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SAN JOAQUIN COUNCIL
OF GOVERNMENTS
555 E. Weber Avenue, Stockton, CA 95202
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Thursday, January 13, 2022
10:00 A.M.
https://sjcog.zoom.us/j/81954077664
Teleconference Number: 1-669-900-6833
Webinar ID: 819 5407 7664
Note: If you don't have access to a smart device or a computer with a webcam & a mic, you
can dial in using the teleconference number and meeting ID above.
Attention Callers: Please mute the call unless speaking
NOTICE
Coronavirus COVID-19
In accordance with the Ralph M. Brown Act (Cal. Gov. Code 54950 et seq.), as amended by
Assembly Bill 361 (2021), The San Joaquin Council of Governments and staff will be participating
in this meeting via teleconference. In the interest of maintaining appropriate social distancing,
members of the public may participate in the meeting electronically using the Zoom link. To be
recognized to speak, please use the “raise hand” or chat feature in Zoom.
We have also provided a call-in number, as identified on this Agenda, and encourage you to
attend by telephone. To be recognized to speak, press *9 which will signal the moderator.
The San Joaquin Council of Governments is in compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act and will make
all reasonable accommodations for the disabled to participate in employment, programs and facilities. Persons
requiring assistance or auxiliary aid in order to participate should contact Rebecca Calija at (209) 235-0600 at least
24 hours prior to the meeting.

AGENDA
1.

Call to Order / Introductions / Roll Call

2.

Minutes: November 10, 2021; December 9, 2021 and January 6, 2022

3.

Public Presentation
At this time, the public may address the Technical Advisory Committee on any non-agendized item that is
within the subject matter of this agency. If a member of the public wishes to speak on an agenda item he or
she is invited to address the Technical Advisory Committee at the time the item is up for consideration. A
five-minute maximum time limit for a speaker will apply to all “items from the audience”. The determination
of whether an item is within the subject matter of the Committee is a discretionary decision to be made by
the chair of the Technical Advisory Committee.
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4.

Technical Items: B through C are available for action by the committee. The left hand
column identifies only recommendations from staff.

Action

A. Consent Calendar Items: D and F

Discussion

B. Surface Transportation Block Grant Program Update Process (Ryan
Niblock)

Discussion

C. dibs Community Report 2020-2021 (Stephanie Maynard)
CONSENT CALENDAR

Action

D. 2021 Regional Congestion Management Program (RCMP) Monitoring Report
(Travis Yokoyama)

Action

E. Teleconference Meeting During Proclaimed State of Emergency (Ryan
Niblock)

Information F. Cycle 6 Regional Housing Needs Allocation: Proposed Methodology for
30-day Public Review (Christine Corrales)

5.

Other Matters of Business

6.

Meeting Adjourned to Thursday, February 10, 2022 at 10:00 a.m.
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TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TAC)
San Joaquin Council of Governments • 555 E. Weber Ave. • Stockton, CA 95202
VIA TELECONFERENCE
Thursday, Nov. 10, 2021
MINUTES
Present

x
x
x
x

x
x
x
x

Member Name
Michael Chung
Awni Taha
Najee Zarif
Eric Alvarez
Wes Johnson
Dodgie Vidad
Georgia Graham
Lyman Chang
Juan Portillo
Koosun Kim
Anju Pillai
Ed Lovell
Sarah Collins
Michael King

Jurisdiction
SJ County
SJ County
SJ County

John Andoh

City of Escalon

City of Stockton
City of Stockton
City of Stockton

City of Lodi
City of Lodi
City of Manteca
City of Manteca
City of Tracy
City of Tracy
City of Ripon
City of Lathrop

Present
x
x
x
x

x

Member Name

Jurisdiction

Eric Williams
Kimberly Gayle
Vacant
Juan G. Villanueva
Tom Dumas
Josh Swearingen
Marlon Regisford
John Cadrett
Russell Stark

SJRTD
SJRTD
SJRRC
Port of Stockton
Caltrans D-10
Caltrans D-10
Caltrans D-10
SJVAPCD
Stk. Metro Airport

Alternates/Others: Angel Abarca, city of Lathrop; Dylan Casper, SJRRC; Miguel Mendoza, city
of Stockton; Greg Behrens, Fehr & Peers; Damaris Galvan, SJRTD; Bee Thao, Access San Joaquin;
Elizabeth Fernandez, SJRTD: Kari McNickle, Fehr & Peers; Max Calder, SJRTD; Dominique
Romo, city of Escalon; Kenneth Huntley, Access RTD Rider; Carlos Huerta, SJC Office of
Education; Jennifer Gass, RTD Rider; Kholoud Rashid, DRAIL; Maximilian Cao, SJRTD; Janice
Waith, Public; John Barna, Public, Linda Myers, Public
SJCOG Staff: Kim Anderson, Deputy Director of Planning; Ryan Niblock, Deputy Director of
Programming and Project Delivery; Christine Corrales, Senior Regional Planner; Travis Yokoyama,
Senior Regional Planner; Tim Kohaya, Senior Regional Planner; Yvette Davis, Senior Program
Specialist; Rosie Gutierrez, Office Administrator; Isaiah Anderson, Assistant Regional Planner;
Stephanie Maynard, Assistant Program Specialist; Sarah Hersom, Administrative Technician
1.

Call Meeting to Order/Introductions:
Chair Najee Zarif called the meeting to order at 10:03 a.m. and roll was called.

2.

Meeting Minutes from Oct. 14, 2021:
It was moved/seconded (Stark/Lovell) to approve the meeting minutes from Oct. 14, 2021.
Motion passed unanimously by voice vote.

3.

Public Presentation:
None.

4.

Technical Items for Discussion and Action: B through E
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A. Consent Calendar:
F. Teleconference Meetings During a Proclaimed State of Emergency
G. Fiscal Year 2020-2021 Regional Transportation Impact Fee (RTIF) Program Annual
Report.
It was moved/seconded (Graham/Lovell) to approve the consent calendar. Motion passed
unanimously by voice vote.
B. System Redesign Study, Regional Transit District (RTD) Next Gen
Damaris Galvan from San Joaquin Regional Transit District (RTD) and Kari McNickle from
Fehr & Peers presented a brief update on the RTD Next Gen System Redesign study. RTD staff
and a consultant team developed draft network concepts for three ridership scenarios. Using
public feedback from the first phase of outreach and stakeholder interviews, RTD staff and the
consultant team evaluated and reviewed data to understand the existing service performance and
the underlying factors that support transit usage to better prepared for the future of transit
The study also focuses on rural and commuter routes with the possibility of increasing the
County Hopper service and exploring new supplemental routes. RTD is looking to sustain
existing service levels with Van Go! and/or implement an on-demand service in areas with
lower ridership demand. With other factors like COVID-19 and fare costs, the RTD staff would
like to make modifications that support ridership throughout the RTD system. Further
refinements and revisions to the service plan will be made based on the input during the second
phase of outreach and stakeholder group meetings. For more information visit
RTDNextGen.com and sign up to receive updates.
Kenneth Huntley stated his concerns about the fare cost, as Van Go! is more expense than the
fixed routes. The Access pass covers the costs of fixed routes fares and he would have to use
Van Go! with the realignment of the routes. This will cost him a lot more to get around with this
new program.
Ms. McNickle stated the goal of the on-demand service is that the fares would be within the
same ranges as the current local service fares. This is not meant to represent a premium service,
but a more flexible replacement for the metro Hoopers in those areas.
Kimberly Gayle would like to clarify that the on-demand service is not the Van Go!
Greg Behrens stated that the Access pass will be honored in the on-demand service areas.
Kholoud Rashid asked if there is a time frame for reservations for the new on-demand area.
Mr. Behrens stated that those details are still pending. RTD is at the stage in the planning
process for getting the general structure of the system worked out.
Ms. Gayle announced that there will be a board meeting and public hearing on Nov. 19. RTD
will have a more in-depth presentation on the NexGen study.
This item was for discussion only.
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C. 2022 Regional Transportation Improvement Program
Ryan Niblock is looking for approval on the $5,232,000 State Transportation Improvement
Funds (STIP) and other funding sources available for programming. Upon the SJCOG Board’s
approval, staff will transmit the approved document to the California Transportation Commission
(CTC) for inclusion in the statewide 2022 STIP. SJCOG staff informed the SJCOG Board and
committees that the financial needs of projects in the region far exceed the amount of STIP funds
available. Based on feedback received, SJCOG staff has prepared a comprehensive funding
strategy that utilizes the funds available to address the highest priority needs in the region.
A recap of the funds available for programming are the $5,232,000 from STIP, $4,449,000 in
Local Partnership Program (LLP) funds, $1,330,162 in Highway Infrastructure Program (HIP)
funds, $3,300,215 in State-Coronvirus Response and Relief Supplemental Appropriations Act
(CRRSAA), and $3,244,451 in Federal-Coronavirus Response and Relief Supplemental
Appropriations Act (CRRSAA), totaling $17,555,828 in available funds.
In reviewing the regions project funding needs and project funding shortfalls, SJCOG staff
received comments from committees regarding project priorities and various criteria for
consideration. SJCOG staff recommending the following programming for the STIP and the
other funding sources. This recommendation would result in the programming of $16,206,828,
with the remaining LLP funds of $1,349,000 left unprogrammed until early next year as the
funding need for 99/120 is revisited.

Anju Pillai asked what other funding will be available in the next year for the projects that
aren’t in the construction phase.
Mr. Niblock stated that the next funding sources coming available is the Construction
Management and Technology Program (CMAT) call for projects. Mr. Niblock offered to
discuss what projects can and are available for CMAT funding. Next year, the LPP, Solutions
for Congestive Corridors Program, and the Trade Corridor Enhancement Programs, all have
competitive call for projects at the state level.
Dodgie Vidad asked if there is a website that states what projects these programming funds can
be used.
Mr. Niblock stated the CTC does have a FYI/question and answer section on their website. The
CTC have a guideline document that Mr. Niblock can share with the members.
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It was moved/seconded (Zarif/Vidad) to approve staff’s recommendation regarding the 2022
Regional Transportation Improvement Program, with an amendment to include SJCOG as a
potential fund swap partner with local agencies, as it relates to CRRSAA funds. Motion passed
unanimously by voice vote.
D. Regional Transportation Impact Fee (RTIF) Third-Party Cost for 21-22
Tim Kohaya presented on the regional transportation impact fee (RTIF) third-party cost.
This methodology is spelled out in the RTIF operating agreement approved in 2015. RTIF
operating agreement establishes guidelines for the program’s administrative costs. Each
participating agency and SJCOG are responsible for the third-party costs to implement the
RTIF program. Eligible costs include legal expenses, audit expenses, and consultant costs. The
review of past third-party cost revenues and expenditures as of Fiscal Year 20-21 shows that
SJCOG currently holds a balance of $5,799. To replenish the account to cover estimated future
expenses of $138,000, SJCOG staff recommends billing a total of $132,201 this fiscal year.
Mr. Kohaya is recommending the approval of the estimated third-party cost for FY 21-22.
It was moved/seconded (Stark/Johnson) to approve the estimated third-party costs for
FY 21-22. Motion passed unanimously by voice vote.
E. Fiscal Year 20-21 Measure K Annual Report
Stephanie Maynard presented the annual Measure K report. The report documents yearly
progress on projects funded, all or in part, by the half-cent sales tax. SJCOG staff is presenting a
digital annual report to allow for more creativity to attract and engage an audience. The main
interactive page highlights and allows website visitors to select on key categories to learn about
projects and activities. Ms. Maynard went over a few items on the website and announced that
the website will be made available to the public before December’s board meeting.
This item was for discussion only.
5.

Other Matters of Business:
Mr. Zarif asked if SJCOG staff will be updating the SJCOG Board on the passage of the
Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act and reporting back to the committees on what this means
for our region’s funding estimates.
Mr. Niblock stated yes, SJCOG staff will have an update at the board meeting in December and
he will bring the updated information to the next committee meeting.

6.

Adjournment: There being no further business to discuss. The meeting was adjourned at
11:28a.m. to Thursday, Jan. 13, 2022.
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TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TAC)
San Joaquin Council of Governments • 555 E. Weber Ave. • Stockton, CA 95202
VIA TELECONFERENCE
Thursday, Dec. 9, 2021
MINUTES
Present

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

Member Name
Michael Chung
Awni Taha
Najee Zarif
Eric Alvarez
Wes Johnson
Dodgie Vidad
Georgia Graham
Lyman Chang
Juan Portillo
Koosun Kim
Anju Pillai
Ed Lovell
Sarah Collins
Michael King

Jurisdiction
SJ County
SJ County
SJ County

John Andoh

City of Escalon

City of Stockton
City of Stockton
City of Stockton

City of Lodi
City of Lodi
City of Manteca
City of Manteca
City of Tracy
City of Tracy
City of Ripon
City of Lathrop

Present
x
x
x
x
x
x

Member Name

Jurisdiction

Eric Williams
Vacant
Dylan Casper
Juan G. Villanueva
Tom Dumas
Josh Swearingen
Marlon Regisford
John Cadrett
Russell Stark

SJRTD
SJRTD
SJRRC
Port of Stockton
Caltrans D-10
Caltrans D-10
Caltrans D-10
SJVAPCD
Stk. Metro Airport

Alternates/Others: D’mitri Williams, San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission (SJRRC); Greg
Jaquez, MSN Engineers
SJCOG Staff: Ryan Niblock, Deputy Director of Programming and Project Delivery; Rosie
Gutierrez, Office Administrator; Sarah Hersom, Administrative Technician
1.

Call Meeting to Order/Introductions:
Chair Najee Zarif called the meeting to order at 10:01 a.m. and roll was called.

2.

Public Presentation:
None.

3.

Consent Calendar:
A. Teleconference Meetings During a Proclaimed State of Emergency R-22-32
It was moved/seconded (Lovell/Dumas) to approve the consent calendar. Motion passed
unanimously by voice vote.

4.

Other Matters of Business:
Dylan Casper from SJRRC will be attending the TAC meetings now that David Ripperda is no
longer with SJRRC.
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Tom Dumas from Caltrans announced that Adopt-A-Highway and Clean California have teamed
up to offer stipends of up to $250 per litter clean-up event. Use the link to find contact
information for a local Adopt-A-Highway coordinator.
5.

Adjournment: There being no further business to discuss. The meeting was adjourned at
10:08 a.m. to Thursday Jan. 6, 2022, at 10 a.m.
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TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TAC)
San Joaquin Council of Governments • 555 E. Weber Ave. • Stockton, CA 95202
VIA TELECONFERENCE
Thursday, Jan. 6, 2022
MINUTES
Present

Jurisdiction
SJ County
SJ County
SJ County

X

Member Name
Michael Chung
Awni Taha
Najee Zarif
Eric Alvarez
Wes Johnson
Dodgie Vidad
Georgia Graham
Lyman Chang
Juan Portillo
Koosun Kim
Anju Pillai
Ed Lovell
Sarah Collins
Michael King

x

John Andoh

City of Escalon

x
x

x
X
X
X

City of Stockton
City of Stockton
City of Stockton

City of Lodi
City of Lodi
City of Manteca
City of Manteca
City of Tracy
City of Tracy
City of Ripon
City of Lathrop

Present

x

Member Name

Jurisdiction

Eric Williams
Vacant
Dylan Casper
Juan G. Villanueva
Tom Dumas
Josh Swearingen
Marlon Regisford
John Cadrett
Russell Stark

SJRTD
SJRTD
SJRRC
Port of Stockton
Caltrans D-10
Caltrans D-10
Caltrans D-10
SJVAPCD
Stk. Metro Airport

Alternates/Others: Dorothy Kam, City of Lodi; Michael Shami, San Joaquin County
SJCOG Staff: Ryan Niblock, Deputy Director of Programming and Project Delivery; Sarah Hersom,
Administrative Technician
1.

Call Meeting to Order/Introductions:
Chair Najee Zarif called the meeting to order at 10:04 a.m. and roll was called.

2.

Public Presentation:
None.

3.

Consent Calendar:
A. Teleconference Meetings During a Proclaimed State of Emergency R-22-32
It was moved/seconded (Andoh/Dumas) to approve the consent calendar. Motion passed unanimously by
voice vote.

4.

Other Matters of Business:
Chair Najee Zarif announced that Michael Shami will be a new TAC member from the San Joaquin
County.
Lyman Chang announced that Dorothy Kam will be a TAC member of the city of Lodi.

5. Adjournment: There being no further business to discuss. The meeting was adjourned at
10:07 a.m. to 10 a.m. Thursday, Jan. 13, 2022.
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Federal Highway Administration
California Division Office
650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100
Sacramento, CA 95814-4708
(916) 498-5001

Federal Transit Administration
Region IX Office
90 Seventh Street, Suite 15-300
San Francisco, CA 94103-6701
(415) 734-9490
April 16, 2021

ELECTRONIC CORRESPONDENCE ONLY
Mr. Toks Omishakin, Director
Office of the Director, M.S. 49
California Department of Transportation
1120 N Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
SUBJECT: California 2021 FSTIP Approval
Dear Mr. Omishakin:
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA)
have completed our reviews of the 2021 Federal Statewide Transportation Improvement Program
(FSTIP), which was submitted by your letter dated April 1, 2021. As detailed in your letter
enclosed, the 2021 FSTIP incorporates by reference the following metropolitan planning
organizations' (MPO) Federal Transportation Improvement Programs (FTIP):
Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG)
Butte County Association of Governments (BCAG)
Fresno Council of Governments (FresnoCOG)
Kern Council of Governments (KCOG)
Kings County Association of Governments (KCAG)
Madera County Transportation Commission (Madera CTC)
Merced County Association of Governments (MCAG)
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC)
Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG)
San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG)
San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG)
San Luis Obispo Council of Governments (SLOCOG)
Santa Barbara County Association of Governments (SBCAG)
Shasta County Regional Transportation Planning Agency (SCRTPA)
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)
Stanislaus Council of Governments (StanCOG)
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Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization (TMPO)
Tulare County Association of Governments (TCAG)
We find that the FSTIP and FTIPs, were developed through a continuing, cooperative, and
comprehensive transportation planning process in accordance with the metropolitan planning
provisions of 23 U.S.C. 134 and 49 U.S.C. Chapter 53 as amended by Public Law 114-94, the
The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has designated the following
planning areas as Nonattainment or Maintenance Areas for Criteria Pollutants:
Butte County Association of Governments (BCAG)
Fresno Council of Governments (FresnoCOG)
Kern Council of Governments (KCOG)
Kings County Association of Governments (KCAG)
Madera County Transportation Commission (Madera CTC)
Merced County Association of Governments (MCAG)
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC)
Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG)
San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG)
San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG)
San Luis Obispo Council of Governments (SLOCOG)
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)
Stanislaus Council of Governments (StanCOG)
Tulare County Association of Governments (TCAG)
As such, the above MPOs Policy Boards have made an initial conformity determination on the
above FTIPs and associated Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) amendments, as applicable,
before your letter dated April 1, 2021. The FHWA and FTA have reviewed the conformity
determinations and find that the FTIPs, the associated RTP amendments, and associated
conformity determinations conform to the applicable state implementation plan (SIP) in
accordance with the provisions of 40 CFR Parts 51 and 93. This finding has been coordinated
with Region IX of the EPA pursuant to the Transportation Conformity Rule.
Based on our review of the information provided and our ongoing oversight of the statewide and
metropolitan transportation planning processes, the FHWA and FTA are approving the 2021
FSTIP. This approval is effective April 16, 2021. This approval is given with the understanding
that an eligibility determination of individual projects for funding must be met, and the applicant
must ensure the satisfaction of all administrative and statutory requirements.
Included with this approval is FHWA and FTA's Federal Planning Finding (FPF). FHWA and
FTA are required under 23 CFR 450.220(b) to document and issue an FPF in conjunction with
the approval of the FSTIP. At a minimum, the FPF verifies that the development of the FSTIP is
consistent with the provisions of both the Statewide and Metropolitan transportation planning
requirements. Furthermore, the FPF documents FHWA and FTA's recommendations for
statewide and metropolitan transportation planning improvements.
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If you have questions or need additional information concerning our approval and the FPF,
please contact Mr. Antonio Johnson of the FHWA California Division at (916) 498-5889, or by
email at antonio.johnson@dot.gov, or Mr. Ted Matley of the FTA Region 9 Office at
(415) 734-9468, or by email at ted.matley@dot.gov.
Sincerely,

Sincerely,

Vince Mammano
Division Administrator

Ray Tellis
Regional Administrator
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Federal Planning Finding

FHWA, California
Division
FTA, Region IX

2021 Federal State
Transportation Improvement
Program
April 15, 2021

FINAL REPORT
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The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Federal Transit Administration (FTA) are
required under 23 CFR 450.220(b) to document and issue a Federal Planning Finding in
conjunction with the approval of the Federal Statewide Transportation Improvement Program
(FSTIP). The Federal Planning Finding verifies, at a minimum, that the development of the
FSTIP is consistent with the provisions of both the Statewide and Metropolitan transportation
planning requirements of 23 U.S.C. 134, 135; 49 U.S.C. 5303-5305; 23 CFR parts 450 and 500,
and 49 CFR part 613. This report substantiates the issuance of the FHWA/FTA Federal Planning
Finding (FPF) to support FHWA/FTA approval of the FSTIP based on the review of FSTIP and
FTIP documents, statewide and metropolitan planning self-certification statements (23 CFR
450.220; 23 CFR 450.336), and related supporting documentation.
The FPF is one part of the risk-based stewardship and oversight the FHWA and FTA conduct for
Caltrans, the Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs), and planning partners. The FPF
serves as a “tool” for FHWA and FTA to support improvements to the planning process and
ensure that Caltrans, the MPOs, and planning partners comply with Federal laws and regulations.
The FPF ties the statewide, metropolitan, and non-metropolitan planning processes together into
one formal risk-based action.
To determine if Caltrans transportation planning and programming processes substantially meet
the Federal requirements, FHWA and FTA reviewed the following:
•
•
•
•

2018 California FSTIP FPF;
2019 and 2020 Transportation Management Area Certification Reviews Reports;
California Division Planning and Air Quality Program Analysis and Risk Assessments for
Years 2019, 2020, and 2021;
And additional guidance received from the FHWA Office of Planning.

Based on the above, FHWA and FTA find that California’s statewide and metropolitan planning
process substantially meets the Federal requirements. FHWA and FTA also finds that some
improvements are warranted to ensure continued compliance with the Federal requirements and
therefore are issuing the following Corrective Actions and recommendations:
Corrective Action - CMAQ and STBG programs administration and oversite
During the calendar year 2020, FHWA and FTA conducted three TMA Certification Reviews
(Reviews). Two of the three Reviews found that the MPOs were sub-allocating the urbanized
areas apportionments of STBG based on population and/or mode. On April 4, 2016, FHWA
published "Sub-allocation of Apportioned Funds Questions and Answers." Question five asks,
"In developing an FTIP, can an MPO sub-allocate its STBG to individual jurisdictions or a
specific transportation mode?" Answer five states, "As a general matter, no. Procedures or
agreements that distribute sub-allocated STBG funds to individual jurisdictions or modes within
the Metropolitan Planning Area by pre-determined percentages or formulas are inconsistent with
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the legislative provisions that require the MPO, in cooperation with the State and the public
transportation operator, to develop a prioritized and financially constrained TIP."
The reviews also found that two MPOs had delegated CMAQ project selection authority to
county transportation agencies. Per the Interim Program Guidance Section IX(A) Project
Selection
(https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air_quality/cmaq/policy_and_guidance/2013_guidance/
), only the State DOT and the MPO have project selection authority. Due to the county
transportation agencies' CMAQ project selection processes, the Reviews found that projects were
being selected before the required assessments of proposed projects' expected emission reduction
benefits. Furthermore, a review of the proposed FTIPs found that another MPO was similarly
sub-allocating STBG funds.
Caltrans is the primary recipient of the STBG and CMAQ programs apportionments. As such,
Caltrans is required to ensure that Caltrans's sub-recipients are administering CMAQ and STBG
funds per the applicable federal-aid program requirements. Caltrans shall review the DOT's
CMAQ and STBG administrative policies, update the policies and procedures if warranted, and
ensure and/or develop a process for ensuring the sub-recipients are administering the programs in
compliance with Federal program guidance and regulations.
Recommendation - Periodic evaluation of facilities repeatedly requiring repair and
reconstruction due to emergency events
Per 23 CFR 667, Caltrans is required to conduct statewide evaluations to determine if there are
reasonable alternatives to all roads, highways, and bridges that have required repair and
reconstruction activities on two or more occasions due to emergency events. The evaluations
shall be completed prior to any affected portion of a road, highway, or bridge project being
included in the FSTIP.
Several Divisions within Caltrans are responsible for documenting damages to the NHS caused
by emergency events and the associated repairs and sustainability activities including conducting
an evaluation. However, the evaluation and supporting documentation was not included in the
2018 California FSTIP and associated FTIPs and was not included in the 2021 California FSTIP
and associated FTIPs. Failure to include the evaluation in the 2023 California FSTIP is likely to
result in the issuing of a Corrective Action and/or non-approval of the FSTIP. Caltrans and the
MPOs are encouraged to include consideration of the evaluations during the development of
transportation plans and programs, including the 2023 California FSTIP and FTIPs.
Recommendation - Performance-Based Planning and Programming (PBPP) and
Transportation Performance Management (TPM) Implementation
Caltrans, in coordination with the MPOs, has implemented a performance-based planning and
programming process as required by 23 CFR 450. Also, Caltrans, in coordination with the
MPOs, have established performance targets, reported the established targets, and continues to
-2-
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monitor and report on progress toward achieving the performance targets. Despite completing
the requirements, challenges persist in the coordination of data. Caltrans and the MPOs have
established agreements that reference PBPP and TPMs; however, the agreements do not define
the type of data needed for the California asset management plan and the information needed to
satisfy the TPM reporting requirements.
FHWA and FTA recommend that Caltrans and the MPOs jointly agree upon and develop
specific written provisions for cooperatively developing and sharing information related to
transportation performance data, the selection of performance targets, the reporting of
performance targets, the reporting of performance to be used in tracking progress toward
attainment of critical outcomes for the region of the MPO (see §450.306(d)), and the collection
of data for the State asset management plan for the NHS. This agreement shall be documented
either as part of the metropolitan planning agreements, or documented in some other means
outside of the metropolitan planning agreements as determined cooperatively by Caltrans and the
MPOs.
Recommendation – Regional Transportation Conformity
FHWA/FTA makes conformity determinations. MPO policy boards make initial conformity
determinations for the Regional Transportation Plan - Sustainable Communities Strategies (RTPSCSs) and FTIPs in areas that either does not meet or previously have not met national ambient
air quality standards (NAAQS) for ozone (O3), carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM10
and PM2.5), or nitrogen dioxide (NO2). These areas are known as “nonattainment areas” and
“maintenance areas,” respectively. The State DOT, through the Self-Certification, certifies that
the statewide and metropolitan transportation planning process is being carried out in accordance
with sections 174 and 176(c) and (d) of the Clean Air Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 7504, 7506(c)
and (d)) and 40 CFR part 93. The Caltrans Air Quality, Environment, and Health Branch reviews
the MPOs' transportation conformity analyses and supporting documentation and provided
comments for improvements when necessary. Caltrans Office of Federal Programming and Data
Management is responsible for developing and managing the FSTIP, including providing the
Self-Certification to FHWA and FTA.
Historically, the regional transportation conformity process for the FTIPs and FSTIP and the
review and approval of the FTIPs and FSTIP have been conducted as two separate processes.
Conducting two different reviews for each FTIP and FSTIP update and amendment has caused
delays in approval, inefficient communication, and a lack of documentation to justify
FSTIP/FTIP amendments' approval. FHWA and FTA recommend that Caltrans develop a
process to integrate the Air Quality, Environment, and Health Branch into the FSTIP/FTIP
review process before Caltrans requests FHWA/FTA FSTIP or associated amendments
approvals. FHWA and FTA also recommend that the updated process includes Caltrans
providing the conformity analysis and their concurrence as part of the request for approval.
Failure to integrate the Air Quality, Environment, and Health Branch into the process may result
in FHWA and FTA determination that Caltrans has not satisfied the Self-Certification
requirements.
-3-
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If you have questions or need additional information concerning the FPF, please contact Ted
Matley of the FTA Region IX at (415) 734-9468, or Ted.Matley@dot.gov, or Antonio Johnson
of the FHWA California Division office at (916) 498-5889 or Antonio.Johnson@dot.gov.
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Report prepared by:
FHWA California Division Office
650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100
Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 498-5001
FAX: (916) 498-5008

P 23

AGENDA ITEM 4C

P 24

January 2022
SJCOG TAC

STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

dibs Community Report 2020-2021

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Discussion

DISCUSSION

dibs is the Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program created
by the San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) to promote
carpooling, vanpooling, transit and biking and walking to improve air
quality and reduce congestion in San Joaquin, Stanislaus and Merced
counties. Each year dibs publishes a community report to highlight
activities and accomplishments throughout the tri-county area.
The past two years have been unusual as the nation was disrupted by the COVID-19 pandemic.
The pandemic also affected dibs’ ability to encourage ridesharing during a time when safety was
of the utmost concern to many. This created the need for dibs to make adjustments to some
products and services to meet commuter needs during a challenging time. There were some
bright spots. A big surprise was the 165% spike in new vanpools. In fact, a dibs return-to-work
survey revealed many of the San Joaquin Valley commuters were still commuting because their
jobs were considered essential. Although remote work remains strong, pre-pandemic levels of
commuting are returning. The mission now focuses on communicating the safety message and
creating products to reach commuters virtually. A dibs Community Report presentation will be
delivered to SJCOG committees and the board. Below are highlights of the year’s activities and
results:
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Vanpool Program:
All three counties experienced a significant boom in vanpool usage – 198 added in San
Joaquin, 88 added in Stanislaus, and 16 added in Merced. With continued high vanpool retention,
dibs ended the fiscal year with 486 vanpools, which was a new record that put our region ahead
of much of the state and the nation in vanpooling. The reason for the increase is from a variety of
factors such as more vans with less people for social distancing, large employers offering their
own vanpool incentives, and vanpools being a
replacement for transit options.
Vanpool Webinar:
With a successful vanpool program, dibs hosted a
first-ever dibs webinar during which dibs brought in
vanpool provider Enterprise and one of our leading
vanpool employers, Tesla, for a conversation on
vanpooling to and from the workplace. Interest in
this webinar was high with over 90 registrations.
Return-to-Work Survey:
In partnership with the Association of Commuter Transit (ACT), dibs participated in a
nationwide return-to-work survey. One of the most notable results revealed that dibs’ threecounty region had much higher vanpool usage than national trends, data that was supported by a
165% increase in vanpools this fiscal year. By looking at what sets our region apart, dibs is able
to get a better understanding of our commuter’s unique needs and interests when it comes to
smart travel and returning to work.
Employer and Commuter Videos
To strengthen the tools for virtual engagement, dibs had two
new videos created – one on using the trip planning app and
the other for employers highlighting the many benefits of
the program. The videos will be used for employer and
community outreach and available on the dibs website.

Trip Planning System Registrations
Registrations for dibs’ trip planning system continued to
increase, even with COVID-19 challenges. San Joaquin
added 821 members (6,166 total), Stanislaus added 503
members (3,252 total), and Merced added 81 members
(800 total).
Rideshare and Bike Month
During the past fiscal year, dibs met with large
employers such as Amazon for virtual employee
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onboardings, rolling out virtual Rideshare Week, and
new way to promote Bike Month with a “Bike Month
Bingo,” a well-received addition dibs hopes to bring
back to future events.
Commuter Survey
Dibs ended the year with a commuter survey that
found carpooling/vanpooling increased by 22% after
registration and increased even considering the effects
of the COVID-19 pandemic.
BACKGROUND
Dibs is a program established by the San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) and serves
San Joaquin, Stanislaus and Merced counties. Dibs promotes smart travel options such as
carpool, vanpool, transit and biking as an alternative to driving alone to help improve air quality
and reduce traffic congestion. The dibs program provides trip planning tools, incentives and
outreach services to employers, jurisdictions, and community organizations across the three
counties.

Prepared by: Stephanie Maynard, Assistant Program Specialist
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January 2022
TAC

STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

2021 Regional Congestion Management
Program (RCMP) Monitoring Report

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Adopt the 2021 RCMP Monitoring Report

SUMMARY:
San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) staff recommends the SJCOG Board adopt the
2021 Regional Congestion Management Program (RCMP) Monitoring Report. This document
serves to track and report on SJCOG’s RCMP and Federal Performance Management (PM) 1 – 3
performance metrics. It complies with SJCOG’s Measure K Renewal requirements and the federal
congestion management process (CMP).
This is the first RCMP Monitoring Report after the RCMP update was approved in August 2021.
The 2021 RCMP update follows the requirements of the federal congestion management process
only after SJCOG became exempt from state congestion management program requirements. This
2021 report provides a snapshot of the “state of congestion” on San Joaquin County’s designated
RCMP roadway network, as defined by SJCOG’s RCMP 2021 RCMP, including segments,
multimodal corridors, and bicycle and transit networks. Areas monitored included operational
efficiency, transit system performance, bikeway systems, complete streets, travel demand
management (TDM), safety, and asset management.
The final RCMP Monitoring Report is available at www.sjcog.org/RCMP.

RECOMMENDATION:
SJCOG staff recommends the SJCOG Board of Directors adopt the 2021 RCMP Monitoring
Report.

FISCAL IMPACT:
This report is included as part of SJCOG’s Overall Work Program element 801.04 (Congestion
Management Program/System). Sufficient funds have been programmed in FY 21-22 to complete
the project.

BACKGROUND:
Exemption of State Legislative Requirements
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In 1990, California voters approved legislation to increase transportation funding through an
additional fuel tax (Proposition 111). With the passage of Proposition 111, urbanized counties
were required to prepare, adopt, implement, and biennially update a congestion management
program. The state’s primary focus is to monitor the impacts of growth on the regional
transportation network and establish strategies to avoid and/or respond to segments of the network
that are failing.
In August 2020, SJCOG met the threshold to become exempt from the state congestion
management program. That threshold is the majority of jurisdictions that account for the majority
of the population have passed their own resolution to become exempt from the state congestion
management program. In 2021, SJCOG board adopted the RCMP update removing state
congestion management program requirements and passed Resolution No. R-22-01.finding the
requirements of Government Code Section 65088.3 were satisfied by the region’s city councils,
collectively representing more than 50 percent of the region’s jurisdictions and 50 percent of the
region’s population.
For more information, please refer to the SJCOG Board staff reports from June 2021 and August
2021.
Federal Legislative Requirements
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) requires metropolitan areas exceeding a population
of 200,000 to implement a congestion management process, defined as “a systematic and
regionally-accepted approach for managing congestion that provides accurate, up-to-date
information on transportation system performance and assesses alternative strategies for
congestion management that meet state and local needs.”1 This requirement was first introduced
by the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) of 1991 and was refined in
subsequent transportation bills, including the most recent Fixing America’s Surface Transportation
(FAST) Act of 2015.
After exempting SJCOG from the state congestion management program, the RCMP update
(approved August 2021) was developed based on the guidelines of the federal congestion
management process. For more information, please refer the June 2021 and August 2021 board
meeting.
San Joaquin County Measure K Renewal
The region’s local Measure K Renewal Ordinance, approved by voters in 2006, required SJCOG
to establish and begin implementing the Regional CMP (RCMP) by Jan. 1, 2008.
In 2020, the SJCOG Board approved the removal of state congestion management program-related
language from the Measure K Renewal Ordinance (Staff Report). This language update is
reflective in the current Measure K Renewal Ordinance and Expenditure Plan. Local agencies and
SJCOG are required to comply with Measure K Renewal Ordinance per section 7.04. The
ordinance requires SJCOG have a Regional Congestion Management Plan that complies with the
federal congestion management process and revolves around vehicle miles traveled (VMT),
regional transit, and supporting new development fees to fund transportation improvements.

“Congestion Management Process: A Guidebook,” US Department of Transportation, Federal Highway
Administration, 2011.
1
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RCMP Monitoring Report
SJCOG is required by federal law to monitor the RCMP roadway network with performance
metrics from the 2021 RCMP update. This RCMP Monitoring Report serves to track and report
SJCOG’s RCMP and Federal Performance Management (PM) 1 – 3 performance measures and
helps the agency to comply with Measure K renewal requirements and the federal congestion
management process. Attachment B summarizes the findings of this report.
A preliminary list of deficient corridors along the RCMP roadway network is based on a
combination of speed-based congestion and reliability metrics. This list is preliminary and would
require at least two rounds of consecutive monitoring to verify the roadway is deficient. Once staff
verifies the corridors below are deficient, staff can use this list to better inform SJCOG on its
planning and programming efforts.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Thornton Road: Eight Mile Road to Hammer Lane.
Kettlemen Lane (SR 12): I-5 to SR 99.
Hammer Lane: I-5 to SR 99.
West Lane: East Morada Road to East Alpine Road.
March Lane: I-5 to West Lane.
SR 99: Main Street Interchange to SR 120 Juncture.
I-205: I-580 Juncture to Corral Hollow Road.
I-580: Corral Hollow Road to SR 132 Juncture.
SR 4: Port of Stockton Expressway to I-5.
North Pershing Avenue: I-5 to Swain Road.

NEXT STEPS
•

Prior to the next fiscal year, SJCOG staff will present an annual resolution that finds
SJCOG has been in compliance with the RCMP language, as defined in the Measure K
Renewal Ordinance and Expenditure Plan.

ATTACHMENTS:
A. 2021 RCMP Roadway Network
B. San Joaquin County RCMP 2021 Monitoring Report Executive Summary

Prepared by: Travis Yokoyama, Senior Regional Planner
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ATTACHMENT A
2021 RCMP Roadway Network
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ATTACHMENT B
San Joaquin County RCMP 2021 Monitoring Report Executive Summary

Attachment B - San Joaquin County RCMP
P 34
2021 Monitoring Report Executive Summary

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) is responsible for updating the San Joaquin County’s
Regional Congestion Management Program (RCMP) and monitoring its implementation. Monitoring
congestion is required pursuant to the Federal Congestion Management Process (CFR 23 450.320 (c)(3)).
Measuring regional congestion and related RCMP multimodal performance measures requires an
ongoing systematic monitoring program. The SJCOG RCMP Monitoring Program provides this mechanism
by establishing the methodologies, requisite data, and multimodal performance monitoring on a
continuous basis (i.e., biennial) basis. All traffic information collected as part of the SJCOG RCMP data
monitoring program is made available to member and partner agencies (upon request).
This RCMP Monitoring Report serves to address the following requirements:





Monitoring of SJCOG’s RCMP performance measures.
Monitoring of the Federal PM 1‐3 performance measures.
Compliance with the SJCOG’s Measure K renewal requirements, and
Compliance with the Federal Congestion Management Process1.

The RCMP Monitoring Program tracks multimodal performance on the RCMP network. Performance
measures serves to gauge system performance and track progress achieving the congestion management
objectives. These metrics create a framework for measuring the effectiveness of congestion reduction
strategies and projects and the adequacy of alternatives to the single occupant vehicle (SOV) and
transportation demand management (TDM) implementation pursuant to Federal requirements: 23 CFR
450.323 (b) and 450.323 (c)(2)).
This report provides a snapshot of the “state of congestion” on the county’s designated RCMP roadway
network as defined in SJCOG’s 2021 RCMP. This includes roadway segments, multi‐modal corridors,
bicycle, and transit networks. To best ensure a representative performance assessment, operational and
safety metrics were informed by pre‐COVID‐19 2019‐20 data from varied sources. For performance
metrics not sensitive to shelter‐in‐place restrictions, the most recent data was applied (i.e., 2020‐21).

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
RCMP multimodal performance measures address the following key areas:





Operational Efficiency (Motorist Travel and Freight)
Transit System Performance
Bikeway Network Completion
Multimodal Corridor Performance

1

The federal Congestion Management Process requires an increased multimodal travel demand management (TDM) and
system management emphasis at both the local and regional level to comply. Noncompliance with any of these directives
can have local and regional funding implications.
1
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Travel Demand Management
Safety
Asset Management (Pavement Condition)

A summary of the RCMP multimodal performance measure monitoring results for San Joaquin County is
provided below.
OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCY (MOTORIST TRAVEL AND FREIGHT)
Roadway operations for motorists and freight is based speed data from the National Performance
Monitoring Research Data Set (NPMRDS) from FHWA. The NPMRDS speed data for vehicles and trucks is
used to measure congestion levels and the degree of travel time reliability in combination on the RCMP
network.
Based on 12 months of passenger vehicle and truck speed data collected between March 2019 to March
2020 (pre‐pandemic shelter‐in‐place restrictions), approximately 95% of all Interstate Highway System
(IHS) and National Highway System (NHS) RCMP roadway segments operated without congestion during
the weekday AM peak commute hour. During the weekday PM peak commute hour, the percentage of
congested miles on the non‐IHS NHS segments was much greater (11.5%) during the PM peak hour
relative to the IHS segments. Based on the 80th percentile travel time, more than 95% of NHS miles
operated reliably during both AM and PM peak hours. Based on the 95th percentile travel time, the
percentage of reliable roadway miles were lower but still high at or above 85%. For truck traffic only, the
80th percentile travel time showed that more than 95% of IHS miles were reliable for truck travel during
both AM and PM peak hours. Reliable roadway percentages slightly decrease when based on the 95th
percentile travel time.
Based on the combined speed‐based congestion and reliability results, an initial/preliminary list of
deficient corridors were identified and are listed below.
1. Thornton Road: Eight Mile Road to Hammer Lane
2. Kettlemen Lane (SR 12): I‐5 to SR 99
3. Hammer Lane: I‐5 to SR 99
4. West Lane: East Morada Road to East Alpine Road
5. March Lane: I‐5 to West Lane
6. SR 99: Main Street Interchange to SR 120 Juncture
7. I‐205: I‐580 Juncture to Corral Hollow Road
8. I‐580: Corral Hollow Road to SR 132 Juncture
9. SR 4: Port of Stockton Expressway to I‐5
10. North Pershing Avenue: I‐5 to Swain Road.
This list of deficient corridors above is considered preliminary. It is recommended that at least two rounds
of consecutive monitoring be performed to verify roadway performance.

2
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TRANSIT SYSTEM PERFORMANCE
The San Joaquin County RCMP contains two transit system performance measures: 1) coverage and 2)
frequency. Countywide transit service coverage is evaluated using a half‐mile distance from transit stops
based on linear buffers (roadway distances). The goal of evaluating peak period transit frequency is to
determine the likelihood that commuter travelers would use transit regularly.
Currently, about 69% of San Joaquin County’s residential households and 67% of San Joaquin County jobs
are located within a half‐mile walking distance to a transit stop. Only 12% of households are located close
to transit stops with peak period service frequency quality of service C or better (15 minute or less
headways), but almost 52% more of the residential population are close to transit stops with peak period
service frequency quality of service E (60‐minute or less headways).
BIKEWAY SYSTEM
As regional bikeways are constructed, SJCOG tracks the ratio of completed bikeways relative to the
regional network. For each monitoring cycle a “percent complete” is computed that measures the total
number of existing regional bikeway miles relative to the entire network’s mileage by type of bike facility.
As of the last update to the SJCOG bikeway inventory, 282.5 miles of the envisioned 1,157 miles or 24.4%
had been constructed. This includes 83 of 190 envisioned miles of Class I bicycle paths, 114.5 of 256
envisioned miles of Class II bicycle lanes, and 86 of 429 envisioned miles of Class III shared bicycle routes.
MULTIMODAL CORRIDORS
There are 13 designated RCMP Multimodal Corridors in San Joaquin County. These designated RCMP
Multimodal Corridors are generally located in areas that are characterized by a predominance of shared
roadway users (pedestrians, bicyclists, transit passengers, and motorists), and where roadway widening
is either infeasible or undesirable. To determine the degree of “Complete Street” quality of service for
pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit the Complete Street Quality of Service (CSQOS) methodology (as
described in the Highway Capacity Manual 6th Edition is applied.
Summing all CSQOS results over the 13 multimodal corridors (for both the AM/PM peak hours) indicates
that in general pedestrian QOS is “C”; bicyclists QOS is “D” and transit QOS is “E”. Given that traffic
volumes, transit scheduling, or roadway geometry did not significantly change since the prior RCMP
monitoring report, a new analysis to estimate complete street quality of service (CSQOS) was not
required for this monitoring report (no discernable performance trend).
TRAVEL DEMAND MANAGEMENT
Travel demand management (TDM) strategies are those that attempt to reduce the number of vehicle
miles traveled on the roadway network. SJCOG implements the dibs program to facilitate travel choices
and alternatives to driving alone. Estimates of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) reduction by participants of
the program that either live or work in San Joaquin County is tracked.
Based on data from SJCOG’s dibs program, 33 new vanpools were formed in 2018‐19, 60 were added in
2019‐20 and 244 were added in 2021. The total number of formalized vanpools has increased from 123
in 2018‐19 to 321 in 2020‐21. The estimated annual reduction of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) from dibs
3
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vanpools between 2018 and 2021 has remained strong increasing by nearly 160%. On average,
approximately 215 VMT is reduced per weekday per van in San Joaquin County. Additionally, San Joaquin
County residents logged 6,265 “Smart‐Travel” trips. Non‐residents logged 19, 431 "Smart‐Travel" trips to
San Joaquin County employer sites for a total of 25,696 trips logged.
SAFETY
Safety metrics relate to the national goal to significantly reduce traffic fatalities and serious injuries on
all public roads. These are expressed in absolute terms (i.e., number of fatal and/or injury collisions) and
as rates (i.e., collisions per 100 Million VMT). All safety metrics are based on pre‐COVID‐19 2019
Transportation Injury and Mapping System (TIMS) data.
The number of fatalities on San Joaquin County roadways has been increasing since 2012. The serious
injury trend has increased to a larger extent relative to fatalities. The five‐year rolling average for serious
injuries has been trending upward since 2013. Fatal collision rates (per 100 million VMT) indicate that
even though the absolute number of fatalities per year hasn’t decreased, the rate of fatalities has.
Conversely, serious injuries on county roadways is trending up both in absolute and rate terms. Non‐
motorized (pedestrian and bicycle) fatality and serious injuries peaked in 2019 at 104 (66 pedestrians and
38 bicyclists). High‐fatality segments (roadways with fatality rates of 10 or more fatalities per 100 million
VMT) were observed in the Stockton and Manteca while high‐serious injury segments were mostly
observed in the Lodi, Stockton, Manteca, Tracy, and County unincorporated areas. Based on the fatality
and serious injury collision reduction targets adopted by Caltrans and accepted by SJCOG, San Joaquin
County collision data is not tracking on target. Of the five metrics established to track safety performance,
only one is currently being met (rate of fatalities).
ASSET MANAGEMENT
To monitor the state of good repair of the designated RCMP roadway network and infrastructure asset
system, Pavement Condition Index (PCI) data was used to determine if the pavement condition is in
“Good” “Fair” or “Poor” condition. Results indicate that:





For interstate highways, 66% of lane‐ miles were in good condition, 34% in fair condition, and
none were found to be in poor condition;
For non‐IHS NHS segments, 33% of lane‐miles were in good condition, 62% in fair condition, and
5% were in poor condition;
For non‐NHS segments (i.e., locally owned and maintained roadways), 38% of centerline miles
were in good condition, 45% in fair condition, and 17% were in poor condition; and,
For the NHS bridges within the county, 59% of deck areas are in good condition, 27% in fair
condition, and 14% are in poor condition.

Based on the 2019 pavement condition data for IHS and NHS designated roadways, 2020 data for bridge
deck conditions, and 2020‐21 data for local non‐NHS roadways, the state of good repair pavement
condition targets adopted by Caltrans and accepted by SJCOG are being met in San Joaquin County for
the Interstate Highway System and the Non‐IHS National Highway System. Conversely, the state of good
repair targets for National Highway System bridges are currently not being met in San Joaquin County.
4
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TAC

STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

Teleconference Meetings During a
Proclaimed State of Emergency

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Approve Resolution R-22- 46

SUMMARY:
On September 16, 2021, Governor Gavin Newsom signed Assembly Bill 361 (“AB 361”) into law,
amending the Ralph M. Brown Act (Gov. Code, § 54950 et seq.) (the “Brown Act”). AB 361
codified certain modified requirements for teleconference meetings held by public agencies,
similar to those previously authorized and extended by executive order during the COVID-19
State of Emergency.
AB 361 was introduced to provide a longer-term solution for teleconference meetings during states
of emergency, effective until January 1, 2024. AB 361 amends Section 54953 of the Government
Code to allow the legislative body of a local agency to meet remotely without complying with the
normal teleconference rules for agenda posting, physical location access, or quorum rules. To do
so, one of three scenarios must exist, all of which require that the Governor has proclaimed a State
of Emergency pursuant to Government Code section 8625:
A. State or local officials have imposed or recommended measures to promote social
distancing;
B. The agency is holding a meeting for the purpose of determining whether meeting in person
would present imminent risks to the health or safety of attendees; or
C. The agency is holding a meeting and has determined that meeting in person would present
imminent risks to the health or safety of attendees.
(Gov. Code, § 54953(e)(1).)
An agency and any committee that is required to comply with the Brown Act, that holds a meeting
under either of the three scenarios must continue to post its agenda in the time required by the
Brown Act, and ensure that the public is able to address the board directly through teleconference
means. (Id. at subd. (e)(2). If a disruption prevents the agency or committee from broadcasting the
meeting or receiving public comments in real time, the agency or committee cannot take further
action until those functions are restored; any actions taken during such a disruption are subject to
legal challenge. (Id.)
Assuming the State of Emergency remains in effect, if the SJCOG Board of Directors (the “Board”)
or SJCOG committees wish to continue meeting under the modified rules, then the Board, and
each committee that wants to continue to meet using teleconference must each individually adopt
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an initial resolution within 30 days of the first teleconference meeting, and then must adopt an
extension resolution at least every 30 days thereafter. (Id. at subd. (e)(3).) The resolutions must
contain findings stating that the Board or committee has reconsidered the circumstances of the
State of Emergency and either (1) the State of Emergency continues to directly impact the ability
of the members to meet safely in person; or (2) State or local officials continue to impose or
recommend measures to promote social distancing. (Id.)
Where consecutive regular meetings fall outside the 30-day time frame, the Board or committee
should hold a special “AB 361” remote meeting within the 30-day window simply to re-authorize
the AB 361 exceptions. Without the AB 361 exceptions, the Board or committee will be required
to return to normal in-person meetings or provide public access at each remote location under the
traditional teleconference rules, as of October 1, 2021. Therefore, if the AB 361 authorization
lapses and the Board or a committee wishes to hold a teleconference meeting, it will be required to
post agendas and provide public access at each remote location, identify those locations in the
agenda, and maintain a quorum of the board within agency boundaries. If a meeting is not held in
conformity with AB 361, board members may not teleconference from their residences or other
locations which are not open and accessible to the public.

FISCAL IMPACT:
None.

ATTACHMENT:
Resolution R-22-46
Prepared by:
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Rod A. Attebery, General Counsel
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RESOLUTION
SAN JOAQUIN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
by ensuring
R-22-46

A RESOLUTION OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE OF THE SAN
JOAQUIN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (SJCOG) DETERMINING TO CONDUCT
MEETINGS OF THE SJCOG TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE USING
TELECONFERENCING PURSUANT TO GOVERNMENT CODE 54953 AS AMENDED
BY AB 361 FOR THE PERIOD FEBRUARY 7, 2022 THROUGH MARCH 9, 2022.

WHEREAS, the San Joaquin Council of Governments is committed to preserving and nurturing
public access and participation in meetings of the Technical Advisory Committee; and
WHEREAS, all meetings San Joaquin Council of Governments’ legislative bodies are open and
public, as required by the Ralph M. Brown Act (Cal. Gov. Code 54950 – 54963), so that any
member of the public may attend, participate, and watch the District’s legislative bodies conduct
their business; and
WHEREAS, the Brown Act, Government Code section 54953(e), as amended by AB 361 (2021),
makes provisions for remote teleconferencing participation in meetings by members of a
legislative body, without compliance with the requirements of Government Code section
54953(b)(3), subject to the existence of certain conditions; and
WHEREAS, a required condition is that a state of emergency is declared by the Governor pursuant
to Government Code section 8625, proclaiming the existence of conditions of disaster or of
extreme peril to the safety of persons and property within the state caused by conditions as
described in Government Code section 8558; and
WHEREAS, it is further required that state or local officials have imposed or recommended
measures to promote social distancing, or, the legislative body meeting in person would present
imminent risks to the health and safety of attendees; and
WHEREAS, on March 4, 2020, the Governor proclaimed a State of Emergency to exist in
California as a result of the threat of COVID-19; and
WHEREAS, Cal-OSHA adopted emergency regulations (Section 3205) imposing requirements on
California employers, including measures to promote social distancing; and
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WHEREAS, an Order of the San Joaquin County Public Health Officer acknowledges that close
contact to other persons increases the risk of transmission of COVID-19; and
WHEREAS, currently the dominant strain of COVID-19 in the country, is more transmissible than
prior variants of the virus, may cause more severe illness, and that even fully vaccinated
individuals can spread the virus to others resulting in rapid and alarming rates of COVID-19 cases
and hospitalizations, therefore, meeting in person would present imminent risks to the health or
safety of attendees.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the SJCOG Technical Advisory Committee
approves:
Section 1. Recitals. The Recitals set forth above are true and correct and are incorporated into this
Resolution by this reference.
Section 2. Finding of Imminent Risk to Health or Safety of Attendees. SJCOG Technical Advisory
Committee does hereby find that the current dominant strain of COVID-19 in the country, is more
transmissible than prior variants of the virus, may cause more severe illness, and that even fully
vaccinated individuals can spread the virus to others resulting in rapid and alarming rates of
COVID-19 cases and hospitalizations has caused, and will continue to cause, conditions of peril
to the safety of persons, thereby presenting an imminent risk to health and/or safety to SJCOG’s
employees and attendees of SJCOG’s legislative bodies’ public meetings; and
Section 3. Teleconference Meetings. The SJCOG Technical Advisory Committee does hereby
determine as a result of the State of Emergency proclaimed by the Governor, and the recommended
measures to promote social distancing made by State and local officials that the SJCOG Technical
Advisory Committee may conduct their meetings without compliance with paragraph (3) of
subdivision (b) of Government Code section 54953, as authorized by subdivision (e)(1)(A) and
(B) of section 54953, and shall comply with the requirements to provide the public with access to
the meetings as prescribed in paragraph (2) of subdivision (e) of section 54953; and
Section 4. Direction to Staff. The Executive Director and SJCOG staff are hereby authorized and
directed to take all actions necessary to carry out the intent and purpose of this Resolution
including, conducting open and public meetings in accordance with Government Code section
54953(e) and other applicable provisions of the Brown Act.
Section 5. Effective Date of Resolution. This Resolution shall take effect immediately upon its
adoption.
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PASSED AND APPROVED this 13th day of January 2022, by the following votes of the San
Joaquin Council of Governments, to wit;

AYES:

NOES:

ABSENT:

__________________________________
NAJEE ZARIF, Chair
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TAC

STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

Cycle 6 Regional Housing Needs
Allocation: Proposed Methodology
for 30-day Public Review

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Information

DISCUSSION:
SUMMARY:
Figure 1. RHNA Process Overview

The Regional Housing Needs Allocation
(RHNA) is the state-mandated process
to identify the share of the statewide
housing need for which each community
must plan (Figure 1). The San Joaquin
Council of Governments (SJCOG) is
responsible for developing a
methodology for allocating to every
local government in the San Joaquin
region a share of the Regional Housing
Need Determination (RHND) that the
region receives from the California
Department of Housing and Community
Development (HCD). Each local
government must then update the
housing element of its general plan to
show how it is planning for its share of
needed housing units through zoning or
rezoning of land.

State of
California

Housing
Element
Updates

Regional
Housing Need
Determination

Local
Governments

SJCOG

RHNA
Methodology

After consultation with SJCOG staff in
December, HCD issued a final
determination to the region requiring the
local jurisdictions to plan and zone for a total of 52,719 units for the eight-year Cycle 6 RHNA
period. SJCOG staff has been working with the Center for Business and Policy Research (CBPR)
at the University of the Pacific and local jurisdictions to develop the methodology to distribute
the determination across the region as noted in Table 1. The final distribution of housing units
among local jurisdictions may be subject to change pending SJCOG Board and HCD approval of
the RHNA methodology and any appeals.
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Table 1: Factor Adjusted RHNA Housing Unit Determination

Escalon
Lathrop
Lodi
Manteca
Ripon
Stockton
Tracy
Unincorporated
San Joaquin County

Factor Adjusted Lower
Income (0-80%)
146
3,884
1,533
3,654
565
4,014
4,873
2,969
21,637

Factor Adjusted
Higher Income (80+%)
221
4,518
2,377
4,651
859
8,660
3,957
5,839
31,082

Base RHNA
Allocation
367
8,402
3,909
8,306
1,423
12,673
8,830
8,808
52,719

Note: Due to rounding, numbers presented in this table may not add up precisely to the totals provided.

Per Government Code Section 65584(d), SJCOG is required to conduct a public review process
to allow for stakeholders, the public, and other interested parties to review and provide
comments on the proposed RHNA methodology*. The consultation and review process for
SJCOG has included:
• Consultations with HCD staff on the overall RHNA determination and the methodology
to allocate total housing need to each jurisdiction in the county.
• Convening an ad hoc advisory committee with representation from each jurisdiction.
• Planning a virtual workshop to review the proposed allocation methodology and receive
comments from stakeholders and the public. The workshop will take place on Jan. 12,
2022.
• A planned release of the proposed methodology for a formal 30-day public review to end
with a public hearing at the SJCOG Board meeting on Feb. 28, 2022.
*The full draft methodology report is attached to the staff report.

RECOMMENDATION:
This item is for information. No action is required at this time.
BACKGROUND
The RHNA is the California state-required process that seeks to ensure cities and counties are
planning for enough housing to accommodate all economic segments of the community. The
process is split into three key steps (Figure 1): Regional Determination, RHNA Methodology,
and Housing Element update.
Regional Determination (RHND)
HCD provides each region a regional determination of housing need, which includes a total
number of units split into four income categories. SJCOG received a draft of its regional
determination for the Cycle 6 RHNA (2023 – 2031) from HCD in fall 2021. Through the
consultation process with HCD, SJCOG staff provided additional data on comparable regions
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experiencing overcrowding and was able to reduce the overall regional determination from
53,640 to 52,719. A final regional determination was received in December (Table 2).
Table 2: Cycle 6 Regional Housing Need Allocation (RHNA) Determination

Income Category
Very Low**
Low

Percent
25.2%
15.8%

Housing Unit Need
13,293
8,344

Moderate
Above Moderate
Total †

17.5%
41.4%
100%

9,231
21,851
52,719

Income Distribution: Income categories are prescribed by California Health and Safety Code (Section 50093, et.
seq.). Percent figures are derived based on American Community Survey (ACS) reported household income brackets
and county median income. **Income category, Extremely Low, is included in the Very Low-income category
(13.1%). † Percentage total comes out 99.9% (percentages shown were provided by HCD)

For the Cycle 5 RHNA (2014 - 2023), SJCOG was tasked with developing a methodology to
distribute a regional determination of 40,360 housing units to the incorporated cities and the
unincorporated area within the San Joaquin region. In comparing Cycle 5 to this cycles’
determination, SJCOG must allocate 12,359 more housing units to local jurisdictions, which
represents a significant increase. The increase in housing units in Cycle 6 represents an
approximately 50% annualized increase in total targets for lower and higher income units needed
across the region (Table 3). While the RHNA is on an eight-year cycle (completed with every
other Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities or RTP/SCS update), Cycle 5
spanned a 10-year planning period to sync up with the RTP/SCS planning cycle.
Table 3: Annualized 5th vs 6th RHNA Cycle Comparison

Jurisdiction

Escalon
Lathrop
Lodi
Manteca
Ripon
Stockton
Tracy
Unincorporated
San Joaquin County

5th Cycle: 2014-2023 RHNA
Lower
Higher
Total Final
Income
Income
RHNA
(0-80%)
(80+%)
Allocation

17
178
83
162
52
516
169
422
1,599

26
338
110
278
96
666
329
594
2,438

43
516
193
440
148
1,182
498
1,017
4,036

6th Cycle: 2023-2031 RHNA
Lower
Higher
Draft
Income
Income
Factor
(0-80%)
(80+%)
Adjusted
RHNA
Allocation
17
457
180
430
66
472
573
349
2,546

26
532
280
547
101
1,019
466
687
3,657

Note: Due to rounding, numbers presented in this table may not add up precisely to the totals provided.

43
988
460
977
167
1,491
1,039
1,036
6,202
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RHNA Methodology Overview
Councils of governments, including SJCOG, are responsible for developing an RHNA
methodology for allocating the RHND to each city and county in the COG’s region. This
methodology must further a series of state objectives (See Attachment 3):
• Increase housing supply and mix of housing types.
• Promote infill, equity, and environment.
• Ensure jobs-housing balance and fit.
• Promote regional income parity.
• Affirmatively further fair housing.
The proposed RHNA methodology includes four steps:
• Determine each jurisdiction’s total RHNA before it is divided by income categories. This
is determined by multiplying the total HCD RHNA Determination by the proportion of
household growth attributed to jurisdiction in the forecast for the RTP/SCS between 2023
and 2031.
• Determine jurisdictional allocations by income category according to those specified in
the Final RHNA Determination.
• Apply three adjustment factors (jobs-housing fit factor, regional income parity factor, and
affirmatively furthering fair housing factor) to each jurisdictions’ lower-income units
according to their respective factor weights and then use the sum of those factors to
increase or decrease the jurisdictions’ total lower-income units. Some jurisdictions have
exceptionally high factor rates in comparison to the county.
• Realign the jurisdictional factor adjusted housing unit allocations to those specified in the
Final RHNA Determination.
A more detailed breakdown of the proposed RHNA methodology is found in Attachment 3.
It is important to note that the methodology has incorporated a Maximum Factor Adjustment
Value (MFAV), which limits any factor adjustment to a doubling of the jurisdiction’s increase or
decrease in lower-income housing unit allocation.
RHNA Stakeholder Workshop and Regional Housing Symposium
With the Final RHNA Determination provided by HCD and the proposed RHNA methodology
developed, SJCOG staff is moving forward with a stakeholder workshop and regional housing
symposium in early 2022. The goal of the public outreach will be to present SJCOG’s proposed
RHNA methodology to housing stakeholders, while also setting up the next steps for
jurisdictions and the region to meet housing goals. Staff will conduct a RHNA Stakeholder
Workshop on Jan. 12 and a Regional Housing Symposium on Feb. 22-23. See attached event
flyers for registration information (Attachments 1 and 2).
NEXT STEPS
As required by state law, a 30-day public review process on the proposed RHNA methodology is
scheduled starting Jan. 28 and will conclude with a public hearing at the February SJCOG Board
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meeting. SJCOG staff is preparing for robust stakeholder engagement throughout January and
February. A summary of key milestones for the Cycle 6 RHNA is outlined in Table 4.
Table 4: Cycle 6 RHNA Milestones

RHNA Milestones Status
Complete HCD-SJCOG Consultation

Completed December 2021

After the consultation, HCD issues RHNA Determination to SJCOG
with explanation of methodology.

Completed December 2021

SJCOG survey to members on factors.

Completed November 2021

SJCOG develops proposed RHNA methodology and engages in public
process described in 65584(d). COGs are not dependent on receiving
the RHNA determination to develop their methodology; this process
begins much earlier.
Public comment period on proposed methodology described in
65584(d) concludes and draft allocation is published on SJCOG
website and submitted to HCD for review.
HCD 60-day review of draft methodology.

In Progress

January 28 - February 28,
2022

SJCOG adopts final RHNA methodology.

Expected March - April
2022
Expected April/May 2022

SJCOG issue draft RHNA.

Expected April/May 2022

SJCOG/MPO releases Final RTP w/SCS accommodating RHNA.
SJCOG adopts final allocation plan.
SJCOG submit final allocation plan to HCD for review (assumes
submittal to HCD on the adoption date).

Expected March – June
2022
Expected June 2022«
Expected June 2022«

«Dates are estimated and may be subject to change.

ATTACHMENTS:
1. RHNA Stakeholder Workshop Flyer
2. Regional Housing Symposium Save the Date Flyer
3. Draft RHNA Methodology Report
Prepared by: Christine Corrales, Senior Regional Planner, and Angela Carranza, CivicSpark Fellow
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Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA)
Virtual Stakeholders Workshop
At this workshop, participants will:
Learn about the RHNA process
Provide input on solutions to meet the
region's housing needs
Discuss how total housing needs are
divided among the cities and the county
Hear about ways to stay involved

1 - 2:30 p.m. January 12, 2022
Preguntas/Questions?
Please contact Angela Carranza at: carranza@sjcog.org
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Asignación Regional de Necesidades de
Viviendas (RHNA)
Taller Virtual para Individuos Interesados
En el taller, los participantes van a:
Aprender sobre el proceso de RHNA
Proporcionar información sobre soluciones
para satisfacer las necesidades de vivienda
de la región
Hablar cómo se divide la necesidad total de
vivienda entre las ciudades y el condado
Descubra formas de mantenerse involucrado

12 de enero, 2022 a la 1 - 2:30 p.m.
¿Preguntas?
Por favor comuníquese con Angela Carranza a:
carranza@sjcog.org

SAVE THE
DATE
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SJ C OG in pa r t ne r s hip wit h
Ent e r pr is e C om m unit y Pa r t ne r s &
U OP C e nt e r f or B us ine s s a nd Polic y R e s e a r c h

SAN JOAQUIN REGIONAL HOUSING SYMPOSIUM
FEBRUARY 22 & 23 | 11:30 AM - 1:00 PM
REGISTER VIA ZOOM

Questions? Please contact Angela at: carranza@sjcog.org.

RESERVE LA
FECHA
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SJ C OG e n a lia nz a c on e l Soc ios de la
C om unida d E m pr e s a r ia l y e l C e nt r o de
Inv e s t iga c ión de P olít ic a s y N e goc ios de U OP

SIMPOSIO DE VIVIENDA REGIONAL DE SAN
JOAQUIN

22 Y 23 DE FEBRERO | 11:30 AM - 1:00 PM
REGISTARARSE VÍA ZOOM

¿Preguntas? Por favor comuniquese con Angela a:
carranza@sjcog.org.
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2023-2031 Regional Housing Needs Allocation
– Cycle 6: Draft Methodology Framework
Description
Administrative Draft

22 December 2021

Prepared by:
Center for Business and Policy Research
University of the Pacific
Stockton and Sacramento, California

Prepared for:
San Joaquin Council of Governments
Stockton, California
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Glossary of Acronyms
ACS

American Community Survey

AFFH

Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing

AMHI

Area Median Household Income

CHAS

Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy

COG

Council of Governments

GIS

Geographic Information System

HCD

California Department of Housing and Community Development

HUD

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development

MFAV

Maximum Factor Adjustment Value

RHNA

Regional Housing Needs Assessment

RTP/SCS

Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy

TCAC

California Tax Credit Allocation Committee
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Introduction
Overview
The Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) is a state-required process that seeks to ensure cities and counties are
planning for enough housing to accommodate all economic segments of the community. The process is split into
three steps:
1. Regional Determination: The State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) provides
each region a Regional Determination of housing need, which includes a total number of units split into four
income categories. San Joaquin COG received the Final Regional Determination for Cycle 6 RHNA (2023-2031)
in December of 2021.
2. RHNA Methodology: Councils of Governments are responsible for developing a RHNA Methodology for
allocating the Regional Determination to each jurisdiction in the region. This methodology must further a
series of State objectives.
3. Housing Element Updates: Each jurisdiction must then adopt a housing element that demonstrates, among
other things, how the jurisdiction can accommodate its assigned RHNA number through its zoning. The state
reviews each jurisdiction’s housing element for compliance.
This document describes a Draft Methodology Framework for San Joaquin County’s 2023-2031 RHNA Cycle 6. The San
Joaquin COG Final Regional Determination for Cycle 6 RHNA (2023-2031) is 52,719 units. That final RHNA
Determination was received on December 21, 2021, and includes adjustments for vacancy, replacement,
overcrowding, and cost burden as required by state law. In development of this methodology, efforts on other Cycle 6
Methodologies were reviewed and incorporated as their demonstration of best practices warranted. To these ends
particular focus was given to the Cycle 6 RHNA Methodology used by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments
(SACOG) and that under development by Fresno COG.

Implications of RHNA for Local Governments
California requires that all local governments (cities and counties) adequately plan to meet the housing needs of
everyone in the community. The RHNA quantifies the need for housing at all income levels and informs local land use
planning in addressing existing and future housing needs resulting from population, employment, and household
growth. As such, in addition to the total overall housing need number of 52,719 units, the Final RHNA Determination
includes units required to meet housing needs across four income categories which are defined in terms of area
median household income (AMHI). These housing needs by income level are reported in Table 1.
Table 1 Final HCD RHNA Determination for San Joaquin COG

Income Category
Very Low
Low
Moderate
Above Moderate
Total

Income Limits
<50% AMHI
50%-80% AMHI
80%-120% AMHI
>120% AMHI

Percent
25.2%
15.8%
17.5%
41.4%
100.0%

Housing
Unit Need
13,293
8,344
9,231
21,851
52,719

Broad
Income
Category
Lower
Income
Higher
Income

Income
Limits
<80%
AMHI
>80%
AMHI

Percent

Housing
Unit Need

41.0%

21,637

59.0%

31,082

100.0%

52,719

Note: Due to rounding, numbers presented in this table may not add up precisely to the totals provided.

Draft 6th Cycle RHNA Methodology: December 2021

Page 4 of 16

P 58

San Joaquin COG, with input from elected officials, local staff, and stakeholders, must develop a methodology that
quantifies and distributes the number of housing units assigned to each local government to meet the total regional
housing need. The allocation must meet statutory objectives identified in California Housing Element Law
(Government Code §§ 65580-65589.11) and be consistent with the forecasted development pattern from the
Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) (e.g., see Government Code §
65584.04(m)). The RHNA methodology allows for some discretion; however, state law, such as in Government Code §
65584(d) and Government Code §65584.04(e), requires San Joaquin COG to further a series of objectives and to
consider and include several additional factors to the extent that sufficient data is available and so long as either the
factor is specifically listed in 65584.04(e) or 1) San Joaquin COG specifies which objective(s) from 65584(d) each
additional factor is necessary to further or 2) none of the factors undermine the objectives in 65584(d), the factors
are applied equally across all income levels, and San Joaquin COG makes a finding that any factors not already listed
in 65584.04(e) are necessary to address significant health and safety conditions. This Draft Methodology Framework
Report develops that RHNA methodology, presenting a methodology for RHNA Cycle 6 that addresses the statutory
objectives while considering the other factors as well.
Following the development and adoption of the RHNA methodology, the Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan
(RHNA Plan) formalizes the RHNA process into a planning document, establishing the total number of housing units
that each city and the county must plan for within the eight-year planning period. California Housing Element Law
requires local governments to adopt plans and regulatory systems that provide opportunities for, and do not unduly
constrain, housing development. Following the adoption of the RHNA Plan, each local jurisdiction must then update
the housing element of its general plan to demonstrate how zoning will accommodate its share of RHNA (e.g., see
Government Code § 65583(a)(3)).
If a jurisdiction does not take actions consistent with its adopted housing element, HCD may revoke housing element
compliance (e.g., see Government Code § 65585(i)(1)(B)). If noncompliance is determined a range of penalties and
consequences are possible. These include finding, because of its noncompliant housing element, that the
jurisdiction’s General Plan is inadequate and is therefore invalid, in which case the jurisdiction can no longer make
permitting decisions. Jurisdictions with noncompliant housing elements are also vulnerable to litigation from housing
rights’ organizations, developers, and HCD, which may lead to mandatory compliance orders, suspension of local
building control, and court approval of housing developments.

RHNA Objectives
State statute requires San Joaquin COG to demonstrate how its methodology “furthers” the five RHNA objectives
shown below. This not only requires consistency, but proactive inclusion of each objective into the methodology. Each
objective, as described in Government Code § 65584(d), are described below.1

OBJECTIVE 1. INCREASE HOUSING SUPPLY AND MIX OF HOUSING TYPES
Increasing the housing supply and the mix of housing types, tenure, and affordability in all cities and counties within
the region in an equitable manner, which shall result in each jurisdiction receiving an allocation of units for low- and
very low-income households.

OBJECTIVE 2. PROMOTE INFILL, EQUITY, AND ENVIRONMENT
Promoting infill development and socioeconomic equity, the protection of environmental and agricultural resources,
the encouragement of efficient development patterns, and the achievement of the region’s greenhouse gas
reductions targets provided by the State Air Resources Board pursuant to Section 65080.
1

Descriptions are taken from:
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=65584.&lawCode=GOV on 8/31/2021.
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OBJECTIVE 3. ENSURE JOBS HOUSING BALANCE AND FIT
Promoting an improved intraregional relationship between jobs and housing, including an improved balance between
the number of low-wage jobs and the number of housing units affordable to low-wage workers in each jurisdiction.

OBJECTIVE 4. PROMOTE REGIONAL INCOME PARITY
Allocating a lower proportion of housing need to an income category when a jurisdiction already has a
disproportionately high share of households in that income category, as compared to the countywide distribution of
households in that category from the most recent American Community Survey.

OBJECTIVE 5. AFFIRMATIVELY FURTHER FAIR HOUSING
Affirmatively furthering fair housing means taking meaningful actions, in addition to combating discrimination, that
overcome patterns of segregation and foster inclusive communities free from barriers that restrict access to
opportunity based on protected characteristics. Specifically, affirmatively furthering fair housing means taking
meaningful actions that, taken together, address significant disparities in housing needs and in access to opportunity,
replacing segregated living patterns with truly integrated and balanced living patterns, transforming racially and
ethnically concentrated areas of poverty into areas of opportunity, and fostering and maintaining compliance with
civil rights and fair housing laws.
In addition to furthering the five RHNA objectives, California Government Code § 65584.04(d) requires that each
Council of Government must survey its member jurisdictions for information to inform development of the RHNA
Methodology and Plan. Therefore, a jurisdictional survey containing a series of questions related to these Objectives,
the additional Factors required for consideration (see Appendix A for a summary of these factors), and efforts to
Affirmatively Further Fair Housing (AFFH) has been developed and circulated to member jurisdictions. While results of
the jurisdictional survey are not currently available for this draft of the RHNA Methodology, they will be incorporated
in the future.

Base RHNA Calculation
The first step in the RHNA methodology is to determine each jurisdiction’s total RHNA allocation before it is divided
by income categories. The Draft RHNA Methodology determines each jurisdiction’s total base RHNA number by
multiplying the total HCD RHNA Determination by the proportion of household growth attributed to a jurisdiction in
the forecast for the RTP/SCS between 2023 and 2031.
Table 2 RTP/SCS Forecast Households in 2031 by Jurisdiction
A
Jurisdiction
Household Growth (2023-2031)
Escalon
160
Lathrop
3,654
Lodi
1,700
Manteca
3,612
Ripon
619
Stockton
5,512
Tracy
3,841
Unincorporated
3,831
Total San Joaquin County
22,930

B
Share of Growth
0.7%
15.9%
7.4%
15.8%
2.7%
24.0%
16.7%
16.7%
100%

C
Base RHNA Allocation
367
8,402
3,909
8,306
1,423
12,673
8,830
8,808
52,719

Note: Due to rounding, numbers presented in this table may not add up precisely to the totals provided.
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Table 2 reports the results of this process for San Joaquin County. In Column A each jurisdiction’s household growth
during San Joaquin County’s 6th RHNA Cycle (2023-2031) is reported based on the RTP/SCS forecast.2 The associated
jurisdictional shares (Column B) are then multiplied by the County’s total housing unit need, 52,719, to get the base
total RHNA determination by jurisdiction in Column C.
Table 3 Initial RHNA Allocation by Jurisdiction and Calibration to Final HCD RHNA Determination
A
B
C

Jurisdiction
Escalon
Lathrop
Lodi
Manteca
Ripon
Stockton
Tracy
Unincorporated
San Joaquin County

Total Base RHNA
367
8,402
3,909
8,306
1,423
12,673
8,830
8,808
52,719

Lower HH (%)
41.0%
41.0%
41.0%
41.0%
41.0%
41.0%
41.0%
41.0%
41.0%

Lower RHNA
151
3,448
1,604
3,409
584
5,201
3,624
3,615
21,637

D
Higher RHNA
217
4,954
2,305
4,897
839
7,472
5,206
5,193
31,082

Note: Due to rounding, numbers presented in this table may not add up precisely to the totals provided.

The second step determines jurisdictional allocations by income category according to those specified in the Final
RHNA Determination. Table 3 details the process for San Joaquin County. The jurisdictions’ Base RHNA Allocation
from the previous table is carried forward (Column A) and those values are multiplied by the share of lower income
housing units in the Final RHNA determination (Column B) to get each jurisdictions’ base lower income RHNA
determination (Column C). The number of higher income housing units (Column D) is then estimated by subtracting
the Lower Income allocation (Column C) from the Total Base RHNA (Column A).
Table 4 RHNA Determination by Jurisdiction Aligned to Broad Income Category Totals

Jurisdiction
Escalon
Lathrop
Lodi
Manteca
Ripon
Stockton
Tracy
Unincorporated
San Joaquin County

Lower Income (0-80%)
151
3,448
1,604
3,409
584
5,201
3,624
3,615
21,637

Higher Income (80+%)
217
4,954
2,305
4,897
839
7,472
5,206
5,193
31,082

Base RHNA Allocation
367
8,402
3,909
8,306
1,423
12,673
8,830
8,808
52,719

Note: Due to rounding, numbers presented in this table may not add up precisely to the totals provided.

Table 4 presents a summary of the draft jurisdictional allocations aligned to the RHNA Housing Unit Determination by
broad income level.

Using the RTP/SCS forecast as the basis for total RHNA calculations ensures consistency between these two
planning efforts. Since the RTP/SCS forecast is built from local plans, it incorporates a variety of regulatory,
market, and performance factors. The RTP/SCS growth forecast has also been thoroughly vetted by local
planning staff and represents a County-wide agreement on growth and its path to attaining climate and quality
2

This report uses the San County RTP/SCS Forecast dated 9/10/2021 for these estimates. It is available here:
https://www.sjcog.org/DocumentCenter/View/6007/Demographic-and-Employment-Forecast-2020
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of life goals. While the RTP/SCS forecast of household growth during the 6th RHNA cycle from 2023-2031 has
been used in this Draft RHNA Methodology, the RTP/SCS also generates county-wide and jurisdictional forecasts
of population growth. A range of elements in RTP/SCS forecast could also potentially be employed as the basis
for the total RHNA calculations. These include using the jurisdictional shares of population/household growth
rates through the RTP/SCS forecast period of 2050 or using the composition of population/households in 2031.
An overview of some of these additional RTP/SCS base allocations by jurisdiction on the distribution of the RHNA
Determination are presented in Table 13 in Appendix B.

Lower Income Housing Units Adjustment Factors
The framework for the RHNA methodology is oriented around furthering each of the statutory RHNA objectives.
In Table 5, the five RHNA objectives are listed by row and the adjustment factors used to further those objectives
are listed by column. As described above, the first two objectives are furthered through the total RHNA
calculation relying on the development pattern in the RTP/SCS (step one). Those objectives are also intrinsically
addressed though the assignment of housing units at different income categories to each jurisdiction across the
county (step two). The three other objectives are not inherently furthered by the RTP/SCS. Therefore, additional
adjustment factors are needed. This section describes those factors.
Table 5 RHNA Objectives and Allocation Adjustment Factors

RHNA Objectives (rows)/ RHNA
Adjustment Factors (columns)
Increasing the housing supply and mix
of housing types, tenure, and
affordability
Promoting infill development and
socioeconomic equity, protecting
environmental and agricultural
resources, and encouraging efficient
development patterns
Promoting an improved intraregional
relationship between jobs and housing
Balancing disproportionate household
income distributions

Baseline
RTP/SCS
Forecast

Affirmatively
Furthering Fair
Housing Factor

Furthers

Supports

Furthers

Supports

Income Parity Jobs-Housing Fit
Factor
Factor
Supports

Supports

Supports

Affirmatively furthering fair housing

Supports

Furthers
Supports

Furthers

Furthers

Supports

Adjustment Factor One: Jobs‐Housing Fit Factor
This factor addresses the objective to improve the intraregional relationship between jobs and housing, including
explicit consideration of the balance between the number of low-wage jobs and the number of units affordable to
low-wage jobs in the jurisdiction. While the RTP/SCS addresses the overall jobs-housing balance, it does not separate
the lower income work-housing balance issue. Therefore, this factor considers the existing ratio of low-wage workers
to units affordable to low-wage workers. Jurisdictions with a higher-than-average ratio receive an upward adjustment
of lower income RHNA units and those with a lower-than-average ratio receive a downward adjustment of lower
income RHNA units.
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Table 6 reports the jobs-housing fit adjustment factors by jurisdiction for San Joaquin County. It uses the number of
jobs by jurisdiction that pay $3,333 per month or less as the measure of low-wage jobs.3 Given that HCD considers
households who spend more than 30% of their income on housing to be cost burdened, data on units for rent at less
than $1,000 a month (30% of $3,333 income) are used to estimate the number of affordable housing units by
jurisdiction.4 The percentage difference between the overall county ratio of 3.01 and the jurisdictions’ ratios is then
used to proportionally adjust the jurisdictions’ allocated affordable housing units. Through this process jurisdictions
with higher ratios of low-wage workers to affordable housing units are encouraged to zone for more affordable
housing.
Table 6 Jobs‐Housing Fit Factor Jurisdictional Variance

Jurisdiction
Escalon
Lathrop
Lodi
Manteca
Ripon
Stockton
Tracy
Unincorporated

Affordable Housing
Units
233
246
5,696
3,135
529
28,532
1,736
8,110

Low-Wage
Jobs
1,154
4,366
14,095
11,521
2,443
60,982
23,578
26,954

Jobs-Housing Fit
Ratio
5.0
17.7
2.5
3.7
4.6
2.1
13.6
3.3

Adjustment from County
Ratio [3.01]
64.6%
489.8%
-17.8%
22.1%
53.5%
-29.0%
351.3%
10.4%

Note: Due to rounding, numbers presented in this table may not add up precisely to the totals provided.

Adjustment Factor Two: Regional Income Parity Factor
This factor addresses the objective to balance disproportionate household income distributions. Using the existing
share of lower-income households, jurisdictions with a lower-than-average share receive an upward adjustment of
lower income RHNA units and those with a higher-than-average share receive a downward adjustment of lower
income RHNA units.
Table 7 Regional Income Parity Factor Jurisdictional Variance

Jurisdiction
Escalon
Lathrop
Lodi
Manteca
Ripon
Stockton
Tracy
Unincorporated

Lower Income
Households
880
1,540
9,145
7,845
1,190
43,805
5,950
17,100

Total
Households
2,600
5,485
22,530
23,495
5,085
93,745
25,470
45,400

Lower Income
Share
33.8%
28.1%
40.6%
33.4%
23.4%
46.7%
23.4%
37.7%

Adjustment from County
Share [39.1%]
5.2%
11.0%
-1.5%
5.7%
15.7%
-7.7%
15.7%
1.4%

Note: Due to rounding, numbers presented in this table may not add up precisely to the totals provided.

Table 7 reports the regional income parity adjustment factors by jurisdiction for San Joaquin County. It uses the
number of households with income 80% or less than the area median income divided by total number of households

3

In this report, 2018 jobs by jurisdiction data are used from the U.S. Census Bureau’s Longitudinal Employer-Household
Dynamics (LEHD) program.
4
In this report, Contract Rent reported by jurisdiction in the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey Table#
B25056, 2019 5-Year Estimates is used to estimate affordable housing units.
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in the area to estimate the lower income share.5 The percentage difference between the overall county share of
39.1% lower income households and the jurisdictions’ shares are then used to proportionally adjust the jurisdictions’
allocated affordable housing units. By allocating more affordable housing unit zoning to jurisdictions with lower
shares of lower-income households and vice versa, over time this factor intends to move jurisdictions towards a
similar proportion of lower-income households across the County.

Adjustment Factor Three: Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Factor
This factor addresses the objective to take meaningful actions to address disparities in housing needs and in access to
opportunity, such as employment, higher performing schools, health care, and transportation. Using the share of
existing homes in higher opportunity areas, this factor seeks to open high opportunity jurisdictions to all economic
segments of the community by giving jurisdictions with a higher-than-average share of high opportunity housing units
an upward adjustment of lower income RHNA units and those with a lower-than-average share a downward
adjustment of lower income RHNA units.
Table 8 Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Factor Jurisdictional Variance

Jurisdiction
Escalon
Lathrop
Lodi
Manteca
Ripon
Stockton
Tracy
Unincorporated

Housing Units in
High/Highest
Resource Areas
0
695
20,639
20,083
0
41,473
21,465
4,173

Total Housing
Units
2,694
5,883
24,383
26,152
5,645
102,795
26,695
49,013

Higher
Opportunity
Share
0.0%
11.8%
84.6%
76.8%
0.0%
40.3%
80.4%
8.5%

Adjustment from County
Share [44.6%]
-44.6%
-32.8%
40.0%
32.2%
-44.6%
-4.3%
35.8%
-36.1%

Note: Due to rounding, numbers presented in this table may not add up precisely to the totals provided.

Table 8 reports the AFFH adjustment factors by jurisdiction for San Joaquin County. It uses the number of housing
units a jurisdiction has that are in higher opportunity areas divided by total number of housing units in that
jurisdiction to estimate the share of higher opportunity areas.6 The percentage difference between the overall
county share of 44.6% higher opportunity units and the jurisdictions’ shares are then used to proportionally adjust
the jurisdictions’ allocated affordable housing units. Through this process jurisdictions with larger shares of higher
opportunity housing units are asked to zone for more affordable housing. In so doing, this factor intends to open high
opportunity jurisdictions to all economic segments.

Application of the Adjustment Factors
The third step applies the three adjustment factors to each jurisdictions’ lower income units according to their
respective factor weights and then uses the sum of those factors to increase or decrease the jurisdictions’ total lower
income units. Some jurisdictions have exceptionally high factor rates in comparison to the county. For instance, the
job-housing fit factor reported in Table 6 for the City of Tracy has a ratio of 13.6 low wage jobs per affordable housing
5

In this report, 2013-2017 Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) data produced by the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) is used to estimate the number of area households by income level.
6
In this report the census tracts identified as high and highest resource in the 2021 Statewide Summary Table of the
TCAC/HCD Opportunity Area Maps are used to identify the higher opportunity areas by jurisdiction. The associated housing
units in those census tracts are then estimated from the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey Table# DP04,
2019 5-Year data.
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unit. That value is 351% higher than county-wide, implying that the City of Tracy’s Job-Housing Fit allocation should
be increased by 351% unless some maximum factor adjustment limits are imposed. Without limits on the adjustment
factors, outliers like the City of Tracy’s Job-Housing Fit ratio create an increase in the overall number of lower income
housing unit allocations. Given the impact from exceptional, or outlier, values on a particular jurisdiction as well as
the distortionary county-wide impact on allocations across income categories, the Draft Methodology has
incorporated a Maximum Factor Adjustment Value (MFAV) that sets an upper and lower limit on divergence across
the adjustment factors. In determining the MFAV, the distortions of the unbound divergence must be weighed
against similar distortions introduced by excessively restrictive values. Therefore, this methodology proposes using a
MFAV of 100% which limits any factor adjustment to a doubling of the jurisdiction’s increase or decrease in lower
income housing unit allocation.
Table 9 Jurisdictions’ Lower Income Factor Adjustment Allocations
A

Jurisdiction
Escalon
Lathrop
Lodi
Manteca
Ripon
Stockton
Tracy
Unincorporated
County Total

Lower
Income
RHNA
151
3,448
1,604
3,409
584
5,201
3,624
3,615
21,637

B
J-H Fit
Factor
Weight
= 33%
50
1,149
535
1,136
195
1,734
1,208
1,205
7,212

C
J-H Fit
Factor
% Adj
65%
100%
-18%
22%
53%
-29%
100%
10%

D

J-H Fit
Factor
83
2,299
440
1,388
299
1,231
2,416
1,331
9,486

E
Income
Parity
Weight
= 33%
50
1,149
535
1,136
195
1,734
1,208
1,205
7,212

F
Income
Parity
Factor
% Adj
5%
11%
-2%
6%
16%
-8%
16%
1%

G
Income
Parity
Factor
53
1,276
527
1,201
225
1,601
1,398
1,222
7,503

H
AFFH
Factor
Weight
= 33%
50
1,149
535
1,136
195
1,734
1,208
1,205
7,212

I
AFFH
Factor
% Adj
-45%
-33%
40%
32%
-45%
-4%
36%
-36%

J

AFFH
Factor
28
772
749
1,502
108
1,660
1,640
770
7,229

K
Factor
Adj
Lower
Income
163
4,347
1,715
4,090
632
4,492
5,455
3,323
24,218

Note: Due to rounding, numbers presented in this table may not add up precisely to the totals provided
*= MFAV of 100% applied
Table 9 details the factor adjustment process for San Joaquin County. First, each factor’s weight is multiplied by the
lower income housing unit allocation (Column A). Doing this results in unadjusted factor weighted lower income
housing units for each factor (Columns B, E, and H). Next, each factor adjustment is applied. The percentage
adjustment from the first factor, the Jobs-Housing Fit Factor, from Table 6 is reported in Column C. The value in
Column C is multiplied by the unadjusted factor weighted shares from Column B and then added to Column B to get
the factor adjusted jobs-housing fit unit allocation in Column D. The Income Parity Factor is second, its adjustment
values from Table 7 are reported in Column F and multiplied by the unadjusted factor weighted shares from Column E
and then added to Column E to get the factor adjusted income parity unit allocation in Column G. Similarly, the
adjustment values for the Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) Factor from Table 8 are reported in Column I
and multiplied by the unadjusted factor weighted shares from Column H and then added to Column H to get the
factor adjusted AFFH unit allocation in Column J. The sum of Column D, G, and J then form a factor adjusted lower
income housing unit allocation by jurisdiction in Column K. It should be noted that since the MFAV is 100%, only two
values in Table 9 are affected, the Jobs-Housing Fit adjustment factors for the City of Tracy and that for City of
Lathrop.
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Factor Adjusted RHNA Determination
The fourth, and final, step re-aligns the jurisdictional factor adjusted housing unit allocations to those specified
in the Final RHNA Determination. If San Joaquin County is to maintain the county-wide RHNA Determination
across each of the income categories, it is necessary to correct the factor adjusted housing units by income
category. Therefore, the percentage differences in the totals across the income levels are applied to each of the
jurisdictional factor adjusted housing unit allocations to align the sum of the jurisdictional allocations to the Final
Determination values.
Table 10 Factor Adjusted Allocations Calibrated to Final HCD RHNA Determination
A
B
C
D
Factor Adj.
Lower Income
Calibrated Factor
Base Total
Lower Income
RHNA %
Adjusted Lower
RHNA
Jurisdiction
RHNA
Adjustment
Income RHNA
Allocation
Escalon
163
-10.7%
146
367
Lathrop
4,347
-10.7%
3,884
8,402
Lodi
1,715
-10.7%
1,533
3,909
Manteca
4,090
-10.7%
3,654
8,306
Ripon
632
-10.7%
565
1,423
Stockton
4,492
-10.7%
4,014
12,673
Tracy
5,455
-10.7%
4,873
8,830
Unincorporated
3,323
-10.7%
2,969
8,808
San Joaquin County
24,218
-10.7%
21,637
52,719

E
Calibrated Factor
Adjusted Higher
Income RHNA
221
4,518
2,377
4,651
859
8,660
3,957
5,839
31,082

Note: Due to rounding, numbers presented in this table may not add up precisely to the totals provided.

Table 10 details this adjustment process. In Column A, the jurisdictions’ factor adjusted lower income housing unit
allocation from Column K of Table 9 are carried forward. Since the sum of lower income RHNA housing units in
Column A, 24,218, is higher than the 21,637 in the Final HCD RHNA Determination for lower income housing units, it
is necessary to adjust downward the allocations in Column A. Therefore, the percentage difference of -10.7% at the
County level (Column B) is applied to each jurisdiction’s factor adjusted lower income housing unit allocation (Column
A) to get the factor adjusted lower income housing unit allocation by jurisdiction calibrated to the Final HCD RHNA
Determination for San Joaquin County in Column C. Given these adjustments, it is necessary to make complementary
adjustments to the jurisdiction’s higher income housing unit allocations. Those adjustments are made by subtracting
the calibrated factor adjusted lower income housing units (Column C) from the base total RHNA allocation (Column
D), which results in calibrated factor adjusted higher income housing units in Column E.
Table 11 Factor Adjusted RHNA Housing Unit Determination
Factor Adjusted Lower Income
Factor Adjusted Higher Income
(0-80%)
(80+%)
Escalon
146
221
Lathrop
3,884
4,518
Lodi
1,533
2,377
Manteca
3,654
4,651
Ripon
565
859
Stockton
4,014
8,660
Tracy
4,873
3,957
Unincorporated
2,969
5,839
San Joaquin County
21,637
31,082

Base RHNA Allocation
367
8,402
3,909
8,306
1,423
12,673
8,830
8,808
52,719

Note: Due to rounding, numbers presented in this table may not add up precisely to the totals provided.
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Table 11 reorganizes the data in Table 10 to summarize the Factor Adjusted RHNA Housing Unit Determination by
income level. Differences between the existing share of households by income and shares of factor adjusted RHNA
unit allocations are reported in Table 12. It highlights the influence the Draft RHNA Methodology has in promoting
transformative housing opportunities in San Joaquin County.
Table 12 Comparison of Housing Unit Structure from Factor Adjustments
Lower Income (0-80%)
Jurisdiction
Existing
Factor Adjusted Difference
Existing
Escalon
34%
40%
6%
66%
Lathrop
28%
46%
18%
72%
Lodi
41%
39%
-1%
59%
Manteca
33%
44%
11%
67%
Ripon
23%
40%
16%
77%
Stockton
47%
32%
-15%
53%
Tracy
23%
55%
32%
77%
Unincorporated
38%
34%
-4%
62%
San Joaquin County
39%
41%
61%

Higher Income (80+%)
Factor Adjusted
Difference
60%
-6%
54%
-18%
61%
1%
56%
-11%
60%
-16%
68%
15%
45%
-32%
66%
4%
59%

Note: Due to rounding, numbers presented in this table may not add up precisely to the totals provided.
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Appendix A: Additional RHNA Factors for Consideration
These additional factors, as detailed in Government Code § 65584.04(e), are described below.7

FACTOR 1. JOBS HOUSING RELATIONSHIP
This factor requires review of each jurisdiction’s existing and projected jobs and housing relationship. This includes
readily available data on the number of low-wage jobs within the jurisdiction and how many housing units within the
jurisdiction are affordable to low-wage workers. Where estimates are available projected jurisdictional job growth
and projected household growth by income level during the planning period should also be considered.

FACTOR 2. OPPORTUNITIES AND CONSTRAINTS TO DEVELOPMENT OF HOUSING
The following jurisdictional specific issues may be considered:








Lack of capacity for sewer or water service due to federal or state laws, regulations or regulatory actions, or
supply and distribution decisions made by a sewer or water service provider other than the local jurisdiction
that preclude the jurisdiction from providing necessary infrastructure for additional development during the
planning period.
Availability of land suitable for urban development or for conversion to residential use, the availability of
underutilized land, and opportunities for infill development and increased residential densities. Consideration
must include potential for increased residential development under alternative zoning ordinances and land
use restrictions. However, available land suitable for urban development may exclude lands where the
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) or the Department of Water Resources has determined that
the flood management infrastructure designed to protect that land is not adequate to avoid the risk of
flooding.
Lands preserved or protected from urban development under existing federal or state programs, or both,
designed to protect open space, farmland, environmental habitats, and natural resources on a long-term
basis.
County policies to preserve prime agricultural land within an unincorporated area and land within an
unincorporated area zoned or designated for agricultural protection or preservation. As long as it was
approved by the voters of that jurisdiction and prohibits or restricts conversion to nonagricultural uses.

FACTOR 3. HOUSEHOLD GROWTH AND TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE
Jurisdictions’ distribution of household growth during the RTP/SCS planning cycle may be considered along with
opportunities to maximize the use of public transportation and existing transportation infrastructure.

FACTOR 4. INFILL DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENTS
Allows for consideration of agreements, approved by local voters, between a county and its cities that direct growth
toward incorporated areas and prohibits or restricts land for agricultural protection or preservation from conversion
to nonagricultural uses.

FACTOR 5. ASSISTED HOUSING DEVELOPMENTS
Considers a jurisdictions’ loss of units contained in assisted housing developments as a result of mortgage
prepayment, subsidy contract expirations, or termination of use restrictions.

7

Descriptions are taken from:
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=GOV&sectionNum=65584.04. on 9/7/2021.
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FACTOR 6. COST BURDENED RENTALS
Jurisdictions’ share of cost burdened households may be considered under this factor. These households are defined
as cost burdened, those paying 30 to 50 percent of their income in rent and severely cost burdened, those paying
more than 50 percent of their income in rent.

FACTOR 7. OVERCROWDING
This factor reflects on the jurisdictions’ rate of overcrowding. The overcrowding rate is the percent of housing units
with more than one resident per room in each room of a dwelling.

FACTOR 8. FARMWORKERS
This factor considers the housing needs of farmworkers.

FACTOR 9. HIGHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS
This factor considers the housing needs generated by the presence of an institution of higher education in a
jurisdiction.

FACTOR 10. HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS AND FAMILIES
This factor considers the housing needs of individuals and families experiencing homelessness.

FACTOR 11. EMERGENCY HOUSING NEEDS
This factor considers jurisdictions’ housing needs resulting from units lost during a state of emergency that occurred
in the preceding planning period and that have yet to be rebuilt or replaced.

FACTOR 12. GREENHOUSE GAS EMMISSION TARGETS
This factor considers the region’s greenhouse gas emissions targets in its allocation of housing units.

FACTOR 13. OTHER COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENT OBJECTIVES
Considers other factors adopted by the council of governments, which further the RHNA objectives described above
and specified in Government Code § 65584(d). The council of governments may include additional factors unrelated
to furthering the RHNA objectives as long as: 1) the additional factors do not undermine the RHNA objectives, 2) they
are applied equally across all household income levels, and 3) they are necessary to address significant health and
safety conditions.
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Appendix B: Alternative Base Jurisdictional Allocations
Table 13 Alternative Base Jurisdictional Allocations from RTP/SCS Forecast

Jurisdiction

Escalon
Lathrop
Lodi
Manteca
Ripon
Stockton
Tracy
Unincorporated
Total

Base Allocation 1:
RTP/SCS
Population
Growth to RHNA
(2023-31)
324
8,113
3,451
8,136
1,333
13,712
9,055
8,595

Base Allocation 2:
RTP/SCS
Population in
2031
503
2,517
4,495
6,038
1,152
20,722
6,807
10,484

Base Allocation 3:

Base Allocation 4:
RTP/SCS
RTP/SCS
Household
Population
Growth to RHNA
Growth (2022-50)
(2023-31)
239
367
10,279
8,402
2,952
3,909
9,642
8,306
1,419
1,423
10,367
12,673
9,875
8,830
7,946
8,808
52,719

Base Allocation 5:

Base Allocation 6:

RTP/SCS
Households in
2031
563
2,312
5,046
6,023
1,226
20,301
6,385
10,864

RTP/SCS
Household
Growth (2022-50)
338
9,010
3,736
8,972
1,453
11,511
9,044
8,654

Note: Due to rounding, numbers presented in this table may not add up precisely to the totals provided.
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