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SAN JOAQUIN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
Executive Committee
SJCOG Conference Room
555 East Weber Avenue
Stockton 95202
Friday, August 16, 2019
12:00 p.m.
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.
PARKING: For your convenience, parking is available at the COG Regional Center off of American marked
“Visitor” on the North Side Of the Parking Lot.

AGENDA
1.

Roll Call and Introductions:

2.

Public Comments:

3.

Approve Minutes of June 21, 2019:
Additional Material:
Minutes of June 21, 2019
Recommended Action:
Action

4.

Local Transportation Fund Policy
Additional Material:
Power Point
Recommended Action:
Action

5.

Non-Emergency Medical Transportation Annual Review
Additional Material:
Staff Report
Recommended Action:
Action

6.

Valley Link Project Feasibility Report
Additional Material:
Staff Report
Recommended Action:
Information

7.

2020 State Transportation Improvement Program Process
Additional Material:
Staff Report
Recommended Action:
Discussion

8.

Federal Transit Urbanized Area (UZA) Programming for Manteca and Tracy
Additional Material:
Staff Report
Recommended Action:
Action
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9.

Executive Director’s Report:

10.

Adjournment
Adjourn the meeting to Friday, September 20, 2019.

“SJCOG fully complies with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and related statutes
and regulations in all programs and activities. For more information, or to file a Title VI
related complaint see http://www.sjcog.org or call (209) 235-0600.”
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SAN JOAQUIN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
Executive Committee
SJCOG Conference Room
555 E. Weber Avenue
Stockton, CA 95202
Friday, June 21, 2019
MINUTES
1. The meeting was called to order by Chair Rickman at 12:00 p.m.
Present
Supervisor Kathy Miller, SJ County; Mayor Robert Rickman, Tracy; Councilman Jesus
Andrade, Stockton; Councilman Gary Singh, Manteca; Mayor Pro Tem Doug Kuehne,
Lodi.
Committee Members Not Present
None.
Others Present
Andrew Chesley, SJCOG Executive Director; Steve Dial, SJCOG Deputy Executive
Director/CFO; Diane Nguyen, SJCOG Deputy Director; Rob Cunningham, SJCOG Senior
Regional Planner; Melissa Ablang, SJCOG Administrative Clerk II; Monica Streeter,
Counsel.
2.

Public Comments:
None.

3. Approve Minutes of April 19, 2019:
It was moved/seconded (Miller/Singh) to approve the Minutes of April 19, 2019. Motion
passed unanimously (5/0) by voice vote.
4. Triennial Performance Audits FY 15/16, 16/17, 17/18:
Steve Dial announced that the Transportation Development Act (TDA) requires SJCOG to
conduct a triennial performance audit of public transit entities that receive TDA funds.
Moore & Associates conducted the audits and found the cities and regional transit providers
to be in compliance with the requirements of the TDA with little to no minor exceptions.
Mr. Dial summarized the audit findings and agencies’ responses, which can be found in
the staff report.
It was moved/seconded (Kuehne/Singh) to recommend to the Board, receive and accept
the reports and findings. Motion passed unanimously (5/0) by voice vote.
5. 2019 Measure K Ordinance and Expenditure Plan Amendment:
Diane Nguyen stated this item was brought to the Board last month for public comment
and no public comments were received. Therefore, it is being brought back with a
recommendation to approve adding the Roth Road Corridor project to the Measure K
program in the Regional Arterial subcategory. This project is a high value project and will
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not affect any agencies’ Measure K funds other than the City of Lathrop, so staff is seeking
approval. The committees are in support of the recommendation.
Supervisor Miller questioned how all of Lathrop’s projects in that subcategory will be
funded later down the road. Mr. Chesley stated projects have been funded by other funding
sources in the past and he suspects that’ll happen with this occurrence. The project list is
manageable now, but if 10 more projects are added ten years from now, that will be a
problem.
Supervisor Miller asked if it’s possible to get a second shot at the Sustainable
Transportation Planning grant or if it’s possible to bring in some more grant funding to do
some project planning. Ms. Nguyen said the grants are annual so there are options to get
grant funding. SJCOG staff routinely checks in with Caltrans to get lessons learned and
take-a-ways on how to repackage and be more competitive. Ms. Nguyen said that it may
be beneficial to utilize more buzz words like innovations and technology to be more
competitive in the next round. Mr. Chesley summarized some incremental things that are
in development right now. Staff plans to go after a Caltrans grant to help fund the projects.
Mayor Rickman asked if the Roth Road project is a Surface Transportation Assistance Act
(STAA) route. Mayor Zuber said that he remembers discussions about trying to get it to be
one. Mr. Chesley indicated he believes there is a limit that the interchange allows for STAA
trucks.
The members expressed their concerns regarding the traffic and STAA truck routes on
Roth Road.
It was moved/seconded (Miller/Singh) to approve staff recommendations to amend the
Measure K Renewal Expenditure Plan Regional Arterial Subcategory to add the Roth Road
Corridor Project. Motion passed unanimously (5/0) by voice vote.
6. Valley Link Project Feasibility Report
Rob Cunningham announced that Valley Link released a project feasibility report on June
7th. On June 12th, the Authority acted to accept the Draft Report and open a public comment
period until July 31st. Those comments will be incorporated into the full document. Staff
is currently reviewing the feasibility report, but one section staff will be paying a lot of
attention to is the funding and financing plan. He summarized the funding and financing
options. In addition, Michael Tree will be attending the upcoming Board meeting to present
their plan. Feedback was requested.
Mr. Chesley indicated there won’t be a Valley Link in the San Joaquin County unless there
is a local source of funding. The only way he believes this can happen is if there is a sales
tax measure. Michael Tree is looking at a range of options and may do a poll to find a more
successful approach. Mr. Chesley briefly mentioned some concerns regarding a district
sales tax being controlled by elected officials in another county. In addition, he is
concerned that a sales tax measure will fail.
Councilman Andrade asked for clarification on whether Valley Link can bring forward the
sales tax measure. Mr. Chesley said they would need to get special legislation to make that
happen, but they’ve talked about doing that.
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Councilman Andrade asked if SJCOG can include a sales tax measure as a potential in the
future. Mr. Chesley confirmed that SJCOG could.
Supervisor Miller asked how much funds Measure K generates. Mr. Dial stated Measure
K generates about $64 million a year on a half cent and it has been increasing.
Supervisor Miller indicated the operating costs would eat up all the money annually on a
half cent if there is debt, but if there is no debt it would be closer to a half a cent.
Councilman Andrade asked if their first request is to build it. Mr. Chesley said that is the
first request. They have funding to build it to Livermore but no funding from Livermore to
the east.
Councilman Andrade questioned whether there has been billion dollar projects done by the
county in the past. Mr. Chesley stated the county has not done a project with that dollar
amount before. Mr. Dial indicated there has been projects that totaled close to a billion
dollars.
Mr. Chesley indicated many are concerned that the Livermore/Amador Valley Transit
Authority is not equipped to deliver on a $1.8-billion-dollar commuter rail project. A
normal alternative would be BART or the San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission
(SJRRC), but neither agency is able to do the expansion right now.
Councilman Andrade asked if there have been studies to add another lane to I-580/I-205.
Mr. Chesley indicated the work will be done on I-205 but there has not been much work
done on I-580 because there is a huge bridge going westbound that would cost about $53
million per mile of money to widen. The need to widen I-580 is recognized by counterparts
in Alameda County but they think they’re addressing it with a rail project as opposed to a
road widening project. SJCOG staff thinks it needs to be both.
Councilman Singh asked what is more likely to happen out of the two projects. Mr. Chesley
said he thinks the rail project has more of an immediate chance of making a difference and
rail improvements are needed over the pass. However, Alameda County is looking to
increase the revenue generation from the express lanes on I-580 so there’s a good chance
on linking the I-205 and I-580 projects together.
Councilman Andrade questioned if extending Highway 4 to Navy Drive would be a
solution. Mr. Chesley said it is not and listed a couple possible alternate solutions.
Supervisor Miller asked if SJCOG is going to be considered to deliver the commuter rail
project. Mr. Chesley said he does not believe SJCOG will be considered to deliver this
project.
Councilman Andrade asked if there are other regions in the country that have one artery
that connects the mega region. Mr. Chesley confirmed there is one between Orange County
and Riverside County.
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Mayor Rickman asked for clarification on the cost to add a lane to I-205 because he
remembers staff stating it would be $400 million. Mr. Chesley indicated the estimate from
the PA&ED phase, which is about $300 million, is not a bad number.
Mayor Rickman questioned if having a transition from eastbound I-205 to southbound I-5
would work. Mr. Chesley stated it wasn’t deemed necessary.
Mr. Chesley stated the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) would need to be amended to
add the Valley Link project.
Mayor Pro Tem Kuehne expressed disbelief on the amount it takes to widen I-205. Staff
stated it is high due to the bridge work and retaining walls.
This item was for discussion only.
7. Local Transportation Fund Policy Update (No Staff Report):
Andrew Chesley stated he is looking to bring forward a decision to the Board in August or
September to recommend a four-year transition with an exception for the three smaller
cities to spend up to 50% of their Local Transportation Funds (LTF) apportionment. The
power to decide how the LTF dollars are spent remains with local jurisdictions. However,
staff will strongly encourage the transit district and each of the smaller jurisdictions to enter
into an agreement on intercity service so the smaller cities can get the intercity service they
want and contribute to the costs with some of their LTF funds. Presently, there is
approximately $1.8 million of Measure K money put into a pot for intercity services but
the estimated costs are about $3 million. Therefore, Mr. Chesley has asked RTD to address
the Board regarding that issue. Regarding the committees, he believes the Management &
Finance members will not be on board with the recommendation being brought forward.
Mayor Pro Tem Kuehne said the transit district’s image might improve if they gave credit
to the cities. Mr. Chesley stated he has had discussions with the transit district about that.
Mayor Zuber stated the real problem is that there is going to be a need where the costs will
exceed the available LTF money, which will then affect the jurisdictions and the transit
district.
Mr. Chesley indicated the apportionments to the jurisdictions could be much less in the
future if there aren’t changes to the LTF policy because rail may ask for more funds. The
transit district has also requested funds be distributed quicker because they have some real
financing issues. Mr. Dial stated Stockton’s declining share of the county population is
working against them too.
This item was for discussion only.
8. Election of Officers 2019-20:
Andrew Chesley stated the recommendation is that Vice Chair Kuehne will succeed as
chair and based on the rotation, Councilman Andrade will be nominated for Vice Chair.
The Executive Committee would change according to schedule with Mayor Zuber coming
on board, Manteca going off the committee, and the county filling in as an alternate.
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It was moved/seconded (Miller/Singh) to nominate Mayor Pro Tem Kuehne as Chair and
Councilmember Andrade as Vice Chair for 2019-20. Motion passed unanimously (5/0) by
voice vote.
9. Executive Director’s Report:
Andrew Chesley stated the Regional Transportation Impact Fee (RTIF) is an agreement all
jurisdictions have with each other that was crafted back in 2004 and has been in place since.
SJCOG administers the program. In the late 1990’s, Tracy made an agreement with Tracy
Hills Development to pay Alameda County for transportation impacts due to a lawsuit
brought on by Alameda County. In 2004, that agreement was not considered when RTIF
was created. Today, there is a developer developing and they must pay Alameda County.
They’re arguing that Tracy should pay a portion of the transportation impact fee to
Alameda County, however it violates the 2004 agreement with the cities. Tracy has asked
SJCOG to allow them to pay their portion, but SJCOG doesn’t have that authority nor is
SJCOG a party to the Tracy settlement. There’s no room to maneuver around that
agreement and SJCOG can’t solve it.
Mayor Pro Tem Kuehne asked if the developer needs to pay the $12 million and still pay
RTIF. Mr. Chesley stated the developer and the city can work out an agreement as to how
they make the payment.
10. Adjournment:
There being no further business to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1:04 p.m. to
Friday, August 16, 2019.

P9

AGENDA ITEM 4

P10

Local Transportation Fund
Policy Change Proposal

The following will be recommended by
SJCOG staff to the COG Board
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 Over four years reduce the eligibility of cities of 50,000 or greater to claim
LTF for Road and Street purposes. The limit would be no more than 75%
for roads and streets the first year (2020-21), 50% the second, 25% the
third and 0% the fourth.
 For cities under 50,000 population, the first and second year limits would
remain the same, but they would still be eligible to claim up to 50% for
roads and streets.
 There would be no change in the ability of cities to determine their area
apportionment claims within existing law and this new policy.

 The San Joaquin Regional Transit District and cities are encouraged to
enter into an agreement defining scope of intercity services and an
appropriate LTF contribution toward service costs.
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Transit Purposes
Cities will have the ability to claim transit funds
for:
Their own transit programs
The Transit District’s service(s) in their city
The Rail Commission’s service(s) in their city

Capital transit projects such as stations, transit stops
and signage, etc.
And/or build up a sinking fund for future transit capital
expenses
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Road and Street Funding: Medium Cities
 The cities of Tracy, Manteca and Lodi will no longer be able to claim LTF for
road and street purposes.
 Lodi has claimed between 0 and 20% for road and street purposes. In 202324 this will end.

 Tracy has claimed about 50% for roads and streets though the percentage
has been dropping. The effect will likely hit in 2022-23. It is likely that around
2025 Tracy will hit 100,000 in population and no longer be able to claim
road and street funding.
 Manteca has claimed from 50 to 70% for road and street funding. The
impact may be felt in the second year of the transition but certainly in the
third year.
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Road and Street Funding Small Cities
 Lathrop, and Ripon will feel the impact immediately in the first year and
Escalon likely in the second year.
 Lathrop and Ripon claim 100% for roads and streets. Each has the
opportunity for substantial transit related expenses but has not claimed LTF
for those purposes.
 Escalon claims about 70% for road and street purposes, with the remainder
for public transit.
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For the Last Three Years We Have Staved Off
Another 2016
 Small steps have assisted transit programs like SJRTD’s and SJRRC:
 Created a CTSA
 LTF has grown at rate higher than expected

 FTA 5307 Monies have been more widely distributed
 State Transit Assistance Funds have been distributed differently
 A short time different distribution of LCTOP
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The Value in Making this Change
 The Rail Commission has already indicated that it will have to ask for more than
the 11.5% target in the future from LTF. With the growth in ridership and the
expansion of the service to other counties as well as the expansion of stations
and parking in Tracy, Lathrop, Manteca, Lodi and Ripon, it is hard to argue that
there is not justification.
 If the Rail Commission is authorized to claim more than the 11.5% figure, it will
have a negative impact on all claimants but most notably the Transit District
which will pick up roughly 61% of the financial impact.
 If the Board holds the Rail Commission to the 11.5%, and adopts this policy it
provides another way for the Rail Commission to meet its future needs in
partnership with local governing councils.

 Lastly, the Transit District and city councils have an opportunity with this policy to
form a new partnership over intercity transit.

Commonly Expressed Concerns Over Changing the Policy
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 A City Manager suggested that we need a new revenue source and not a
policy that shifts dollars from one purpose to another.
 While a new half cent sales tax initiative would meet this call, there is not one yet
scheduled or in the works.

 Several public works officials lament that increase in SB 1 local gas tax funding
will be offset or even eliminated with this policy change
 The impact will vary between cities, but there will be a real impact. LTF was meant to
meet public transit purposes. This policy change is an effort to take the statutory
language literally.

 Several comments over the past few years have argued that transit programs
should cut back their budgets rather than rely on LTF that has been going to
roads and streets.
 This is not unreasonable, but the Transportation Development Act is not designed to
constrain reasonable transit expenses. In fact it encourages investment in public
transit. The Rail Commission’s LTF claims for almost twenty years remained static; first
as part of the County’s claim and then later on their own claim. The Transit District
has relied upon annual growth in Measure K and LTF for revenue increases as federal
and state sources have remained static or diminished over much of the last twenty
years. A reduction in LTF would hit their largest and most flexible funding source.

Commonly Expressed Concerns Over Changing the Policy
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 This policy does not guarantee that the Transit District will be made whole if
the Rail Commission claims more funding
 This is true. But it provides an alternative vehicle to meeting Rail Commission
needs.

 This policy moves too fast (public works departments) or too slow (Transit
District and Rail Commission) in transitioning over time
 Certainly one can understand each perspective.

 There needs to be an option for regional transit services to claim “off the
top” like the Rail Commission is allowed to do.
 The Rail Commission sought and secured legislation to change the procedures
for claiming LTF.
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Alternatives to this Policy Change
 Leave the Process As Is
 Restrict all LTF to public transit and adopt a regional
process for distributing LTF to transit providers. (variation
on the Stanislaus model)
 Seek legislative change to secure Transit District funding
from year to year.
 Consolidate in some fashion regional transit services.
 Wait for another Half Cent Sales Tax or other initiative

SJCOG staff recommends:
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 Over four years reduce the eligibility of cities of 50,000 or greater to claim
LTF for Road and Street purposes. The limit would be no more than 75%
for roads and streets the first year (2020-21), 50% the second, 25% the
third and 0% the fourth.
 For cities under 50,000 population, the first and second year limits would
remain the same, but they would still be eligible to claim up to 50% for
roads and streets.
 There would be no change in the ability of cities to determine their area
apportionment claims within existing law and this new policy.

 The San Joaquin Regional Transit District and cities are encouraged to
enter into an agreement defining scope of intercity services and an
appropriate LTF contribution toward service costs.
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August 2019
Executive

STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

Non-Emergency Medical
Transportation Annual Review

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Recommend to the Board make the best
use for unexpended STA funds that
were reserved for NEMT

DISCUSSION:
SUMMARY:
In June 2017, the Board adopted the finding that Non-Emergency Medical Transportation (NEMT)
from San Joaquin County to medical facilities outside the region is an Unmet Transit Need that is
“Reasonable to Meet.” In November 2017, the Board approved a service implementation plan
presented by San Joaquin Regional Transit District (RTD) and approved the expenditure of
$250,000 from the section 99313 regional portion of the State Transit Assistance (STA) Program
for the first year of operations. After an extensive research and marketing effort, RTD launched a
website and limited introduction of NEMT services on existing RTD and ACE lines in April 2018,
followed by a full launch with a connection to the Stanislaus Regional Transit District (StaRT)
Medivan in June 2018. This staff report serves as the first annual review of the NEMT service and
will provide the Board an opportunity to consider whether to allocate STA funds (that have been
held in reserve for operations of NEMT) beyond the first year of service.

June 2017
Board makes
UTN Finding
of NEMT as
"Reasonable
to Meet"

Nov. 2017

April 2018

June 2018

Aug. 2019

Board
approves
service plan
and funding

Soft launch
(website +
commuter
routes)

Full launch of
NEMT with
connection to
Medivan

Review of
NEMT
Service
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On July 31, RTD submitted a NEMT Year-End Report to SJCOG covering the beginning of the
program to July 2019, containing the following key information:




Ridership: There have been 28 completed roundtrips on NEMT service to date, averaging
2 roundtrips/month since the full program launch on June 2018. The highest single month
was July 2019 with 10 roundtrips; while there were several months during that timeframe
when no rides were taken.
Costs: To date, $37,775 has been spent on the program. This breaks down to $29,985 spent
on startup, marketing, and database development, and $7,790 on transit operation, fuel,
customer service, and trip planning. The cost is slightly offset by $198 collected in fares.

RECOMMENDATION:
Based on the ridership and cost figures as reported by RTD, SJCOG staff recommends canceling
the current NEMT service. SJCOG will be making a recommendation on the best use of the NEMT
unexpended funding after taking into account input from the August 5, 2019, ITC/SSTAC
meeting. Potential uses of the funds could include but are not limited to investigating other options
for NEMT and/or reallocating the funds to other transit services.

FISCAL IMPACT:
The NEMT service has been apportioned $325,000 of State Transit Assistance (STA) funds
($250,000 (authorized for expenditure) in August 2017 and $75,000 (held in reserve) in August
2018). RTD indicated that $37,775 was spent from Year 1 funding ($250,000). Year 2 funding
($75,000) has not been spent pending the results of Year 1 of operations. SJCOG staff will make
recommendations to the Board related to future funding apportionments from this revenue source
and the unspent balance that exists of the funds previously authorized for expenditure.
BACKGROUND:
NEMT Service Plan as Approved by SJCOG Board of Directors
Non-emergency medical transportation (NEMT) is defined as transportation that enables patients
to travel to and from medical appointments, the pharmacy, urgent care, specialized treatment, or
the hospital. RTD’s service proposal uses existing transit service offered by RTD, Stanislaus
Regional Transit (StaRT), ACE and other operators to provide NEMT service to medical facilities
outside San Joaquin County, specifically in the Bay Area and Sacramento. These options are
described in further detail below:
Bay Area service via StaRT Medivan
Stanislaus Regional Transit (StaRT) has offered an NEMT service to medical facilities in the San
Francisco Bay Area for approximately 20 years. The service, known as “Medivan,” departs from
downtown Modesto in the morning and serves various destinations depending on passenger
reservations, including but not limited to: Livermore Veterans Administration Hospital, Oakland
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Children’s Hospital, UCSF Medical Center, Menlo Park Veterans Administration Hospital, Lucille
Packard Children’s Hospital, Stanford Hospitals and Clinics, and Palo Alto Veterans
Administrations Hospital. Fares are $11 per passenger or $4 for an attendant.
RTD worked with StaRT to add a connection stop in Tracy on the Medivan route. San Joaquin
County passengers pay the same fare as Stanislaus County passengers. Passengers can access the
stop in Tracy either by using RTD Go or Van Go connecting services or by their own means (e.g.
be dropped off by a friend/family member).
Bay Area Service via RTD Commuter Route 150 and Altamont Corridor Express (ACE)
RTD developed a plan to provide NEMT services via existing interregional transportation routes
between San Joaquin County and the Bay Area on RTD Commuter Route 150 and ACE train
routes. Passengers would need to arrange connecting transportation from the station stops in the
Bay Area to medical facilities.
Sacramento Service via RTD Routes 163 and 165
RTD runs two commuter routes from Stockton to Downtown Sacramento, 163 (via SR 99) and
165 (via I-5). RTD’s service plan allows NEMT passengers to access medical destinations within
2 miles of the existing terminus in Sacramento after the commuting passengers have been dropped
off. Medical destinations include Kaiser Medical Center, Sutter Medical Center, UC Davis
Medical Center, Cares Community Health, C.O.R.E. Medical Clinic, Inc. and Sacramento
Naturopathic Medical Center. Passengers would request NEMT service in advance and pay the
regular fare of $7 per trip for the commuter bus.
Dispatch, Connecting Services, and Marketing
To coordinate the various NEMT services offered, RTD established a centralized booking and
dispatch system. San Joaquin County residents who wish to request NEMT service call RTD in
advance to book the service. RTD assist the passengers in identifying the appropriate service based
on the desired origin and destination (e.g. StaRT service, RTD/ACE to Bay Area, or RTD to
Sacramento), and arrange connecting service if needed.
RTD conducted surveys, reached out to medical providers, and developed and implemented
marketing campaigns (social media, radio, TV, newspaper) for the service. RTD staff’s extensive
outreach efforts included presentations at the annual California Community Care Coordination
Collaborative (5Cs) meeting, a wide variety of medical facilities within the county, community
centers and town hall meetings, human services agencies and more.
Ridership Challenges
In summer 2018 it was recognized that the service was slow in building ridership. SJCOG formed
a subcommittee consisting of SJCOG, RTD, and San Joaquin County Public Health staff to share
information and develop new ideas for the service. The group met four times from September 2018
to January 2019 but failed in generating ridership for the service.
In January 2019 RTD reported to the SSTAC that there had been a total of 15 sign-ups on the
website and 4 roundtrip rides. In July 2019, RTD provided a year-end update as described in the
summary section, indicating a total of 28 roundtrip rides today.
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Staff Analysis
With the information to date on only 28 round trip rides and a total program cost of $37,775
(including startup and marketing efforts), SJCOG staff does not find it economically feasible to
continue operations of the service. Staff recommends canceling the service and reallocating the
unexpended funds to other transit services. Staff will provide a more detailed recommendation for
unexpended funds after discussions with the ITC.

NEXT STEPS:
Pending further discussions with the ITC, SJCOG staff will make a recommendation to the Board
regarding NEMT service and funding at the August 22, 2019 Board meeting.
Report prepared by Rob Cunningham, Senior Regional Planner
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August 2019
Executive

STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

Valley Link Project Feasibility Report

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Information

DISCUSSION:
SUMMARY:
On June 12, the Tri-Valley – San Joaquin Valley Regional Rail Authority (Authority) took action
to accept the Draft Valley Link Feasibility Report and open a public comment period until July
31. Following the public comment period, the Board anticipates taking further action to approve
the Final Project Feasibility Report addressing the comments. The full report is available at
https://www.valleylinkrail.com.
SJCOG wrote a comment letter on the Draft Feasibility Report (see attachment). The comment
letter expresses SJCOG’s support of the Authority’s efforts addressing the congestion on I-580
within the Altamont Pass corridor. SJCOG wishes to have an engaged dialogue with the
Authority and make every effort to support the project scope, with the aim to ensure successful
implementation. SJCOG offered comments on the following topics as a supportive partner in the
project:






Remedy the overreach in identification of likely San Joaquin fund sources.
Explore other agencies more experienced at delivering and operating the proposed
project.
Clarify the makeup of Valley Link ridership, specifically, the proportion of riders
diverted from other transit.
Develop a realistic Project Delivery Schedule that is aligned with a funding plan.
Elaborate on Union Pacific Railroad’s (UPRR) position on the project and use of the UP
right of way and develop an alternative in the event UPRR chooses not to participate.

RECOMMENDATION:
Information.
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FISCAL IMPACT:
While there are no direct impacts to the current SJCOG OWP, there are financial implications in
the foreseeable future due to the size of this project.
BACKGROUND:
The Authority was created under AB 758 (2017) and is tasked with the mission:
“to plan and help deliver a cost-effective connection from the San Joaquin Valley to the
Bay Area Rapid Transit District’s rapid transit system and the Altamont corridor express
in the Tri-Valley to address regional and economic and transportation changes.” (Section
of AB 758)
In July 2018, the Authority approved the project concept “Valley Link,” a seamless rail transit
connection to the Dublin/Pleasanton BART station in the Tri-Valley area. Phase I would include
stops in Mountain House, Tracy, River Islands, and North Lathrop, with a future Phase II stop in
downtown Stockton. The service would operate from San Joaquin County every 24 minutes
during peak period (meeting every other BART train) and every 60 minutes off-peak (meeting
every 4th BART train). Travel time is expected to be 47 minutes from Mountain House to
Dublin/Pleasanton BART, which is competitive with the automobile during peak congestion.

Source: Valley Link Project Feasibility Report

The Authority is governed by a board of directors composed of 15 members, 7 of whom
represent San Joaquin County jurisdictions:
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Vice Chair Veronica Vargas (Mayor Pro Tem, City of Tracy)
Board member Paul Akinjo (Councilmember, City of Lathrop)
Board member Bob Elliott (Supervisor, County of San Joaquin)*
Board member Sol Jobrack (Councilmember, City of Stockton)*
Board member Debby Moorhead (Vice Mayor, City of Manteca)
Board member Bernice Tingle (Director, Mountain House)
Board member Leo Zuber (Commissioner, ACE)*

* Denotes members of the SJCOG Board of Directors
SJCOG staff serve on the Technical Advisory Committee and Executive Steering Committee for
the project and frequently meet with the Authority staff to collaborate on shared objectives.

NEXT STEPS:
The Authority plans to complete the environment review process within upcoming months.
SJCOG staff will review the environmental documents and submit our comments. At the same
time, SJCOG staff will continue to engage with the Authority by attending Board meetings and
directly communicating with TV-SJVRRA staff.

ATTACHMENTS:
1. SJCOG Comment Letter
Prepared by: Joel Campos, Assistant Regional Planner
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August 2019
Executive

STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

2020 State Transportation Improvement
Program Process

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Discussion Only

SUMMARY:
The State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) is a five-year capital improvement
program of transportation projects, funded with revenues from the State Highway Account and
other funding sources. The California Transportation Commission (CTC) released a draft 2020
STIP fund estimate at its June 26 meeting and has since circulated a fund estimate revision. The
2020 STIP will cover Fiscal Years 2020/21 through 2024/25, however, nearly all of the funding
capacity will be in Fiscal Years 2022/23 through 2024/25.
RECOMMENDATION:
Discussion Only.
FISCAL IMPACT:
None at this time.
BACKGROUND:
The CTC adopts a new STIP every two years. The STIP is a five-year capital improvement
program of transportation projects on and off the State Highway System, funded with revenues
from the State Highway Account and other funding sources. As part of the STIP development
process, each region in California is required to develop a Regional Transportation Improvement
Program (RTIP) which consists of the region’s priorities for funding through the STIP.
Concurrent with the RTIP development at the regional level, Caltrans works to put together the
Interregional Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP), consisting of interregional priorities
set by Caltrans in collaboration with the regions. Caltrans merges the region’s RTIPs and
Caltrans’ ITIP into the statewide document, the STIP, and submits it to the CTC for approval.
The STIP is generally our region’s largest source of capital funding besides the Measure K
program. STIP funding may be used for highway/roadway widening, traffic operational
improvements, and transit capital improvements. All project development phases from
environmental through construction are eligible for funding. A new project must have a
Project Study Report (PSR) or equivalent to support the programming of project costs.
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2020 STIP Fund Estimate Expectations
The CTC released a draft 2020 STIP fund estimate at its June 26 meeting and has since circulated
a fund estimate revision. The 2020 STIP fund estimate will be finalized at the CTC’s August 14
meeting. The 2020 STIP will cover Fiscal Years 2020/21 through 2024/25, however, nearly all of
the funding capacity will be in Fiscal Years 2022/23 through 2024/25.
Per the revised 2020 STIP fund estimate, San Joaquin County will receive between $2,275,000
(minimum) and $13,619,000 (maximum) in new funds for projects. Please note that this range
means that $2,275,000 is new funds available to the program. The $13,619,000 represents an
option for regions to advance future year STIP funds and program them now. It will be the
maximum amount CTC will allow for new programming. Carryover STIP programming from
prior STIP cycle and programming for PPM (Project Planning, Programming up to a limitation of
5% per year) will also comprise the 2020 STIP per adopted STIP Policies and Procedures by the
California Transportation Commission. These figures are therefore not reflected in the new
programming capacity.
It should also be noted that in May, the SJCOG Board approved a recommendation to advance the
PA&ED phase of the I-205 Widening Project using approximately $12.359 million in other federal,
state, and local funds. As such, the $12.359 million in STIP funds previously programmed for this
project in Fiscal Year 2020/21 would be available for discussion. Those funds could be assigned
to the PS&E phase of the I-205 Widening Project or could be applied to a different project. See
below
Tentative 2020 STIP Schedule
The 2020 STIP final schedule and fund estimate are planned for adoption by the CTC at their
August 14-15, 2019 meeting. SJCOG staff will be evaluating project candidates for the 2020 STIP
shortly after the CTC adoption of the fund estimate. The intention is to have projects selected by
October 2019, with SJCOG Board adoption of the 2020 RTIP in November 2019, and submission
to the CTC by the December 2019 deadline. A tentative schedule of the 2020 STIP development
process is shown below:

AUGUST

SEPTEMBER

OCT/NOV

DECEMBER

MARCH

STIP
Update
Announced

Committee
& Board
Discussion

SJCOG Staff
Recommendations

COG
Board
Adoption

CTC
Finalizes
2020 STIP
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Milestone
CTC Adopts Fund Estimate
Development of SJCOG Staff Recommendations
Preparation of Draft RTIP document
30-Day Public Notice of Comment Period to Newspapers
30-Day Public Comment Period Begins
TAC Adoption of Draft RTIP
Public Hearing and SJCOG Board Adoption of Draft RTIP
RTIPs and ITIPs due to Caltrans
CTC publishes staff recommendations
CTC adopts STIP

ATTACHMENTS:
None.
Prepared by: Ryan Niblock, Senior Regional Planner

Anticipated Date
August 14, 2019
August 15 - October 15, 2019
September - November 2019
October 9, 2019
October 16, 2019
November 4, 2019
November/December 2019
December 13, 2019
February 28, 2020
March 2020
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AGENDA ITEM 8
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August 2019
Executive

STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

Federal Transit Urbanized Area (UZA)
Programming for Manteca and Tracy

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Approve Section 5307 transit programming
for Manteca and Tracy UZAs as shown in
Table 1 and 2

DISCUSSION:
SUMMARY:
The federal transit program entitled, Section 5307, apportions funds to urbanized areas. This staff
report discusses the cooperative planning process to identify transit project priorities for the use of
these funds in the Manteca and Tracy urbanized areas, totaling $12.896 million over two fiscal
years. This involved convening eligible transit operators that currently provide service to those
areas. This process is established through federal guidelines in order to program federal dollars to
the highest priorities in the UZA(s) through a transparent and deliberative process with clear
criteria. The guiding principle in this process is to ensure existing transit operations are not
adversely impacted before considering funding for new capital projects or expanded service.
SJCOG staff facilitated the discussion among the transit operators and the proposed programming
for Fiscal Year 2018/19 and 2019/20 are a result of that collaborative process. Table 1 and 2
identify the proposed programming which is the work product of this effort and therefore
supported by all the transit operators involved (RTD, ACE, Ripon Transit, and Tracy Transit).

RECOMMENDATION:
Approve the Fiscal Year 2018/19 and 2019/20 cooperative planning and programming process for
Section 5307 Manteca and Tracy UZA funds as shown in Table 1 and 2, respectively.

FISCAL IMPACT:
The action would result in the programming of 2018/19 and 2019/20 federal transit funding for
both Manteca and Tracy UZA, totaling $12.896 million. It should be emphasized that FY 19/20
figures are projected figures of the amount to be available. Should the actual apportionment be
lower, the stakeholders will be reconvened to discuss the appropriate actions.
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BACKGROUND:
The Urbanized Area Formula Funding program (49 U.S.C. 5307) makes Federal resources
available to urbanized areas and to Governors for transit capital and operating assistance and for
transportation related planning in urbanized areas. An urbanized area is a Census-designated area
with a population of 50,000 or more as determined by the U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau
of the Census. In San Joaquin County, there are four urbanized areas which are Stockton, Manteca,
Tracy and Lodi UZAs. The topic of this staff report discusses federal programming in the Manteca
and Tracy UZAs which are mapped in Exhibit A and B.
Under the Section 5307 Program, the state or designated recipient is responsible for “receiving and
apportioning” the amounts made available by Congress and apportioned by the Federal Transit
Administration to an urbanized area. The state or designated recipient receives and apportions the
amounts within the UZA to the state, regional authorities, or to other public agencies. In
California, this role for the Manteca and Tracy UZA is performed by the California Department of
Transportation. Pursuant to 49 U.S.C. 5303(d), a metropolitan planning organization (MPO),
which in some cases may also serve as the designated recipient, is the forum for cooperative
decision making to carry out the transportation planning process. In San Joaquin County, the San
Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) provided this forum.
SJCOG, through individual Memorandums of Understands with each transit operator in San
Joaquin, outlines a Cooperative Planning Process in accordance with federal regulations to
establish project priorities and program federal dollars apportioned directly to the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) 5307 Program to the Tracy and Manteca Urbanized Areas (UZAs). In June
2019, SJCOG convened transit operators eligible to be direct recipients of the Manteca and Tracy
UZA funding and facilitated correspondence and discussion through a cooperative planning
process to review project priorities and funding needs.
For the Manteca UZA, the eligible direct recipients which collaborated included City of Manteca,
City of Ripon, San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission, and San Joaquin Regional Transit District.
For the Tracy UZA, the eligible direct recipients which collaborated included City of Tracy, San
Joaquin Regional Rail Commission, and San Joaquin Regional Transit District.
The guiding principles used in the cooperative planning and programming process were:
1. Ensure that existing transit service is the highest priority and to make those needs “whole”
before consideration of new projects or service expansion.
2. Consider prior history of commitments & programming of Section 5307 funding to new service
and consider whether a second year of the service is warranted.
3. Similar to the above, consider prior history of commitments to capital projects which may have
unfunded future phases.
4. Overall, identify the best package of projects that provides transit mobility and accessibility to
transit riders.
5. Consider matching funds, or conversely, unfunded phases to gauge project feasibility and
readiness.
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At the conclusion of this process, the transit operators were supportive of the programming of
projects identified in Table 1 and Table 2. This programming proposal for the various transit
projects was the best strategy in meeting the above criteria.
NEXT STEP
The SJCOG Board will consider action on the proposed UZA programming, along with an
amendment to the Federal Transportation Improvement Program, at its August 22nd Board meeting.

Prepared by:

Diane Nguyen, Deputy Director

EXHIBIT A
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2010 Census:
Urbanized Area
Reference Map Manteca, CA
(includes Ripon,
CA)

EXHIBIT B
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2010 Census:
Urbanized Area
Reference Map Tracy, CA

TABLE 1
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SUMMARY OF DRAFT FUNDING PROPOSAL DISCUSSED AT JUNE 13, 2019 MEETING
Federal Funding for the Manteca Urbanized Area (UZA)
Previous Carryover Balance
$
800,734 $

FY 18/19
2,350,574 $

FY 19/20
2,395,894

$800,734 held for future Manteca station needs

GRAND TOTAL: $ 5,547,202
Draft Funding Proposal - only federal UZA funds shown
Manteca Transit Operating Cost
Ripon Multimodal Station Construction
Operating cost for Van Go (assumes year 2 of existing service:
Manteca Transit Capital - 2 bus spares (Assumes total cost of one bus is
$400,000; federal share would be 80% - $320,000 each bus).

$
$

2,701,444 See Note #1
2,000,000 See Note #2

$

250,000 See Note #3

$

595,758 See Note #4

GRAND TOTAL: $

5,547,202

Notes:
1. Operating cost is for FY 18/19 ($1,340,667) and 19/20 ($1,360,777). Cost is for existing service and includes operations for one new route.
Manteca plans to submit grant to capture funds in one month.
It is anticipated there may be cost savings of $300-400K (estimate only) from prior years programmed for operations that can
carry over in case these estimates are below actuals. Also, the $800K carryover is no longer reserved for future Manteca stations.
2. City of Ripon's construction cost is ballparked at $7 million. $2 Million is to reserve funds as the City pursues other
grant/funding opportunities. The stakeholders in this UZA cooperative plannig process will meet next quarter (September timeframe)
to look at the status of City's efforts to move UZA funds forward through a grant led by RTD and whether there is project momentum to justify the reserve.
3. One year of continued service of the Van Go service to Manteca UZA.
4. The 2 Spares have a UZA funding eligibility of $640,000. Only approx $600,000 (rounded) was remaining in the projected apportionment
so the shortfall would need to be addressed with other funding.
5. Other needs identified and not funded were as follows:
Manteca Maintenanance Facility - cost of $2.6 Million; need more elaboration on scope and tie in with transit use only
Van Go - request to use toll credits to 100% fund operations in lieu of 50/50 match and to address future capital/operating needs.
Prepared by: Diane Nguyen, SJCOG Deputy Director

TABLE 2
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SUMMARY OF DRAFT FUNDING PROPOSAL DISCUSSED AT JUNE 11, 2019 MEETING
Federal Funding Available for the Tracy Urbanized Area (UZA)
Previous Carryover Balance
$
2,412,890 $

FY 18/19
2,444,598 $

FY 19/20
2,491,731

GRAND TOTAL: $ 7,349,219

Draft Funding Proposal
Tracer Operating (& Capital Cost of Contracting) for FY 18/19 and 19/20
Tracer Bus Replacement Cost
Tracer Operating Cost Deficit for FY 20/21
Placeholder Funding TBD for SJRTD (Mountainhouse & Van Go)
and SJRRC (Tracy ACE Station Improvements)

$
$
$

4,976,732 See Note #1
1,700,000 See Note #1
300,000 See Note #1

$

372,487 See Note #2

GRAND TOTAL: $

7,349,219

Notes:
1. Funding identified for City of Tracy's transit system may have cost savings if actual costs needs are lower and
if City secures other grant funds for capital replacement buses. Should there be savings in the above-identified UZA funds, City of Tracy
will propose how savings should be reprogrammed for consideration by all stakeholders in the cooperative process.
2. At the time of the June 11th meeting, neither the Mountainhouse Transit Service nor the Van Go serving Tracy had
completed its first year of operations. Next step is -- in 3 months (early September), a status report on ridership
and expended costs will be shared with all stakeholders. From this information in Sept., it will be determined what is the best date to reconvene to discuss the
placeholder funding. Topics include: Mountainhouse/Van Go service continuation (?), consolidating/eliminating service (?), future needs for year 2 (?)
Discussion also will include funding needs, if any, for Tracy Station Improvements which is anticipated to have a better engineering estimate within 6 months.
A target date to reconvene could be as early as Fall 2019 and no later than December 2019.

Material Prepared by: Diane Nguyen, Deputy Director, SJCOG

