow Road Existing Class II Class II Bicycle Lane 4.30

W Canal Road Berry Avenue Mac Arthur Drive Class III Bicycle Route 4.21
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Project                
(Road Name) From To Project Type Length 

(miles)

Paradise Road Old River I-5 Class III Bicycle Route 2.68

Alpine Road Kettleman Lane Copperopolis Road Class III Bicycle Route 12.08

Cesar Chavez Road South Loop North Loop Class II Bicycle Lane 0.91

Devries Road W Woodbridge 
Road  Armstrong Road Class III Bicycle Route 7.07

Escalon-Bellota 
Road SR 26 Milton Road Class III Bicycle Route 16.22

French Camp Road Beginning of Street SR 120 Class II Bicycle Lane 15.24

Walnut Grove Road Thornton  County Limits Class III Bicycle Route 4.39

Cord Road SR 12 Acampo Road Class III Bicycle Route 1.76

Clements Road Brandt Road - Spot Improvement4 -

Clements Road Harney Lane - Spot Improvement5 -

Grant Line Road / 
Kasson Road Chabot Court Durham Ferry 

Road Class III Bicycle Route 9.10

Howard Road Tracy Boulevard - Spot Improvement6 -

Howard Road Roberts Road - Spot Improvement7 -

Peltier Road Ray Road Lower Sacramento 
Road Class III Bicycle Route 4.23

Acampo Road Lower Sacramento 
Road Elliott Road Class III Bicycle Route 8.49

Atkins Road Hwy 88 Brandt Road Class III Bicycle Route 2.66

Clements Road  Hwy 88 Comstock Road Class III Bicycle Route 10.25

E Jahant Road N Tully Road Mackville Road Class III Bicycle Route 2.67

Baker Road Waterloo Road (SR 
88) Cox Road Class III Bicycle Route 6.64

E Shelton Road Escalon-Bellota 
Road N Shelton Road Class III Bicycle Route 5.84

4 Recommended improvements to consider include the placement of stop signs on north and south legs of intersection and new ‘Watch for Bicycles’ sign on north and 
south bound shoulders (near intersection).

5 Recommended improvements to consider include the placement of stop signs on north and south legs of intersection and new ‘Watch for Bicycles’ sign on the north 
and southbound shoulders (near the intersection)

6 Recommended improvements to consider include repainting edge line striping on southeast approach (leg) of intersection where it is heavily faded to establish 
adequate spacing for bicyclists and pedestrians.

7 Recommended improvements to consider include moving (painted) stop bar back (to the east) approximately 8 feet on eaststern approach to intersection but ensure 
adequate line of sight to the south is maintained (for those stopping at intersection).
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Project                
(Road Name) From To Project Type Length 

(miles)

Eight Mile Road N Tully Road Duncan Road Class III Bicycle Route 1.18

Live Oak Road Alpine Road N Tully Road Class III Bicycle Route 4.92

N Fine Road E Comstock Road Copperopolis 
Road Class III Bicycle Route 4.92

N Flood Road SR 26 Escalon-Bellota 
Road Class III Bicycle Route 5.13

Brandt Road Jack Tone Road Clements Road Class III Bicycle Route 3.97

Elliott Road E Peltier Road  SR 12 Class III Bicycle Route 6.83

Hogan Road 
Extension

Lower Sacramento 
Road SR 99 Class I Shared-Use Path 2.72

Planned N/S Arterial Sargent Road Harney Lane Class II Bicycle Lane 2.00

Sargent Road Davis Road Lower Sacramento 
Road Class II Bicycle Lane 1.51

Austin Road 99 Frontage Road W Ripon Road Class III Bicycle Route 4.70

Manteca Road Rina Drive  W Ripon Road Class III Bicycle Route 1.64

Sedan Avenue Tinnin Road Manteca Road Class II Bicycle Lane 0.50

Union Road Nile Avenue W Ripon Road Class III Bicycle Route 1.07

SR 99 Frontage 
Road /Rail Spur Moffat Boulevard W Main Street Class II Bicycle Lane 22.71

N Ray Road W Kile Road  W Woodbridge 
Road Class III Bicycle Route 3.00

W Kile Road Thornton Road N Ray Road Class III Bicycle Route 3.20

Corral Hollow Road Parkside Drive Midway Drive Class I Shared-Use Path 0.25

MacArthur Drive E Mt Diablo  Linne Road Class II Bicycle Lane 2.32

N MacArthur Drive W Canal Drive  I-5 Class III Bicycle Route 1.42

Bruella Road E Victor Road Victor Elementary 
School Class II Bicycle Lane 0.39

West Side Irrigation 
Canal Bicycle Path

Mountain House 
Parkway, 700 ft 
North of Von Sosten 
Road

Lammers Road at W 
Schulte Road Class I Shared-Use Path 3.83

Durham Ferry Road Hwy 33 New Jerusalem 
Elementary Class II Bicycle Lane 1.18

Acampo Road Clements Road N Johnson Road Class III Bicycle Route 3.24
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Project                
(Road Name) From To Project Type Length 

(miles)

Bethany Road Naglee Road  Corral Hollow Road Class III Bicycle Route 0.55

Bethany Road Byron Road Naglee Road Class III Bicycle Route 3.43

Carlin Road Roberts Road Crocker Road Class III Bicycle Route 1.58

Chrisman Road Linne Road Durham Ferry Road Class III Bicycle Route 2.00

Collier Road E N Linne Road SR 88 Class III Bicycle Route 10.92

Copperopolis Road Main Street Escalon-Bellota 
Road Class II Bicycle Lane 10.39

Corral Hollow Road Lammers Road  Tracy City limits Class III Bicycle Route 2.10

Crocker Road Undine Road Carlin Road Class III Bicycle Route 1.44

Davis Road SR 12 Armstrong Road Class III Bicycle Route 4.01

S Delivery Drive South Loop Road Mathews Road Class II Bicycle Lane 0.19

S Koster Road Hwy 33 Edna Court Class II Bicycle Lane 0.63

E Peltier Road Elliott Road  N Tully Road Class III Bicycle Route 2.42

E Stampede Road Atkins Road Clements Road Class III Bicycle Route 1.02

Eight Mile Road Alpine Road Tully Road Class II Bicycle Lane 4.71

Freedom Road South Loop Mathews Class II Bicycle Lane 0.11

Hansen Road Grant Line Road Schulte Road Class III Bicycle Route 2.51

Harney Lane N Tully Road N Tully Road Class III Bicycle Route 0.50

Hillside Drive Brandt Road N Jack Tone Road Class III Bicycle Route 1.05

Howard Road Endow Road Tracy Boulevard Class II Bicycle Lane 10.03

Jack Tone Road West Ripon Road Dawson Road Class II Bicycle Lane 32.54

Lammers Road Tracy Boulevard Corral Hollow Class II Bicycle Lane 0.36

Liberty Road Lower Sacramento 
Road County Line Class III Bicycle Route 12.05

Lone Tree Road Jack Tone Road Escalon-Bellota 
Road Class III Bicycle Route 8.02

Mackville Road Collier Road E SR 12/88 Class III Bicycle Route 1.24
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Project                
(Road Name) From To Project Type Length 

(miles)

Manthey Road Stockton City 
Limits Lathrop City Limits Class II Bicycle Lane 4.26

Mathews Road Manthey Road Howard Road Class II Bicycle Lane 0.76

Milton Road Fine Road Escalon-Bellota 
Road Class III Bicycle Route 2.69

N Johnson Road SR 12  Acampo Road Class III Bicycle Route 1.74

N Tully Road E Juniper Avenue  Comstock Road Class III Bicycle Route 7.78

N Tully Road Peltier Road E Jahant Road Class III Bicycle Route 0.62

N Ward Road Elliott Road Acampo Road Class III Bicycle Route 0.21

Naglee Road Bethany Road Bethany Road Class III Bicycle Route 0.16

North Loop Road Cesar Chavez Road South Loop Road Class II Bicycle Lane 0.41

Roberts Road SR 4 Carlin Road Class III Bicycle Route 5.56

Santa Fe Road Escalon City Limits County Limits Class II Bicycle Lane 4.07

SR 120 Manteca City 
Limits County Limts Corridor Study 11.87

SR 26 Diverting Canal 
Levee County Limts Corridor Study 18.49

SR 4 County Limits County Limts Corridor Study 17.70

Tracy Boulevard SR 4 Lammers Road Class II Bicycle Lane 8.05

Undine Road Crocker Lane Howard Road Class III Bicycle Route 2.97

Wolfe Road French Camp Road Howard Road Class III Bicycle Route 1.27

Bruella Road Victor Elementary 
School Liberty Road Class III Bicycle Route 6.34

Ham Lane extension Harney Lane Hogan Road Class II Bicycle Lane 0.50

Mills Avenue Harney Lane Hogan Road Class II Bicycle Lane 0.48

SR 12 Davis Road County Limits Corridor Study 14.77

SR 12 SR 88 County Limits Corridor Study 4.46

Murphy Road French Camp Road E River Road Class III Bicycle Route 3.04

Durham Ferry Road SR 33 Chrisman Road Class III Bicycle Route 3.86
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Project                
(Road Name) From To Project Type Length 

(miles)

Durham Ferry Road Durham Ferry Road  Airport Road Class III Bicycle Route 2.14

County Club 
Boulevard Pershing Avenue  Rainier Avenue Class II Bicycle Lane 2.19

Total 643.46
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Table C-1: Project Prioritization Results
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High Priority Projects
Location Name Project Type Scores

Country Club Boulevard Class II Buffered Bicycle Lane 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 6

W Benjamin Holt Drive Corridor Study 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 6

S Fresno Avenue Class II Bicycle Lane 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 5

Sonora Avenue Class II Bicycle Lane 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 5

E Main Street Class II Bicycle Lane 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 5

Alpine Avenue Class II Buffered Bicycle Lane 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 5

Douglas Road Class III Bicycle Boulevard 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 5

Mission Road Class III Bicycle Boulevard 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 5

Thornton Road Class II Bicycle Lane 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 5

McHenry Road Class II Bicycle Lane 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 4

E Front Street Class I Shared-Use Path 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 4

N Jack Tone Road Class III Bicycle Boulevard 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 4

N Tully Road Class III Bicycle Boulevard 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 4

Ketcham Lane Class I Shared-Use Path 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 4

Gettysburg Pl Class III Bicycle Boulevard 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 4

Kirk Avenue Class III Bicycle Boulevard 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 4

Waterloo Road Corridor Study 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 4

N Sacramento Road Class III Bicycle Boulevard 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 4

Woodbridge Irrigation 
Canal Class I Shared-Use Path 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 4

Lower Sacramento Road Class II Bicycle Lane 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 4

E River Road Class III Bicycle Route 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 4

E Harding Way Class III Bicycle Boulevard 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 4

N Pacific Avenue Corridor Study 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 4

N Wilson Way Corridor Study 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 4

West Lane Class IV Separated Bikeway 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 4

Linne Road Class IV Separated Bikeway 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 4

Lower Sacramento Road Class II Bicycle Lane 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 4

El Rancho Road Class II Bicycle Lane 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 4



C-2 San Joaquin County Bicycle Master Plan Update

Sa
fe

ty
 

C
on

ne
ct

iv
ity

D
em

an
d

Fe
as

ib
ili

ty
/C

os
t

Eq
ui

ty

C
om

m
un

ity
 

Pr
io

rit
ie

s

C
om

pe
tit

iv
en

es
s

Fi
na

l S
co

re

High Priority Projects
Location Name Project Type Scores

Alexandria Place Class III Bicycle Boulevard 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 4

West Lane Class II Buffered Bicycle Lane 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 4

Lilac Street Class III Bicycle Boulevard 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 4

Academy Street Class III Bicycle Boulevard 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 4

Medium Priority 
Projects

Location Name Project Type Scores

E Victor Road Class II Buffered Bicycle Lane 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 3

E Front Street Class III Bicycle Boulevard 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 3

Airport Way Class II Bicycle Lane 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 3

Tinnin Road Class II Bicycle Lane 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 3

Union Road Class II Bicycle Lane 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 3

Tidewater Bikeway Class I Shared-Use Path 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 3

Woodward Avenue Class II Bicycle Lane 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 3

Woodward Avenue Class II Bicycle Lane 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 3

Van Sosten Road Class II Bicycle Lane 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 3

Balboa Avenue Class III Bicycle Boulevard 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 3

Swain Road Class II Bicycle Lane 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 3

Thornton Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 3

S Chrisman Road Class II Bicycle Lane 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 3

Cherokee Road Class II Bicycle Lane 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 3

Country Club Boulevard Spot Improvement 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 3

E Mariposa Road Class II Bicycle Lane 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 3

Stockton Diverting 
Canal Class I Shared-Use Path 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 3

Airport Way Class III Bicycle Route 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 3

Armstrong Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 3

County Hospital Class II Bicycle Lane 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 3

El Dorado Street Class II Bicycle Lane 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 3

Main Street Class III Bicycle Route 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 3
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Medium Priority 
Projects

Location Name Project Type Scores

Morada Lane Class II Bicycle Lane 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 3

S Lammers Road Class II Bicycle Lane 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 3

SR 88 Corridor Study 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 3

Bear Creek Class I Shared-Use Path 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 3

E Eight Mile Road Class II Buffered Bicycle Lane 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 3

W Woodbridge Road / 
Mokelumne Street Class III Bicycle Route 1 1 0 0 1 0 3

Thonton Road Spot Improvement 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 3

Lower Sacramento Road Spot Improvement 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 3

Elm Street Class III Bicycle Boulevard 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 3

Woodhaven Lane Class II Bicycle Lane 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 3

Kettleman Lane Class III Bicycle Route 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 3

Byron Road Class I Shared-Use Path 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 3

Liberty Road Class III Bicycle Route 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 2

Escalon-Bellota Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2

Kettleman Lane/SR 12 Class II Buffered Bicycle Lane 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 2

Airport Way Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2

Raymus Parkway Class I Shared-Use Path 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2

Roth Road Extension Class I Shared-Use Path 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2

W Ripon Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2

S Van Allen Road Class II Bicycle Lane 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 2

Duncan Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 2

Harney Lane Class II Bicycle Lane 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 2

Harney Lane Class III Bicycle Route 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 2

Austin Road Class II Bicycle Lane 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 2

Austin Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 2

Austin Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 2
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Medium Priority Projects
Location Name Project Type Scores

Nile Avenue Class II Bicycle Lane 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 2

Murphy Road Class II Bicycle Lane 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2

Santos Avenue Class I Shared-Use Path 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2

Thornton Road Class II Bicycle Lane 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 2

Corral Hollow Road Class I Shared-Use Path 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 2

Corral Hollow Road Class I Shared-Use Path 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 2

Linne Road Class II Bicycle Lane 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2

Valpico Road Class II Bicycle Lane 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2

W Canal Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2

Paradise Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2

Alpine Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2

Cesar Chavez Road Class II Bicycle Lane 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2

Devries Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 2

Escalon-Bellota Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2

French Camp Road Class II Bicycle Lane 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 2

Walnut Grove Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 2

Cord Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 2

Clements Road at 
Brandt Road Spot Improvement 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 2

Clements Road at Harney 
Lane Spot Improvement 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 2

Grant Line Road / 
Kasson Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2

Howard Road at Tracy 
Boulevard Spot Improvement 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 2

Howard Road at Roberts 
Road Spot Improvement 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 2

Peltier Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 2

Bruella Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 2
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Low Priority Projects

Location Name Project Type Scores

Clements Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

E Jahant Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

Baker Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

E Shelton Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

Eight Mile Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

Live Oak Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

N Fine Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

N Flood Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

Brandt Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

Elliott Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

Hogan Road Extension Class I Shared-Use Path 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1

Planned N/S Arterial1 Class II Bicycle Lane 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

Sargent Road Class II Bicycle Lane 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

Austin Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

Manteca Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

Sedan Avenue Class II Bicycle Lane 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

Union Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

SR 99 Frontage Road /
Rail Spur Class II Bicycle Lane 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

N Ray Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

W Kile Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

Corral Hollow Road Class I Shared-Use Path 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1

MacArthur Drive Class II Bicycle Lane 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

N MacArthur Drive Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

Bruella Road Class II Bicycle Lane 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

West Side Irrigation 
Canal Bicycle Path Class I Shared-Use Path 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1

Durham Ferry Road Class II Bicycle Lane 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

Acampo Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

1 This planned arterial is located between North Davis Road and Lower Sacramento Road from Harney Lane to West Lodi Avenue 
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Bethany Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

Low Priority Projects

Location Name Project Type Scores

Atkins Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

Acampo Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

Bethany Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

Byron Road Class I Shared-Use Path 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

Carlin Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

Chrisman Class III Bicycle Route 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

Collier Road E Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

Copperopolis Class II Bicycle Lane 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

Corral Hollow Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

Crocker Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

Davis Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

Delivery Class II Bicycle Lane 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

S Koster Road Class II Bicycle Lane 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

E Peltier Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

E Stampede Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

Eight Mile Road Class II Bicycle Lane 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

Freedom Class II Bicycle Lane 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

Hansen Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

Harney Lane Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

Hillside Drive Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

Howard Class II Bicycle Lane 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

Jack Tone Class II Bicycle Lane 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

Lammers Class II Bicycle Lane 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

Liberty Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

Lone Tree Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

Mackville Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

Manthey Class II Bicycle Lane 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

Mathews Class II Bicycle Lane 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
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Milton Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

N Johnson Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

N Tully Road Class III Bike Route 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

Low Priority Projects

Location Name Project Type Scores

N Tully Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

N Ward Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

Naglee Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

North Loop Class II Bicycle Lane 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

Roberts Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

Santa Fe Road Class II Bicycle Lane 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

SR 120 Corridor Study 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

SR 26 Corridor Study 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

SR 4 Corridor Study 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

Tracy Boulevard Class II Bicycle Lane 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

Undine Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

Wolfe Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

Ham Lane extension Class II Bicycle Lane 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Mills Avenue Class II Bicycle Lane 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

SR 12 Corridor Study 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

SR 12 Corridor Study 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Murphy Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Durham Ferry Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Durham Ferry Road Class III Bicycle Route 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

County Club Boulevard Class II Bicycle Lane 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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D:
SAFETY ANALYSIS

Methodology
For the project safety analysis, Alta and Fehr & Peers 

reviewed county-wide collision data for the five most 
recent years available (2013-2017). The data is from the 
California Highway Patrol’s Statewide Integrated Traffic 
Records System (SWITRS) and was accessed through UC 
Berkeley’s Transportation Injury Mapping System (TIMS). 
The data includes the frequency, cause, type, time of day, 
fault, and severity of collisions involving bicyclists in San 
Joaquin County, along with the demographic information 
of those involved in each collision. 

All collision records for San Joaquin County were pulled 
and then filtered to remove those that occurred within city 
boundaries. A buffer of 100 feet was applied to capture and 
include collisions that occurred on city/county boundaries, 
given the high number of county pockets within urban-
ized areas and possible discrepancies in reporting location. 
Collisions that were listed as “Property Damage Only” were 
also removed.

Data Limitations
Official motor vehicle collision data such as SWITRS 

have been shown to underestimate the number of bicycle 
collisions that occur. SWITRS data is almost entirely limited 
to motor vehicle-related collisions that occur on public 
roadways and in which a police report was filed, which 
creates a sample bias. Bicyclist involved collisions may not 
be reported if they do not involve motor vehicles, if they 
occur in non-roadway locations such as parking lots or 
trails, or if a police report is not filed, which is the case in 
many less-serious collisions. 

Collision Summary
Collisions and collisions are, unfortunately, an occur-

rence for almost any transportation system. While 
unfortunate, collisions involving bicyclists are not unique 
to San Joaquin County and the network analyzed in this 
report. Furthermore, a collision does not, by default, mean 
a facility is unsafe but it does provide an important data 
point for determining how that facility or the system on the 
whole is serving bicyclists.

Between 2013 and 2017, 162 vehicle-bicyclist collisions 
occurred within the study area. Of these, 35 were fatally or 
severely injured (FSI) collisions. Bicyclist-involved collisions 

accounted for 2.4% of all traffic collisions, and 4.2% of FSI 
collisions within the county study area. These are dispro-
portionately higher than the county’s bicycle mode share 
(0.6%).

San Joaquin County experiences a high rate of hit and 
run collisions involving bicyclists: 17% of bicycle colli-
sions were misdemeanor or felony hit and run. Alcohol 
was involved in 8% (12) of the 162 reported bicycle colli-
sions. Driving or Bicycling Under the Influence of Alcohol 
or Drugs was reported in 14% (5) of the 35 reported FSI 
bicycle collisions.

Figure 5 on the following page shows the count of 
annual bicycle related collisions in the last five years within 
the study area (Note: Collisions within 100 feet of a City 
boundary from the years 2013-2017 were included in this 
analysis).

San Joaquin County’s bicycle-related collisions happen 
disproportionately during commute hours and weekdays. 
Figures 6 and 7 below illustrate the distribution of bicycle 
related collisions by time of day and the day of the week. 
“Improper turning” and “Wrong side of the road” constitute 
the largest collision factors for bicyclists within the study 
area. Figure 8 shows the most common types of bicycle 
collisions by the severity of injury. 
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Figure 5: Count and severity of bicycle collisions
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Figure 6: Severity of bicycle collisions by time of day
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Figure 7: Severity of bicycle collisions by day of the week

Figure 8: Cause of bicycle collisions by severity
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Figure 9: Type of bicycle collision by severity
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Figure 9 above shows the total number of collisions broken down by type of collision and severity. "Broadside” 
and “Other” constitute the largest group of collisions for both FSI and other collisions.

Figure 10 on the following page shows the distribution of bicycle related collisions in San Joaquin County 
from 2013-2017. The greatest number of collisions occurred in the city of Stockton. Mountain House also hosts a 
disproportionate amount of collisions, given its low population. A large number of collisions also occured on roads 
connecting population centers just outside of San Joaquin County boundaries.
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Figure 10: Bicycle Collisions Within San Joaquin County
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Weighted Collision Analysis Documentation

Since bicycle collisions only account for a small percentage of total collisions, a weighted collision analysis was 
conducted to better understand where safety issues exist within the county, regardless of travel mode. Weighting 
the collisions by travel mode and severity made it possible to analyze all collisions, while retaining a focus on bicycle 
collisions.

The analysis was informed by Crash Costs for Highway Safety Analysis1, a study done by the Federal Highway 
Administration. It used the Economic Property Damage Only (EPDO) method to weight collisions. Based on sensi-
tivity testing of the weights, the baseline weights were simplified into fewer categories (FSI vs. non-FSI) and scaled 
down so that the justifiable weights were not over-emphasizing FSI collisions relative to the general patterns of 
collisions across the study area. This tool used the analysis factors to weight bicycle, pedestrian, and vehicular colli-
sions based on the severity of the collision. FSI collisions received a weight of 10 for all three categories, while a 
collision with an evident or possible injury received a weight of 1 in all categories.

A second weighting was performed to prioritize bicycle safety. This was accomplished by assigning the highest 
weight to bicycle FSI collisions. Pedestrian FSI collisions received the second highest weight, followed by motor 
vehicle collisions. Table 3 below shows the weights assigned to each collision.

Table 3: Weighted Collision Analysis Factors

Weight for FSI 
Collision

Weight for 
Evident or 

Possible Injury 
Collision

Bicycle 10 1

Pedestrian 5 0.5

Vehicle 0.5 0.05

Figure 11 below displays the distribution of the weighted collisions. Collisions hot spots are centered around 
the urbanized areas and connective roadways. Motorized collisions are widespread across the county’s roads.

1 Federal Highway Administration (2018). Crash Costs for Highway Safety Analysis (FHWA-SA-17-071). Retrived from https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/hsip/docs/fhwasa17071.
pdf
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Figure 11:  Map of the results from the Weighted Collision Analysis
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Multi-Collision Corridors
In order to better understand the distribution of bicycle related collisions, Alta reviewed corridors with multiple 

collisions. Pedestrians were included in this analysis to assess protection for active transportation at large. Thirteen 
multi-collision corridors were identified. These are corridors where at least 2 collisions involving bicyclists occurred 
and where 3 or more collisions involving bicyclists or pedestrians occurred between 2013 and 2017. It should be 
noted that recent safety improvements have been made to the East Main Street and Thornton Road corridors.     

 Table 4 and Figure 12  detail and map the identified multi-collision corridors. 

Table 4: Multi-Collision Corridors for Bicyclists and Pedestrians

Roadway From To

Corridor 
Length 
(miles)

Total 
Bicycle 

Collisions

Total 
Pedestrian 
Collisions

Bicycle 
Collisions 

/ Mile

Pedestrian 
Collisions 

/ Mile
1 N Wilson Way Sanguinetti Ln E McAllen Rd 1.39 3 6 2.2 4.3

2 E Harding Way Stanford Ave N Airport Way 0.13 3 2 23.5 15.7

3 Cherokee Rd Sanguinetti Ln Lagorio Rd 3.28 5 3 1.5 0.9

4 Thornton Rd Encino Ave Wagner Heights 0.9 3 2 3.3 2.2

5 E Eight Mile Rd Thornton Rd Hildreth Ln 6.86 2 2 0.3 0.3

6 East River Rd Van Allen Rd McHenry Ave 3.14 3 1 1.0 0.3

7 W Benjamin Holt Dr Plymouth Rd Pacific Ave 1.66 7 8 4.2 4.8

8 E Main St Carroll Ave S Olive Ave 0.34 2 4 5.9 11.9

9 Liberty Rd

Lower Sacramento 

Rd N Nichols Rd 0.99 3 0 3.0 0.0

10 Alpine Ave Plymouth Rd Mission Rd 0.66 4 4 6.0 6.0

11 Mission Rd Bristol Ave County Club Blvd 0.16 2 1 12.7 6.4

12 Waterloo Rd Wilcox Rd Chronicle Ave 0.82 4 8 4.9 9.8

13 E Victor Rd N Guild Ave Kroll Rd 3.28 3 3 0.9 0.9
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Figure 12: Multi-Collision Corridors in the County
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