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Which Way, San Joaquin County? 

San Joaquin County 

General Plan Update 

In March, April, and May 2011 San Joaquin County 

hosted the third series of community workshops on 

the General Plan Update. The series, which was 

focused on alternative scenarios for future growth, 

included 14 workshops at various locations 

throughout the County. This report gives an overview 

of the community workshops and summarizes the 

input received from workshop participants as well as 

input from a community survey that residents mailed 

in. 

Community Workshop #3 Summary  

March-May 2011 
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San Joaquin County 

San Joaquin County is in the process of comprehensively 

updating its General Plan. The General Plan guides future 

land use, economic, transportation, infrastructure, 

agricultural, resource, and environmental decisions. It is 

intended to provide for orderly growth based on the 

community's values and vision for the future.  

The County has prepared several milestone reports during 

the General Plan Update.  The most recent milestone report 

released was the Alternatives Report, published in March 

2011.  The Report describes and analyzes four alternatives 

for future growth within the county over the next 25 years. 

The purpose of the alternatives process is to stimulate a 

discussion concerning future growth options and help the 

Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors determine 

the philosophy and course of action for guiding future 

We are looking for your input! Ways you can contribute to 

the General Plan Update include: 

General Plan Update Website 

The General Plan Update website 

contains up-to-date information 

on the General Plan, including 

information about the upcoming 

workshop.  You can also comment 

on the alternatives through the 

General Plan Update website.  Visit 

the website and click on the 

άŎƻƴǘŀŎǘέ ƭƛƴƪ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŦŜŜŘōŀŎƪΦ   

Newsletters 

The County periodically publishes newsletters to inform 

the community of the progress of the General Plan Update 

and announce upcoming meetings and publication of 

milestone reports.  

Email Updates 

The County has built a database of email addresses 

collected from various sources (e.g., General Plan Update 

website, stakeholder interviews, community workshops, 

and other sources) and sends out emails to the entire 

contact list at key points in the process. Visit the website 

to sign up to receive email updates on the project. 

Board of Supervisors and Planning Commission 
Study Sessions 

The Board of Supervisors and Planning Commission will 

meet several times during the General Plan Update 

process to review milestone products and provide 

feedback to County staff and the General Plan Consultants.  

Dates and locations will be posted on the project website 

and published in future newsletters once they are 

scheduled.  

growth and preservation within 

the county.  

The Report can be downloaded 

from the General Plan Update 

website (www.sjcgpu.com). A 

copy of the newsletter, which 

summarizes the report, can also 

be downloaded  from the 

website.           

The project website is available at: 

www.sjcgpu.com  

 Alternatives Report Overview  

 How to Stay Informed and Get Involved!  
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Throughout the months of March , April, and May 2011, San Joaquin County held a series of 14 workshops at various 

locations in the County. About 175 residents and community leaders attended the workshops and provided vital 

feedback on how they would like the County to grow in the future. Other residents who were not able to attend the 

workshops completed and mailed in a community survey that was included in the Alternatives Newsletter. The survey 

contained the same questions asked in the first workshop exercise.  

The workshop began with a presentation by the General Plan consultants, Mintier Harnish, who provided an overview 

of the General Plan update process and described and compared the four growth alternatives that were released for 

public review in March 2011.  Following the presentation, workshop attendees participated in interactive exercises 

designed to solicit feedback on the growth alternatives. 

Workshop participants first completed an individual preference survey (see page 49). The survey asked individuals to 

identify which alternative best describes the following: 1) creates the type of community where I would want to live 

and/or raise a family, 2) builds the kind of housing options that I need or want in my community, 3) creates the types of 

employment opportunities that I want in the County, 4) provides my family and me with the range of transportation 

options that we need, add 5) results in a future for San Joaquin County that I am excited 

about and would help support. The survey also asked: which alternative do you like the best 

overall?; why?; and what would you change or add from another alternative? The last part of 

the survey contained questions designed to gather individual preferences on the types of 

housing people would want to live in, the places where people would want to work, and the 

transportation investments that are important to them. Once participants had completed the 

surveys, the consultants facilitated a group discussion and tallied the results of the survey. 

In the final exercise participants were asked to identify what they liked, disliked, and would 

change about the alternatives. Participants were given three different colored Post-it® notes 

and were asked to write what they liked about an alternative on green Post-it® notes, what 

they disliked on blue Post-it® notes, and what they would change on yellow Post-it® notes. 

Participants then placed the Post-it® notes on a poster under the corresponding alternative. 

Participants were limited to four Post-it® notes of each color, but could place them on the 

alternative of their 

choosing. In other 

words, they were 

not required to place 

one Post-it® note 

per alternative.  

Exercise 2 Worksheet: Likes/Dislikes 

 Community Workshop Overview  

Exercise 1 Worksheet: 
Individual Preference Survey 
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San Joaquin County 

 Part 1: Individual Preference Survey ð Summary of Results  

This section summarizes the results of the first exercise in 

which individual workshop participants were asked to 

identify their preferences for how the county should 

grow. These results represent the views of the 175 

people who attended the workshop as well as the 48 

people who mailed in surveys.  

Overall, the results show strong support for Alternative B, 

which is an interpretation of the San Joaquin Council of 

Governments Regional Blueprint Strategy. About two-

thirds of respondents favored Alternative B overall and 

preferred the types of community, housing options, and 

transportation choices Alternative B would create. 

Alternative B directs new growth to existing city limits 

and would plan for higher-density and mixed-use 

development. It would preserve the most farmland and 

the existing character of rural areas and unincorporated 

communities. Alternative B would also create the most 

opportunities for public transit, walking, and bicycling, 

which respondents favored. 

About half of the participants favored Alternative B for 

the type of employment opportunities it would create. 

Alternative B directs most new employment to city 

downtowns and major urban corridors within cities. 

There was also significant support for the employment 

opportunities under Alternative C, which would encourage 

more industrial/manufacturing jobs at key interchanges in 

the unincorporated County.  
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 Part 1: Individual Preference Survey ð Summary of Results  

 

Base Case

4%

Alternative 

A

15%

Alternative 

B

66%

Alternative 

C

15%

1. Creates the type of community where I would 

want to live and raise a family  

Base Case

4%

Alternative 

A

16%

Alternative 

B

67%

Alternative 

C

13%

2. Builds the kind of housing options that I need or 

want in my community  

Base Case

5%
Alternative 

A

13%

Alternative 

B

54%

Alternative 

C

28%

3. Creates the types of employment opportunities 

that I want in the County  

Base Case

5%
Alternative 

A

12%

Alternative 

B

70%

Alternative 

C

13%

4. Provides my family and me with the range of 

transportation options we need  

Base Case

4% Alternative 

A

13%

Alternative 

B

67%

Alternative 

C

16%

5. Results in a future for San Joaquin County that I 

am excited about and would help support  

6. Which alternative do you like the best overall?  

Base Case

3%
Alternative 

A

15%

Alternative 

B

66%

Alternative 

C

17%
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San Joaquin County 

Why? 

Allows some growth in the County 

Does not force a development pattern that is not 

supported by the market 

Maintains existing communities 

Focuses growth in cities where infrastructure is 

located 

What would you change or add ? 

Maintain focus around the Stockton Airport 

Focus job growth on I-205 and I-580 

Add city growth from Alternative B 

Why? 

Continues to grow urban communities and reverses 

downward trends 

Allows for the most opportunities in communities 

Recognizes that growth is needed in communities in 

order to provide services and infrastructure 

Maintains community character 

What would you change or add ? 

Encourage agri-toursim 

Add more job growth, like in Alternative C 

Decrease the number of homes proposed in Farming-

ton 

Add city growth from Alternative B 

Reduce investment in public transit 

Why? 

Concentrates growth near the urban cities and 

results in more infill development 

Leads to more compact development, denser housing 

and creates more jobs within cities 

Has the least number of impacts 

Consumes the least amount of open space/ag 

Preserves unincorporated communities 

Gives young people the types of places they want to 

live in 

What would you change or add ? 

Encourage employment/job growth in 

unincorporated areas, like in  Alternative C 

Expand some suburban retail and office at the 

edges of cities 

Decrease investments in transit 

Why? 

Provides much needed opportunities to create jobs 

Increases County tax base 

Expands industrial/manufacturing jobs  

What would you change or add ? 

Remove employment growth areas away from areas 

that contain prime ag land 

Focus more job growth on I-205 and I-580 

Keep separation between communities 
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Base Case  Alternative A  

Alternative B  Alternative C  
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The last three questions on the individual preference 

survey asked respondents to identify their personal 

preferences for the type of housing they want to live in, 

the types of jobs they want available in the County, and 

the types of transportation improvements that are im-

portant to them.  

While the responses to the previous questions showed 

overwhelming support for the compact, higher-density 

development patterns shown in Alternative B, most 

people who attended the workshops preferred to live 

in lower-density, rural communities. About 67 percent 

of respondents preferred housing to be higher-density 

and built in the cities, but 46 percent said they wanted 

to live in rural ranchettes. Only 14 percent of respon-

dents wanted to live in higher-density housing down-

town. This suggests that residents living in the unincor-

porated County like their rural lifestyle and believe it 

should be maintained by directing new growth to the 

cities. 

The responses show support for industrial and manu-

facturing jobs in the unincorporated County. One-third 

(33 percent) of respondents wanted farming jobs and 

31 percent wanted industrial jobs. While more than half 

of respondents identified that Alternative B created the 

types of jobs they wanted (i.e., downtown employ-

ment), the individual preference responses show more 

support for jobs in the unincorporated County, a theme 

that was heard throughout the workshops. 

The responses for the types of transportation options 

that are important were consistent with the support for 

more public transit, walking, and bicycling opportuni-

ties. 

 Summary of Questions 7 -9  

Part 2: Likes and Dislikes  

The following pages 8 through 15 summarize the results of the second workshop exercise in which workshop participants 

were asked to identify what they like, dislike, and what they would change about the alternatives. 
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San Joaquin County 

Key Features: 

Community  

Â Activity focuses within and 

around city downtowns and 

suburban centers 

Â Reinforces existing 

unincorporated community 

character and identity 

Â New development expands 

significantly into agricultural 

and open space areas 

Housing 

Â Some new single-family homes 

are built in unincorporated 

communities 

Â Greatly expands suburban 

residential subdivisions, 

including single-family homes 

and moderate-density 

apartments, around cities 

Jobs 

Â Most new jobs are located in 

retail, office, and industrial 

parks within and around cities 

Â Provides limited employment 

growth in unincorporated 

areas 

Transportation  

Â People rely more on cars to get 

to most daily destinations 

Â Few options are available to 

travel by bike, foot, or transit 

Â The majority of transportation 

funds go to building and 

widening roads  

Base Case 

Net New Population 
2010-2030 

¢ƘŜ .ŀǎŜ /ŀǎŜ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ŀ Ŏƻƴǘƛƴǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ нлмл DŜƴŜǊŀƭ tƭŀƴ 

(adopted in 1992), and the seven city general plans.  

Urban  
Communities 

12% 

City Limits 

Rural  
Communities 

<1% 

City SOIs 
16% 

Balance of 
Unincorporated 

County 
2% 

Urban  
Communities 

11% 

City Limits 

Rural  
Communities 

<1% 

City SOIs 
16% 

Balance of 
Unincorporated 

County 
5% 

Net New Employment 
2010-2030 
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Improve 

connections 

through 

industrial areas 

Suburban 

subdivisions 

sprawl at city 

edges 

 
Transportation 

investments 
in roads 

 

Loss of 

farmland  

Reliance on 

cars and 

investments in 

roads 

Likely traffic 

increase 

 
Inefficient  
land use 

 

More jobs and 

economic 

growth 

 

Provide more 

pedestrian/bike 

options 

 

Improve 

existing  

roads 

Reinforces 

existing 

unincorporated 

community 

character  

Like 

Dislike  

KEY 

Change  

Likes 

Dislikes 

Changes 
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San Joaquin County 

Alternative A  

Net New Employment 
2010-2030 

Net New Population 
2010-2030 

*Farmington is counted as a rural community, 
but would become an urban community by 2030. 

Key Features 

Community  

Â Activity focuses on 

unincorporated urban 

communities, city downtowns, 

and suburban centers 

Â Could results in the greatest 

change to unincorporated 

community identity and character 

Â New development expands into 

agricultural and open space areas  

Housing 

Â Focuses new single-family 

housing choices in 

unincorporated communities 

Â Expands suburban residential 

neighborhoods, including single-

family homes and moderate-

density apartments, around cities  

Jobs 

Â New jobs occur within and around 

cities 

Â Provides some new services and 

employment uses along urban 

community main streets 

Â Expands suburban retail and office 

employment in and around cities  

Transportation  

Â People rely on cars with improved 

options to travel by bike, foot, or 

transit 

Â Unincorporated communities 

expand public transit service and 

walking and bicycle options 

Â The majority of transportation 

funds go to expanding roads and 

increasing public transit to 

unincorporated communities  

City Limits 

Rural  
Communities* 

2% 

City SOIs 
15% 

Balance of 
Unincorporated 

County 
1% 

Urban  
Communities 

14% 

City Limits 

Rural  
Communities* 

1% 

City SOIs 
20% 

Balance of 
Unincorporated 

County 
3% 

Urban  
Communities 

11% 

Alternative A distributes population growth among the urban unincorporated communities 

of French Camp, Linden, Lockeford, Morada, Mountain House, Thornton, and Woodbridge.  
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Provides services 

to urban 

communities 

 

Growth pressure 

on urban 

communities  

 

Create cluster 

zoning between 

cities 

 
Provides a place for future 
generations to 

live 

 
Gives small 
towns the 

opportunity to 
thrive 

 

Provides 

housing for 

farm-related 

jobs 

 

Limit urban 

community 

growth to infill  

 
Single family 

homes in urban 
communities 

 
Infrastructure 
and services 

costs 

 

Growth of cities 

 

Loss of 

farmland  

 

Growth shown 

in Farmington  

 

Inefficient  

land use 

 

Building in 

floodplains 

 
Too much 
outward 

expansion 

Likes 

Dislikes 

Changes 

 
Add more 

unincorporated 
job growth 

Like 

Dislike  

KEY 

Change  
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San Joaquin County 

Alternative B  

Net New Employment 
2010-2030 

*Alternative B includes several policy 
assumptions over which the County has 
limited or no control. Implementation of 
Alternative B would require regional 
cooperation. 

Alternative B is an interpretation of the San Joaquin Council of Governments 

Blueprint. Alternative B focuses growth in cities and assumes a more 

compact development pattern. 

Key Features: 

Community  

Â Activity focuses on city downtowns 

and existing city neighborhood 

centers 

Â Employment and residential 

development integrated within cities. 

Â Limited investment in 

unincorporated communities  

Â Agricultural and open space areas are 

maintained  

Housing 

Â Little new housing is built outside of 

cities 

Â New housing choices within cities 

include single-family homes, 

townhomes, and high-density condos 

and apartments  

Jobs 

Â New jobs concentrated in city 

downtowns along major urban 

corridors 

Â Little employment growth occurs in 

unincorporated areas 

Â Expands retail and office employment 

within cities  

Transportation  

Â Extensive transit services are available 

within and between cities and 

regions resulting in the least amount 

of traffic congestion 

Â People in unincorporated areas rely 

on cars to move around 

Â People in cities rely less on cars with 

expanded options to walk, bike, and 

ride transit 

Â The majority of transportation funds 

go to increasing public transit to 

unincorporated communities and 

maintaining existing roads  

Urban  
Communities 

City Limits 

Rural  
Communities 

<1% 

City SOIs 
5% 

Balance of 
Unincorporated 

County 
1% 

City Limits 

Rural  
Communities 

<1% 

City SOIs 
17% 

Balance of 
Unincorporated 

County 
2% 

Urban  
Communities 

11% 

Net New Population 
2010-2030 
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Do not like  

high density 

 

More job growth 

in rural areas 

 
Concentrates growth and infill in urban areas 

 

 
Diversity of 
housing 

Higher densities 

and jobs in cities 

reduce 

transportation 

costs 

 

More transit 

options/reduces 

reliance on cares 

 

Preserves 

agriculture and 

open space 

 

Limited rural 

growth 

 
Relies on cities 
to make policy 

changes 

 

Public transit, 

bike, pedestrian 

investments 

Lack of 

unincorporated 

community/

rural 

development 

 

More rural 

transit  

 

Expand job 

growth around 

cities 

 

Allow some 

unincorporated 

growth 

 
Creates  

walkable  
cities 

 

Protects way of 

life in rural 

communities 

Likes 
Dislikes 

Changes 

 
Environ-

mentally better 

Add services and employment 
uses along 

urban main 
streets  

 
County losing 

control of 
growth  

Protects 
agricultural 

lifestyle in the 
rural areas 

Like 

Dislike  

KEY 

Change  
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San Joaquin County 

Net New Employment 
2010-2030 

Alternative C 
Alternative C focuses new employment growth and some population 

growth in specific locations along Interstate 5 and State Route 99. 

Key Features: 

Community  

Â Activity focuses within and 

around city downtowns and 

suburban centers and at key 

interchanges in unincorporated 

areas 

Â Could result in change to identity 

and character of some 

unincorporated communities 

Â New development expands into 

agricultural and open space areas  

Housing 

Â Focuses new single-family 

housing choices in some 

unincorporated communities 

Â Expands suburban residential 

neighborhoods, including single-

family homes and moderate-

density apartments, around cities  

Jobs 

Â New jobs occur at new 

unincorporated employment 

centers and within and around 

cities 

Â Expands industrial parks and 

manufacturing and goods 

movement facilities in the 

unincorporated areas 

Â Expands suburban retail and 

office employment in and around 

cities  

Transportation  

Â People rely on cars with some 

options to travel by bike, foot, or 

transit 

Â Truck traffic increases in 

unincorporated areas 

Â The majority of transportation 

dollars go to expanding and 

building roads  

Urban  
Communities 

City Limits 

Rural  
Communities 

1% 

City SOIs 
16% 

Balance of 
Unincorporated 

County 
1% 

Urban  
Communities 

11% 

City Limits 

Rural  
Communities 

1% 

City SOIs 
19% 

Balance of 
Unincorporated 

County 
5% 

Net New Population 
2010-2030 
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Too much 

pressure on 

freeways 

 
Job opportunities 

in 
unincorporated 

areas 

Expand on area 

between I-5 and 

SR-99 south of 

Stockton 

 

Uses existing 

transportation 

corridors 

 

Increased tax 

revenue for the 

County 

 

South County 

growth closer to 

transportation 

 

Add jobs to the  

I-580 corridors 

 
Allow 

additional  
rural growth 

 
City growth 

and expansion 

 

Loss of 

community 

separators 

 
Truck traffic in 

rural areas 

Likes 

Dislikes 

Changes 

Like 

Dislike  

KEY 

Change  



 

 

Page 16 Community Workshop #3 Summary 

San Joaquin County 
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San Joaquin County 

The Community Workshop Preferred Alternative diagram 

shows commonly agreed upon features of the alternatives 

that emerged from the feedback received at the 14 

community workshops. Overall, there was significant 

support for the compact growth patterns shown in 

Alternative B. Workshop attendees felt that most new 

growth should be directed to cities, away from productive 

farmland and open space. However, many residents felt that 

some new infill growth and reinvestment is needed in the 

/ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǳƴƛƴŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜŘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƻ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

communities while protecting their small town character. 

Participants also wanted to see more employment 

opportunities at major interchanges on I-5 and SR-99 in the 

unincorporated County. Several residents commented that 

additional employment should be directed to I-205 and I-580 

interchanges near Tracy as well. 

There were a couple of issues that arose from the 

community workshop feedback. One of the biggest issues 

was the lack of control that the County has to influence the 

growth patterns described in Alternative B. While the 

majority of workshop participants supported directing new 

growth to cities in the form of compact, higher-density, and 

mixed-use development, participants also noted that this 

type of growth will require the cities to adopt policies and 

make decisions to grow in this way.  The County has little 

ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ƻǾŜǊ ŎƛǘƛŜǎΩ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ŀƴƴŜȄ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ƭŀƴŘ ŀǘ 

the city fringe. 

Another issue that arose at the workshops was a lack of 

consensus on how much growth, if any, should be allowed in 

Farmington. The majority of residents opposed the proposed 

amount of growth in Alternative A, but many agreed that 

some limited growth should be allowed in the community.  

Description of the Community Workshop Preferred Alternative Diagram  
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The following section is a summary of the input from each 

community workshop.  Each summary includes the results of the 

individual preference surveys and the Likes/Dislikes Post-it® 

exercise.  

Individual Community Workshop Summaries 
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San Joaquin County 

Location: East Stockton/Delta 

Date: March 29, 2011 

Number of Participants: 5 

Summary of Question 6: 

Everyone who participated in the workshop selected 

Alternative B as their favorite alternative overall. The main 

reasons for preferring Alternative B were the compact 

growth patterns and the lesser impact on farmland. 

When asked what they would change, participants indicated 

they would like to see more employment opportunities in 

the unincorporated county (as shown in Alternative C) and 

higher density housing. 

 

 

Question 7: What type of housing would you most want to 

live in? 

Question 8: What types of jobs do you want available? 

Question 9: What kind of transportation investments are 

important to you? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Creates the type of community 

where I would want to live and 

raise a family

2. Builds the kind of housing 

options that I need or want in my 

community

3. Creates the types of 

employment opportunities that I 

want in the County

4. Provides my family and me with 

the range of transportation 

options we need

5. Results in a future for San 
Joaquin County that I am excited 

about and would help support

6. Which alternative do you like 

the best, overall?

Number of Respondents
BC A B C

Individual Preference Survey Results  

0 1 2 3

Rural ranchette

New single -family subdivision

Existing single-family neighborhood

City downtown apartment or condo

0 1 2 3

Suburban retail/office

Community "Main Street"

City downtown

Industrial park

Farming operation

0 1 2 3

Widen existing roads

Build new roads

Improve bus system

Improve rail system

Improve bike/pedestrian paths
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This provides 

the kind of 

transportation 

my family 

would like  

I would like to 
see job growth 
in Linden and 
Farmington 

areas  

Need more 

employment 

opportunities  

Do not 
encourage 
residential 
growth in 
Morada  

Growth in rural 
communities will 
need massive 

improvements in 
access roads, 

highways  

Dislike 
increase in 

population in 
Farmington  

I like 

concentrating 

growth in the 

urban areas  

More 

impact  

More 

employment 

and housing  
It builds the kind 

of housing that 

I would like to 

have in my 

community  

I like seeing 
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1. Creates the type of community 

where I would want to live and 

raise a family

2. Builds the kind of housing 

options that I need or want in my 

community

3. Creates the types of 

employment opportunities that I 

want in the County

4. Provides my family and me with 

the range of transportation 

options we need

5. Results in a future for San 
Joaquin County that I am excited 

about and would help support

6. Which alternative do you like 

the best, overall?

Number of Respondents
BC A B C

Location: French Camp/South Stockton 

Date: March 31, 2011 

Number of Participants: 4 

Summary of Question 6: 

Workshop participants were split between Alternatives B 

and C as their favorite alternative overall. The main reasons 

for preferring Alternative B were the infill development, the 

preservation of open space, and the diversity of housing 

options. The main reason for preferring Alternative C was 

the jobs it would create. 

When asked what they would change, participants indicated 

they would like to see more employment opportunities 

along existing transportation corridors in the Preferred 

Alternative, as shown in Alternative C. 

Individual Preference Survey Results  

Question 7: What type of housing would you most want to 

live in? 

Question 8: What types of jobs do you want available? 

Question 9: What kind of transportation investments are 

important to you? 
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Location: Manteca/Lathrop 

Date: April 4, 2011 

Number of Participants: 8 

Summary of Question 6: 

The majority of workshop participants selected Alternative B 

as their favorite alternative overall; one person selected 

Alternative A. The main reasons for preferring Alternative B 

were the preservation of farmland, improvements in 

alternative transportation modes, and the reduced water 

demand. The person who selected Alternative A liked the 

growth in unincorporated communities. 

When asked what they would change, participants indicated 

they would like to see more attention to alternative modes 

ƻŦ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƳƻǊŜ άŀƎ ŦǊƛŜƴŘƭȅέ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴǎΦ 

 

Individual Preference Survey Results  
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where I would want to live and 

raise a family

2. Builds the kind of housing 

options that I need or want in my 

community

3. Creates the types of 

employment opportunities that I 

want in the County

4. Provides my family and me with 

the range of transportation 

options we need

5. Results in a future for San 
Joaquin County that I am excited 

about and would help support

6. Which alternative do you like 

the best, overall?

Number of Respondents
BC A B C

Question 7: What type of housing would you most want to 

live in? 

Question 8: What types of jobs do you want available? 

Question 9: What kind of transportation investments are 

important to you? 


