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SAN JOAQUIN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
MANAGEMENT AND FINANCE COMMITTEE
MANTECA TRANSIT CENTER
220 Moffat Blvd., Manteca, CA 95336
HOSTED BY: CITY OF STOCKTON
Wednesday, September 18, 2019
Noon
The San Joaquin Council of Governments is in compliance with the American 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 and Self Introductions
2. Public Comments
3. Approve Minutes of August 21, 2019

Action

4. 2018-19 Final Local Transportation Fund Revenue Estimate
and Apportionments Schedule

Action

5. Revised FY 2019-20 Local Transportation Fund Revenue Estimate
and Apportionments schedule

Action

6. Revised FY 2019-20 State Transit Assistance Revenue and
Apportionment Schedule

Action

7. Proposed Modifications to the Local Transportation Fund (LTF) Policies Action
Regarding Claims and Apportionments
8. 2020 SJMSCP Development Fee Annual Adjustment

Information

9. 2020 State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)
Development Update

Discussion

10. Executive Director’s Report
11. Other Matters of Business
12. Adjourn to next regular scheduled meeting of Management and Finance Committee
Wednesday, October 16, 2019.
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AD HOC Committee for Transit
a. None.
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AGENDA ITEM 3
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SAN JOAQUIN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
MANAGEMENT AND FINANCE COMMITTEE
Meeting held at
Manteca Transit Center
220 Moffat Blvd., Manteca, CA 95336
August 21, 2019

MINUTES
1. The meeting was called to order at 12:13 p.m. by Chair Schwabauer.
Attendance and Roll Call:
Tammy Alcantor, Escalon City Manager; Stacey Mortensen, SJRRC Executive Director; Monica
Nino, County Administrator; Tim Ogden, Manteca City Manager; Stephen Salvatore, Lathrop
City Manager; Karin Schnaider, Tracy Finance Director; Steve Schwabauer, Lodi City Manager;
Kevin Werner, Ripon City Administrator; Gordon McKay, Stockton Public Works Director;
Andrew Chesley, SJCOG Executive Director; Steve Dial, SJCOG Deputy Executive
Director/CFO; Diane Nguyen, SJCOG Deputy Director; Rob Cunningham, SJCOG Senior
Planner; Joel Campos, Associate Regional Planner; Rosie Gutierrez, SJCOG Office
Administrator.
Other Attendees: None.
Committee Members Not Present:
Donna DeMartino, SJRTD General Manager/CEO.
2. Public Comments: None.
3. Approve Minutes of June 19, 2019:
It was moved/seconded (Werner/McKay) to approve the minutes of June 19, 2019. Motion passed
unanimously.
**Tim Ogden joined the meeting
4.

Local Transportation Fund Policy:
Andrew Chesley informed the members there is a Power Point in the packet and stated this item
is for discussion only. Mr. Chesley stated the LTF is listed on the agenda as action in case the
members decide to take an action. Mr. Chesley reviewed staff’s recommendation of a four-year
transition period. Mr. Chesley stated the Regional Rail Commission has given an indication that
they will be asking for more money to expand services.
Mr. Chesley noted this service expansion will benefit Stanislaus, Sacramento County and also
benefit San Joaquin County.
Mr. Chesley said the direction from the Board was to bring forward a set of recommendations
and policies and eliminate the experience in 2016. Mr. Chesley stated he is hopeful, over the
course of the next two months, there be some good policy development on the LTF program to
address both the needs of the Rail Commission, RTD and smaller communities.
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Mr. Chesley commented on the possibility of a new sales tax for transportation purposes and the
alternatives to this LTF policy change.
Mr. Chesley stated there should be a discussion about consolidation with regional transit services
because there are real benefits in making this happen for individual cities and as a region.
Staff will present this item to the COG Board in September for action. Mr. Chesley informed the
members they could take action on this item or provide some input.
After much discussion the members expressed concerns about budget and the impact it will have
on their Public Works Department budgets, particularly the smaller jurisdictions.
It was moved/seconded (Ogden/Schwabauer) to support the recommendation, but adding
language for eligible transit claims that would allow funding for roads and streets. Motion passed
unanimously.
5. Non Emergency Medical Transportation Annual Review:
Rob Cunningham spoke briefly on the background of this item and presented RTDs NEMT yearend report to SJCOG covering the beginning of the program to July 2019 which included the
ridership and the costs to operate the service. The service has been slow for the year with 28
roundtrips or 56 rides. Many of the passengers have been repeat passengers so it has met the need
for those that have used it.
Staff’s recommendation is to cancel the current NEMT service, hold the funds in reserve to
reallocate for other transit needs.
It was moved/seconded (Salvatore/Schwabauer) to recommend to the Board to cancel the current
NEMT service and hold STA funds in reserve for other transit needs. Motion passed unanimously.
6.

Valley Link Project Feasibility Report:
Joel Campos presented this item and stated staff is seeking feedback on SJCOG comment letter
for the Draft Valley Link Project Feasibility Report. The full report is available at the link
provided in the staff report and a copy of staff’s comment letter is attached. The comment letter
expresses SJCOG’s support of the Authority’s efforts addressing the congestion on I-580 within
the Altamont Pass Corridor. SJCOG recommended having an ongoing discussion to ensure
successful implementation and offered comments on various topics. Mr. Campos reviewed
staff’s comments on the topics.
Monica Nino asked if they addressed the tax initiatives for the bay area counties to fund part of
the project. Mr. Campos stated Alameda County has about $600 million for I-580 portion that
was allocated for a BART extension. They are also working with agencies in the bay area to get
Valley Link on the Fast Bay Area sales tax measure.
Stacey Mortensen stated ACE joined forces with Valley Link on a tunnel about 2 miles through
the Altamont for about $1.2 billion that would benefit both of agencies.
This item was for discussion only.
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7.

Federal Transit Urbanized Area (UZA) Programming for Manteca:
Diane Nguyen presented this report and stated this is an action item. The federal transit program,
Section 5307, apportions funds to urbanized areas (UZA) which is defined by the census. The
topic of this staff report discusses federal programming in the Manteca and Tracy UZAs which
are mapped in Exhibit A and B. Ms. Nguyen stated through a collaborative process the group
established some guiding principles in order to program federal dollars to the highest priorities in
the UZAs. SJCOG staff facilitated a discussion among the transit operators and the proposed
programming for FY 2018-19 and 2019-20 as shown in Table 1 and 2 totaling $12.896.
It was moved/seconded (Werner/Schnaider) to approve Section 5307 Transit Programming for
Manteca and Tracy UZAs as shown in Table 1 and 2. Motion passed unanimously.

8.

9.

Executive Director’s Report:
None.
Other Matters of Business:
Stacey Mortensen announced ACE is starting a pilot program with two trains a day on Saturdays
and Sundays to see if there is interest. It’s a 2-year pilot program. Notices will go out to inform the
public.

10. The meeting was adjourned at 1:45 p.m.
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September 2019
M&F

STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

2018-19 Final Local Transportation Fund
Revenue and Apportionment Schedule

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Recommend to the Board the adoption of
The final FY2018-19 Revenue and
Apportionment Schedule

DISCUSSION:
BACKGROUND
In February of 2018, the SJCOG Board adopted a Local Transportation Fund (LTF) revenue
estimate for Fiscal Year 2018-2019 of $33,120,000 and an apportionment schedule which
distributes the funds to LTF recipients. This revenue estimate considered economic conditions at
the time and historical trends. In June of 2018, a revised apportionment schedule was adopted by
the Board which included the decision by the Board to make RTD the Consolidated
Transportation Services Agency (CTSA) requiring SJCOG to revise the allocations to subtract
2% off the top for the Article 4.5 Community Transit Services. Article 4.5 of the Transportation
Development Act allows for monies to be allocated for community transit services which link
intracommunity origins and destinations, providing transit service and responding to transit
needs not currently being met in the community.
Actual 2018-19 LTF revenues received totaled $36,120,516. Based upon actual receipts, actual
LTF revenue was higher by $3,000,516.29. This amounts to a 9.06% increase. Adopting this
revised revenue estimate, which is routinely prepared at the end of each fiscal year, adjusts the
funds available to be apportioned to recipients for purposes such as transit, bicycle, and
pedestrian projects, and local street repair. Table 1 identifies the new allocation of $36,120,516
million and the “off the top” expenditures.
The amount paid to the San Joaquin Auditor-Controller remains the same at $2,000. The
allocation for SJCOG to administer the Transportation Development Act (TDA) also remains the
same at $290,000. Because the revenue increase does not increase those allocations, except for
SJCOG Planning which does benefit from the increase, the funds increase the pool 9.14% for the
remaining allocations.
Pursuant to the TDA and SJCOG policy, 2% is allocated to member agencies for bicycle and
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pedestrian facility projects. This amount is increased by $58,270 for a total of $695,620.
The 2.9% planning apportionment for SJCOG also increased by $87,015 to a total of $1,047,495.
The San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission (SJRRC) apportionment, set by Board policy at
11.5% of net revenues, increases by $328,351 to a total of $3,919,821.
SJRTD’s Article 4.5 Consolidated Transportation Service Agency apportionment increased to
$603,312.
The remainder of the fund estimate, $29,562,268, reflecting an increase of $2,476,342 is then
apportioned to member agencies based upon population. The exception is that San Joaquin
Regional Transit District receives all City of Stockton funds less the city’s bicycle and
pedestrian allocation for Stockton transit service and all of the County of San Joaquin’s area
apportionment, less the bike and pedestrian allocation, to provide transit services in the
unincorporated metropolitan area and rural San Joaquin County.
Table 2 attached displays the proposed apportionment table based upon the new revenue
estimate.
FISCAL IMPACT
The estimate given to the Board in June 2018 has increased by 9.06% to $3,000,516. Tables 1
and 2 attached display the revised apportionments.
Claimants who have not submitted claims for 2018-19 will be able to submit claims based upon
the revised schedule. If a claim has already been filed, claimants can claim the increase on their
FY19-20 claim as previous year’s unclaimed apportionment.
RECOMMENDED ACTION
SJCOG staff recommends the Management & Finance Committee propose that the SJCOG
Board adopt the attached Local Transportation Fund Final revenue estimate and apportionment
schedule for Fiscal Year 2018-19.

Attachments
1. Original Estimated LTF Revenues & Apportionment Table 1
2. Final LTF Revenues & Apportionment Tables 1 & 2
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TABLE 1
LOCAL TRANSPORTATION FUND
FINAL REVENUE ESTIMATE AND APPORTIONMENT
FISCAL YEAR: 2018-19
FINAL REVENUE FY 2018-19

Original Est.
$

9.06%
36,120,516 $ 33,120,000 3,000,516.29

9.06%

RECOMMENDATIONS
I. LESS ADMINISTRATIVE ALLOCATIONS
2,000

2,000

0.00

0

290,000

290,000

0.00

0

960,480
31,867,520

87,014.97

34,781,021

9.06%
9.14%

637,350
31,230,170

58,270.03

9.14%

34,085,401

3,591,470
27,638,700

328,351.60

9.14%

30,165,580
603,312

552,774

50,537.60

9.14%

27,085,926 2,476,342.10

9.14%

COUNTY AUDITOR*
COG TDA ADMINISTRATION*

A. COG TRANSPORTATION PLANNING
2.9% PLANNING
APPORTIONMENT**

B. COUNTY AND CITIES
2% BICYCLE/PEDESTRIAN**
APPORTIONMENT
C. SAN JOAQUIN REGIONAL RAIL
COMMISSION **

1,047,495

695,620

11.50%
3,919,821

D. ARTICLE 4.5 -Consolidated Transportation Service Agency
2% APPORTIONMENT
II. BALANCE AVAILABLE FOR
2018-19 BY AREA APPORTIONMENT
ARTICLE 4 AND ARTICLE 8 PURPOSES**

29,562,268

*Upon adoption by the COG Board, these amounts are fixed and
will be apportioned "off the top".
**These amounts will vary with actual revenues received.
See Table 2 for breakdown of 2% bicycle/pedestrian funds and general purpose revenues.
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TABLE 2
FINAL LOCAL TRANSPORTATION FUND AREA APPORTIONMENT
FISCAL YEAR: 2018-19
POPULATION
CLAIMANTS

BIKE/PED

ARTICLE

SJCOG

TOTAL

APPT.

4 OR 8

PLANNING

APPT.

ESTIMATE*

%

470,226

0.62960

0

18,612,321

LATHROP

23,110

0.03094

21,524

914,732

28,618

LODI

64,058

0.08577

59,663

2,535,521

MANTECA

76,247

0.10209

71,015

TRACY

90,890

0.12169

84,653

RIPON

15,132

0.02026

7,205

UNINCORPORATED**

Original Est. Total Increase

9.06%

SAN JOAQUIN REGIONAL
TRANSIT DISTRICT **

582,291 18,612,321

17,053,223

1,559,098

603,312

552,774

50,538

936,256

857,829

78,427

79,324

2,595,184

2,377,793

217,391

3,017,982

94,418

3,088,997

2,830,241

258,756

3,597,576

112,551

3,682,230

3,373,780

308,449

14,094

598,950

18,738

613,043

561,690

51,353

0.00965

6,711

285,186

8,922

291,896

267,445

24,451

0

0.00000

139,402

0

0

139,402

127,725

11,677

SAN JOAQUIN REG. RAIL COMM

0

0.00000

0

3,919,821

122,633

3,919,821

3,591,470

328,352

STOCKTON

0

0.00000

298,559

0

298,559

273,549

25,009

960,480

87,015

Article 4.5 Consolidated Transp Agency

ESCALON

COUNCIL OF GOVT'S

1.00000

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING

0.00000

TOTAL

746,868

SAN JOAQUIN RTD
CITY OF STOCKTON
CO. OF SAN JOAQUIN (24% )

1,047,495

2.00000

695,620

POP.

PCT.

320,554

0.6817

35,921

0.0764

CO. OF SAN JOAQUIN - CAT (76% )

113,751

0.2419

--------

--------

TOTAL

470,226

1.00

33,482,089

1,047,495 34,781,021

*State Department of Finance population estimates (January, 2017).

**Funds apportioned in the unincorporated area outside the Stockton Urbanized will continue to be split 76/24% per previous agreement.
The 24% will be apportioned to RTD based upon a new 3-year agreement b/w SJCO & RTD
Total Unincorporated population (used to determine bike/ped apportionment) =

149,672

3,000,516

9.14%
9.14%
9.14%
9.14%
9.14%
9.14%
9.14%
9.14%
9.14%
9.14%
9.14%
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September 2019
M&F

STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

REVISED FY 2019-20 Local
Transportation Fund Revenue Estimate &
Apportionment Schedule

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Motion to Recommend Adopting the FY
2019-20 Revised Revenue Estimate and
Apportionment Schedule

DISCUSSION:
BACKGROUND
In February of this year, the SJCOG Board approved a preliminary FY19-20 Local Transportation
Fund estimate of $34,800,000 and apportionment schedule.
The final revenues for FY18-19 came in 9.06% higher than anticipated at $36,120,515, $1,302,516
over the adopted estimate. Based on the previous year’s increased revenue, SJCOG staff proposes
raising the FY 19-20 revenue estimate to the actual FY 18-19 level, plus an additional 3%.
The new revenue estimate would be $37,204,131, $2,404,131 more than the adopted estimate and
$1,083,615 more than the actual received in 18/19. The table below shows the proposed revenue
estimate, the final revenue for FY 18/19, the current adopted FY 19/20 estimate and the differential
between the FY 19-20 proposed and the FY 19-20 adopted and the differential between FY 19-20
proposed and FY 18-19 final.
19/20 R- 19/20 A

ESTIMATED REVENUE FY 2019-20

$

3.00%
18-19 Final
19-20 Adopted
37,204,131 $ 36,120,516 $ 34,800,000 $

19/20R-18/19F

2,404,131 $ 1,083,615

OFF THE TOP ALLOCATIONS
Per the Transportation Development Act (TDA), allocations are made “off-the-top” to pay the
county auditor-controller to account for and distribute LTF warrants. The allocation of $2,000 is
not increasing as a result of the proposed revenue increase. The regional planning agency is
allocated funding to administer LTF including processing claims, making statutory findings and
conducting audits of the claimants. The existing $290,000 allocation also is not increasing with
the revenue increase.
The regional planning agency, SJCOG, is allocated funds for planning activities. The SJCOG
Board allocated 2.9% of the revenue estimate and this will increase 3% with the revenue estimate.
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The net available for three more “off-the-top” categories is $35,833,212.The table below compares
the allocations for the proposed FY 19-20, FY 18-19 Final and FY 19-20 adopted revenues.
19/20 R- 19/20 A

3.00%

18-19 Final

19/20R-18/19F

19-20 Adopted

I. LESS ADMINISTRATIVE ALLOCATIONS
COUNTY AUDITOR*
COG TDA ADMINISTRATION*

A. COG TRANSPORTATION PLANNING
2.9% PLANNING
APPORTIONMENT**

2,000

2,000

2,000 $

-

$

-

290,000

290,000

290,000 $

-

$

-

1,047,495
34,781,021

1,009,200 $
33,498,800 $

1,078,920
35,833,212

69,720
2,334,412

$
31,425
$ 1,052,191

After taking those allocations “off-the-top”, TDA requires 2% or $716,664 to be apportioned for
Bicycle and Pedestrian purposes. By SJCOG policy, these funds are apportioned to the cities and
the county based on population. That distribution is identified in table 2.
Next TDA allows commuter rail services to request allocations for operations. Currently, the San
Joaquin Regional Rail Commission (SJRRC) is receiving 11.5% of the net (after the off the top
allocations), totaling $4,038,403.
The last allocation before making the area apportionments is Article 4.5 for the Consolidated
Transportation Service Agency (CTSA). San Joaquin Regional Transit (SJRTD) is the designated
CTSA. SJRTD continues to request 2% which is $621,563.
The table below details those transactions:
19/20 R- 19/20 A

3.00%
35,833,212
B. COUNTY AND CITIES
2% BICYCLE/PEDESTRIAN**
APPORTIONMENT
C. SAN JOAQUIN REGIONAL RAIL
COMMISSION **

II. BALANCE AVAILABLE FOR
2018-19 BY AREA APPORTIONMENT
ARTICLE 4 AND ARTICLE 8 PURPOSES**

19/20R-18/19F

19-20 Adopted

34,781,021

33,498,800 $

2,334,412 $ 1,052,191

35,116,547

695,620
34,085,401

669,976 $
32,828,824 $

46,688 $
21,044
2,287,723 $ 1,031,147

31,078,144

3,919,821
30,165,580

3,775,315 $
29,053,509 $

263,088 $
2,024,635 $

118,582
912,565

621,563

603,312

581,070 $

40,493 $

18,251

30,456,582

29,562,268

28,472,439 $

1,984,143 $

894,314

716,664

11.50%
4,038,403

D. ARTICLE 4.5 -Consolidated Transportation Service Agency
2% APPORTIONMENT

18-19 Final

The remaining funds, $30,456,582 are then apportioned based on population to SJRTD, the cities,
and the county. This amount is actually 3.03% higher than the adopted FY 19-20 estimate because
the allocations to the county auditor and TDA administration did not use the 3% increase. That
incremental amount increased the total available by slightly more 3%. The population basis for
the area apportionments in the proposed action is the same as the adopted schedule.
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The table below details the area apportionments with a comparative analysis to the right showing
the change between the proposed and FY 19-20 adopted and FY 18-19 Final. The change from
FY 19-20 adopted is 6.7%, 3.03 from the FY 18-19 Final. Note the 4.99 and -.31 percentage
changes for the Unincorporated area (San Joaquin County) and Stockton. This is due to a change
in the population basis in FY 18-19. Stockton’s is negative due to a restating of population by the
Department of Finance.

WHY ONLY INCREASE 3%?
The annual revenue process is already two months into the year. The increases in those two months
have already been captured in the FY 18-19 final. Therefore, the actual FY 19-20 revenues will
be generated over the next 12 months. Due to a number of factors, the chance of a recession and
spending slowdown remains a risk. Adopting this revised revenue estimate provides a substantial
increase in LTF spending without the risk. If sales tax continues grow, that will mean the end-ofthe-year final revenue estimate will be higher and available upon adoption in September 2020.
FISCAL IMPACT
The increase will provide an additional $2,404,131 for FY19-20. Which amounts to an increase of
$69,720 for COG’s 2% planning apportionment, an additional $46,688 for Ped/Bike allocation, an
additional $263,088 for the Rail’s 11.5% apportionment and an increase of $40,493 for RTD’s 4.5
Consolidated Transportation Service Agency 2% allocation. The balance available for area
apportionment for Article 4 and Article 8 purposes will see an overall increase of $1,984,143.
RECOMMENDATION
That the committee recommends to the board approval of the Revised Local Transportation Fund
estimate for FY 2019-20 which would provide an additional $2,404,131. Further, the Board
adopts the apportionment schedule as identified in Tables 1 and 2, attached.
ATTACHMENTS
1. LTF Apportionment Tables 1 & 2
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TABLE 1
LOCAL TRANSPORTATION FUND
REVISED REVENUE ESTIMATE AND APPORTIONMENT
FISCAL YEAR: 2019-20

19/20 R- 19/20 A

ESTIMATED REVENUE FY 2019-20

$

3.00%
37,204,131

18-19 Final

$

36,120,516

19/20R-18/19F

19-20 Adopted

$ 34,800,000

$

2,404,131

$ 1,083,615

RECOMMENDATIONS
I. LESS ADMINISTRATIVE ALLOCATIONS
COUNTY AUDITOR*
COG TDA ADMINISTRATION*

A. COG TRANSPORTATION PLANNING
2.9% PLANNING
APPORTIONMENT**

B. COUNTY AND CITIES
2% BICYCLE/PEDESTRIAN**
APPORTIONMENT
C. SAN JOAQUIN REGIONAL RAIL
COMMISSION **

2,000

2,000

2,000 $

-

$

-

290,000

290,000

290,000 $

-

$

-

35,833,212

1,047,495
34,781,021

1,009,200 $
33,498,800 $

69,720
2,334,412

$
31,425
$ 1,052,191

35,116,547

695,620
34,085,401

669,976 $
32,828,824 $

46,688
2,287,723

$
21,044
$ 1,031,147

31,078,144

3,919,821
30,165,580

3,775,315 $
29,053,509 $

263,088
2,024,635

$
$

118,582
912,565

621,563

603,312

581,070 $

40,493

$

18,251

30,456,582

29,562,268

28,472,439 $

1,984,143

$

894,314

1,078,920

716,664

11.50%
4,038,403

D. ARTICLE 4.5 -Consolidated Transportation Service Agency
2% APPORTIONMENT
II. BALANCE AVAILABLE FOR
2018-19 BY AREA APPORTIONMENT
ARTICLE 4 AND ARTICLE 8 PURPOSES**

*Upon adoption by the COG Board, these amounts are fixed and
will be apportioned "off the top".
**These amounts will vary with actual revenues received.
See Table 2 for breakdown of 2% bicycle/pedestrian funds and general purpose revenues.
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TABLE 2
LOCAL TRANSPORTATION FUND AREA APPORTIONMENT
REVISED FISCAL YEAR: 2019-20
POPULATION
CLAIMANTS

ESTIMATE*

%

470,052

0.61951

BIKE/PED

ARTICLE

TOTAL

APPT.

4 OR 8

APPT.

SAN JOAQUIN REGIONAL
TRANSIT DISTRICT **

0

18,868,257

18,868,257

LATHROP

24,268

0.03198

22,922

974,137

974,137

LODI

67,121

0.08846

63,398

2,694,290

2,694,290

MANTECA

81,345

0.10721

76,834

3,265,252

3,265,252

TRACY

92,553

0.12198

87,420

3,715,150

3,715,150

RIPON

15,847

0.02089

14,968

636,111

636,111

7,558

0.00996

7,139

303,384

303,384

UNINCORPORATED**

0

0.00000

146,356

0

146,356

SAN JOAQUIN REG. RAIL COMM

0

0.00000

0

4,038,403

4,038,403

STOCKTON

0

0.00000

297,627

0

297,627

2.00000

716,664

34,494,985

34,938,968

POP.

PCT.

ESCALON

COUNCIL OF GOVT'S

1.00000

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING

0.00000

TOTAL

758,744

SAN JOAQUIN RTD
CITY OF STOCKTON

315,103

0.6704

37,188

0.0791

CO. OF SAN JOAQUIN - CAT (76% )

117,761

0.2505

--------

--------

TOTAL

470,052

1.00

CO. OF SAN JOAQUIN (24% )

*State Department of Finance population estimates (January, 2018).

**Funds apportioned in the unincorporated area outside the Stockton Urbanized will continue to be split 76/24% per previous agreement
The 24% will be apportioned to RTD based upon a new 3-year agreement b/w SJCO & RTD
Total Unincorporated population (used to determine bike/ped apportionment) =
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AGENDA ITEM 6
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September 2019
M&F

STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

Revised Fiscal Year 2019-2020 State Transit
Assistance Revenue and Apportionment
Schedule

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Recommend the Board adopt the
Revised FY19-20 STA Estimated Revenue
and Apportionment Schedule

DISCUSSION:
Background
In April of 2019, the SJCOG Board adopted a State Transit Assistance (STA) revenue estimate
for Fiscal Year 2019-2020 based on the State Controller’s estimate issued in January of 2019.
The original estimate was $1,772,032 of 99314 funds and $7,362,037 of 99313 funds. The
office of the State Controller’s Office has issued a revised revenue estimate for San Joaquin
County.
The new estimate is $1,961,620 of 99314 funds and $6,719,558 of 99313 funds. The revised
estimate overall is -4.96% lower than the original estimate. The 99314 funds increased by
12.46% while the 99313 funds decreased by -10.16%.
The regional allocation of 99313 funds is based upon the ratio of the population of San Joaquin
County to the total population of the state while the allocation of 99314 funds is based on
qualifying revenue amounts for each STA-eligible operator, determined from annual reports
submitted to the Controller pursuant to PUC section 99243
State Transit Assistance is funded through the California budget process. The state budgeted
$38,011,000 less for STA, $20,343,500 for 99313 and $17,667,5500 for 99314. Even though San
Joaquin County’s population increased proportionately to other regions, that increase was not
enough to mitigate the reduction in overall state funding.
Statewide
99313
99314
Total
Jan‐19 211,202,000 175,068,500 386,270,500
Aug‐19 190,858,500 157,401,000 348,259,500
20,343,500
17,667,500
38,011,000
‐9.6%
‐10.1%
‐9.8%
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On the other hand, the 99314 increased overall because the transit revenue basis increased enough
to mitigate state reduction. However, not all county transit operators received an increase. As the
table below shows, Escalon, Lodi, and SJRTD experienced sufficient revenue growth to see
increases. The operators were either even or lost revenue compared to the January revenue basis.
Regional Entity and Operator
City of Escalon
City of Lodi
City of Manteca
City of Ripon
San Joaquin Joint Powers Authority
San Joquin Regional Transit District
City of Tracy
San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission

January 2019
Revenue Basis
52,421
388,883
117,760
33,226
4,429
9,249,774
161,209
21,936,599

August 2019
Revenue Basis
52,972
785,357
52,410
27,647
‐
11,407,376
161,202
21,244,873

Change in Revenue Basis
551
396,474
(65,350)
(5,579)
(4,429)
2,157,602
‐
(691,726)

As approved by the Board in August of 2017, the distribution apportionment for the 99313
regional transit funds will be allocated to the transit district and rail-based on their relative
ridership after taking funds for NEMT (Non-Emergency Medical Transportation Set Aside)
service planning off the top.
Attached are tables detailing the Revised FY 2019-20 STA Revenue Estimate and
apportionments. A revenue comparison table is provided for information. In addition, Table I
identifies total funds available by allocation purpose. The specific apportionments for each
claimant are detailed in Table II.

RECOMMENDATION:
The Management and Finance Committee recommend to the Board adoption of the Revised
FY19/20 STA Revenue Estimate and apportionments.
FISCAL IMPACT:
These funds are a primary component in transit service delivery throughout the County.
Adoption of this apportionment schedule allows the funds to be claimed by eligible recipients.
This action will provide a more accurate allocation estimate for claiming purposes in FY19-20.
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TABLE 1
STATE TRANSIT ASSISTANCE FUND APPORTIONMENTS
REVISED FISCAL YEAR: 2019-2020 (8-01-19)
STA Apportionment Estimate
ESTIMATED REVENUE

FY 2019-20

Orig. FY19-20 Estimate

Change

∆

PTA 99313

6,719,558

7,362,037

-642,479

PTA 99314

1,961,620

1,772,032

189,588

-10.16%
12.46%

9,134,069.00

-452,891

-4.96%

PUC 99314
19-20

PUC 99314
Change

Total

8,681,178

RECOMMENDATIONS

I. PUC 99314 ALLOCATIONS

Escalon
Lodi
Manteca
Ripon
Tracy
San Joaquin Joint Powers Authority
San Joaquin Regional Transit District
San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission

PTA
3,978
58,967
3,936
2,076
12,103
0
856,494
1,024,066

3,777
28,017
8,484
2,394
11,615
321
666,417
1,051,007
1,772,032

201
30,950
-4,548
-318
488
-321
190,077
-26,941
189,588

5.32%
110.47%
-53.61%
-13.28%
4.20%
-100.00%
28.52%
-2.56%

7,362,037

-642,479

-10.16%

(147,241)

-12,850

-8.73%

6,585,167

7,214,796

-629,629

-10.16%

(175,000)

($175,000)

0

0

6,410,167

7,039,796

-629,629

8.94%

II. BALANCE AVAILABLE FOR APPORTIONMENT
BY AREA - PUC 99313

A. REGIONAL APPORTIONMENT
2% COG TRANSIT PLANNING

6,719,558

$

(134,391)

$

B. REGIONAL TRANSIT-99313
SYSTEM PURPOSES
Reserved for Weekend Bart and Mountain House Services ¹
99313 Regional Transit Systems Apportionment

$

Note: STA allocation estimate based on State Controller's Office apportionment letter dated January 31,
2019.
¹ Exact expenditures to be determined based on Board review of the services in November 2019.

P22

P23

AGENDA ITEM 7
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September 2019
M&F

STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

Proposed Modifications to the Local
Transportation Fund (LTF) Policies
Regarding Claims and Apportionments

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Motion to Approve Following Policy
Change:

 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 populations but 25,000 or greater, the first and second year
limits would be 75% and 50% respectively, but they would still be eligible to claim
up to 50% for roads and streets in the third year and into the future.
 For cities of under 25,000, the first-year limit would be 75% and that would not
change in succeeding years.
 Because of the substantial increase in LTF funding realized and projected for 201920, the first year limits would be suspended for all claimants. Realistically this
would only impact Ripon and Lathrop. The impact is quite small.
 Cities would remain the decision-maker within existing laws and policies to
determine what transit purposes to claim LTF.
 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.

SUMMARY:
Attached are the PowerPoint presentation including the recommendations for changing our Local
Transportation Fund policy, and the issue paper outlining the challenges and opportunities that
have to lead us to this recommendation.
The recommendation represents a small change from last month’s recommendation.
1. The first change is that we have split the small city category into cities of 25,000 but less
than 50,000 and cities of under 25,000. Lathrop would remain unchanged from last
month in how the policy impacts it, but Ripon and Escalon would now be eligible to
claim up to 75% for road and street purposes from the second fiscal year on.
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2. The second change is that in the first year of the four year transition we are
recommending suspending the policy due to the small impact it has on shifting dollars to
public transit. The only jurisdictions impacted are Lathrop and Ripon and the total
amount of funding impacted is $375.000. Due to the sizeable increase in revenue
received in 2018-19 in LTF and the increase in the estimate for 2019-20 (totaling about
$4 million), we recommend the policy be suspended in just that first year.
Otherwise, the recommendation remains the same.
On pages 11 and 12 of the PowerPoint are estimates of how much funding will be shifted from
roads and streets to public transit and how much funding will be eligible for roads and streets
over the four-year transition. These are just estimates and is certainly an underestimate of both
since it does not include the new revenue estimates for LTF in 2018-19 and 2019-20.
During last month’s committee and board discussions, there were suggestions made on how to
change the staff recommendations beyond the change made. These involved:




Having no jurisdiction fall below 25% as being eligible for road and street claims.
Requiring all funds shifted to transit to be invested in regional transit services
Simply requesting claimants to make a “good faith” effort to invest in transit services, but
not requiring them to do so.

There were also many positive comments on the staff recommendation though it would be
difficult to characterize any as enthusiastic. For many the comments were more along the lines
that this is a good compromise; it is where we will have to go anyway, or staff has done the best
to balance all interests.
As of this writing, it is likely that the Transit District will still oppose the recommendation. Even
though this option provides for a likely additional $7.7 million in new transit funding over the
next four years, they are still concerned that it does not provide a guarantee that all, or a
significant portion of these funds to regional transit. The Transit District though does appear
prepared to negotiate an agreement for intercity transit with medium and small cities in San
Joaquin County.
The option you have in front of you has gone through a number of iterations over the past year
and a half. It is anticipated that the Board of Directors will be considering this for a vote in
September. All committee comments will be summarized and submitted to the Board before
their vote.

Staff Recommendation:
 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.
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 For cities under 50,000 populations but 25,000 or greater, the first and second year
limits would be 75% and 50% respectively, but they would still be eligible to claim
up to 50% for roads and streets in the third year and into the future.
 For cities of under 25,000, the first-year limit would be 75% and that would not
change in succeeding years.
 Because of the substantial increase in LTF funding realized and projected for 201920, the first year limits would be suspended for all claimants. Realistically this
would only impact Ripon and Lathrop. The impact is quite small.
 Cities would remain the decision-maker within existing laws and policies to
determine what transit purposes to claim LTF.
 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.

Attachments:
Power Point
LTF Paper

Prepared by: Andrew Chesley, Executive Director
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Local Transportation Fund
Policy Change Proposal
September San Joaquin COG Committee Meetings and
Board Meeting

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 but 25,000 or greater, the first and second year
limits would be 75% and 50% respectively, but they would still be eligible to claim
up to 50% for roads and streets in the third year and into the future.
 For cities of under 25,000 the first year limit would be 75% and that would not
change in succeeding years.

 Because of the substantial increase in LTF funding realized and projected for
2019-20, the first year limits would be suspended for all claimants. Realistically
this would only impact Ripon and Lathrop.
 Cities would remain the decision maker within existing laws and policies to
determine what transit purposes to claim LTF.
 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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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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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.
Regional transit purposes
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 after four years.
 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. Manteca, if it continues to grow at about 3% would likely reach
100,000 in population in 2025 or 2026.
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Road and Street Funding Small and
Very Small Cities
 Lathrop (24,936 population) would feel the impact immediately in the first year,
and Ripon (population 16,613) as well. COG staff is recommending that the
policy be suspended in the first year (2020-21). The amount of funding effected
would be small (about $375,000). Lathrop likely exceeds 25,000 population
today and will, in the second year have to direct 50% of their claim to public
transit. Ripon would remain at 75% for public transit likely well into the future.
 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. Ripon operates a small transit service and is seeking to construct a
downtown transit center anticipating future rail service. Lathrop does not
operate transit and is likely to have two new rail stations in the future. Both are
serviced by the San Joaquin Regional Transit District.
 Escalon (population about 7,800) claims about 70% for road and street
purposes, with the remainder for public transit. They would effectively not have
to change their claim process to comply with this policy.
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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 an 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 Transit District and
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. This can not be done by legislation and does not have a
regional consensus.
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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
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Total Dollars Eligible for Roads and Streets
Estimate of Dollars Available for Road and Street Purposes (in constant 2019 dollars)
As a Result of the Policy Recommended by SJCOG Staff

(in thousands)

Road
FY 21

FY 22

FY 23

FY 24

Pct. FY 24*

Jurisdiction
Escalon

$284,000

$213,000

$213,000

$213,000

75%

Lathrop

$910,700

$455,350

$455,350

$455,350

50%

Lodi

$1,889,100

$1,259,400

$629,700

$0

0%

Manteca

$2,289,375

$1,526,250

$763,125

$0

0%

Ripon

$594,700

$446,025

$446,025

$446,025

75%

Tracy

$2,604,825

$1,736,550

$868,275

$0

0%

Stockton

$0

$0

$0

$0

0%

San Joaquin Co.

$0

$0

$0

$0

0%

$8,572,700

$5,636,575

$3,375,475

$1,114,375

Total

* Uses the following estimates of road and street claims as a percentage

of total LTF apportionments for FY 2023-24

Total in FY 21 and 22 that will be claimed for road and street
purpose will actually be less. This is just what is eligible.
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Shift of Dollars from Roads and Streets to
Public Transit
Estimate of Dollars No Longer Available for Road and Street Purposes (in constant 2019 dollars)
As a Result of the Policy Recommended by SJCOG Staff
Road
FY 21

FY 22

FY 23

FY 24

Pct. *

Jurisdiction
Escalon

$0

$0

$0

$0

70%

Lathrop

$0

$455,000

$455,000

$455,000

100%

Lodi

$0

$0

$0

$504,000

20%

Manteca

$0

$306,000

$763,000

$1,832,000

60%

Ripon

$0

$149,000

$149,000

$149,000

100%

Tracy

$0

$0

$868,000

$1,737,000

50%

Stockton

$0

$0

$0

$0

0%

San Joaquin Co.

$0

$0

$0

$0

0%

Total

$0

$910,000

$2,235,000

$4,677,000

* Uses the following estimates of road and street claims as a percentage
of total LTF apportionments for FY 2019-20

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 but 25,000 or greater, the first and second year
limits would be 75% and 50% respectively, but they would still be eligible to claim
up to 50% for roads and streets in the third year and into the future.
 For cities of under 25,000 the first year limit would be 75% and that would not
change in succeeding years.
 Because of the substantial increase in LTF funding realized and projected for
2019-20, the first year limits would be suspended for all claimants. Realistically
this would only impact Ripon and Lathrop. The impact is quite small.

 Cities would remain the decision maker within existing laws and policies to
determine what transit purposes to claim LTF.
 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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THE LOCAL TRANSPORTATION
FUND QUESTION:
IS IT TIME TO REQUIRE ALL
CLAIMS BE SOLELY FOR PUBLIC
TRANSIT RELATED PURPOSES IN
THE SAN JOAQUIN REGION?
REVISED DRAFT

San Joaquin Council of Governments
Updated September, 2019
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Introduction
San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) staff is putting forward for the San Joaquin
Council of Governments (SJCOG) Board of Directors’ (Board) consideration a policy change in
the apportionment of Local Transportation Funds (LTF). The proposal before the SJCOG Board
is not the result of a legal requirement, but the result of a request from the SJCOG Board of
Directors. In 2016, the SJCOG Board was faced with a decision to increase the apportionment of
LTF to one transit provider resulting in the decrease of funding to another. The SJCOG Board
received a request from the San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission (Rail Commission) to
increase its annual funding of LTF from $700,000 to $4,000,000. The effect of doing so would
have reduced the amount of LTF available to all claimants but have most significantly affected
the San Joaquin Regional Transit District (RTD). The issue was resolved through a compromise,
but that does not effectively eliminate the issue in the future. This was a situation that appeared
contrary to the spirit of the Transportation Development Act (TDA) but consistent with its
statutory and administrative guidelines. The SJCOG Board has sought alternatives to this
dilemma so as not to have to face the prospect of benefiting one public transit provider at the
expense of another.
This paper outlines a number of alternatives to the SJCOG/TDA present apportionment of Local
Transportation Funds with a specific recommendation from staff.
The Transportation Development Act created the Local Transportation Fund and its clearly
stated mission is to fund public transit.
PUC 99222 – Legislative Intent
The Legislature hereby finds and declares that:
(a) It is in the interest of the state funds available for transit development be fully
expended to meet the transit needs that exist in California.
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(b) Such funds be expended for physical improvement to improve the movement of transit
vehicles, the comfort of the patrons, and the exchange of patrons from one transportation
mode to another.
(Page 34 of the 2018 Transportation Development Act (TDA) Statutes and California Code of Regulations,
Caltrans, July 2018)

The situation where a claim for additional funding by one transit provider deleteriously
impacting another transit provider while still providing funding for road and street purposes
appears contrary to the intent of the Transportation Development Act. Yet that was the situation
faced by the SJCOG Board of Directors due to the language in the Act itself.

Chapter One: The Transportation Development Act and the San Joaquin
Experience
The Transportation Development Act (TDA) was passed in 1971 as the Mills-Alquist-Deddeh
Act to improve public transportation in California. The Act created two funding sources. The
first was the Local Transportation Fund (LTF) which is funded by a ¼% of the general sales tax
in California. The second is the State Transit Assistance Fund which is derived from a portion of
the statewide sales tax on diesel fuel.
The Act was specifically passed for the purpose of public transportation. At the time of its
passing, the law required that nine of California’s counties, the counties that exceeded 500,000 in
population in 1970, be required to spend these funds on the administration of the Act,
transportation planning, bicycle and pedestrian transportation as specified in the Act and public
transportation. The Act did not allow for the purpose of roads and streets in these nine counties.
However, in counties of under 500,000 in 1970, the Local Transportation Fund could be
expended for road and street purposes once a finding that all unmet transit needs that could be
reasonably met had been met.
Since the passage of the Act, there have been numerous changes. Among the many changes the
Act was also amended such that cities reaching a population of 100,000 can no longer claim
Local Transportation Funding for road and street purposes, and only for the purposes of public
transit. (See PUC 99232.1 and 99232.2).
In San Joaquin County, the Act is administered by the San Joaquin Council of Governments, the
Regional Transportation Planning Agency for the County. The apportionment of funds among
eligible applicants is made by the COG in accordance with the requirements of the Act.
Eligible jurisdictions are:
The San Joaquin Regional Transit District
The San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission
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The County of San Joaquin
The City of Stockton
The City of Tracy
The City of Manteca
The City of Lodi
The City of Lathrop
The City of Ripon
The City of Escalon
The San Joaquin Council of Governments (for administration and transportation planning
purposes)
The San Joaquin County Auditor Controller (for administration purposes)
The apportionment process is laid out in the law, and a diagram is attached and can be found on
pages 18 and 19 of the TDA Guidebook. Those pages are Attachments One to this paper.
Step One: TDA Administration expenses by the Regional Transportation Planning Agency and
the County Auditor-Controller.
Step Two: Transportation Planning and Programming to be claimed by the Regional
Transportation Planning Agency. (Roughly 2.9% in 2019/20)
Step Three: Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities. SJCOG (the RTPA) sets aside 2% to be
distributed among the cities and the county for the purpose of funding bicycle and pedestrian
facilities allocated on the basis of population.
Step Four: Rail Passenger Service Operations and Capital Improvements. The San Joaquin
Regional Rail Commission is the only potential applicant for this in San Joaquin County at the
present time.
Step Five: Does not apply to San Joaquin County.
Step Six: Consolidated Transit Service Agency. In San Joaquin County the Regional Transit
District is designated by SJCOG as this agency and is eligible to receive up to 5% of the funds
remaining at this point in the apportionment process. SJRTD presently claims only 2%.
At this point, the remaining non-apportioned Local Transportation Funds are apportioned by
population to the local jurisdictions of Lodi, Tracy, Manteca, Lathrop, Escalon and Ripon,
Stockton and San Joaquin County. The apportionments for Stockton and San Joaquin County are
only available to the San Joaquin Regional Transit District (RTD). These monies may be
claimed by the individual jurisdictions for the purposes described in the Act under Articles 4 and
8. These cover a wide range of eligible activities but in San Joaquin County the relevant
purposes are:
 supplying public transportation services,
 contracting for public transportation services, or
 providing for road and street purposes so long as no unmet transit need that can
reasonably be met is found in the jurisdiction to be unaddressed.
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The staff report that annually outlines the apportionment of these dollars is included in
Attachment Two to this document.
A ten year history of the purposes for which these funds have been claimed for public transit and
road and street purposes by the member jurisdictions is in Attachment Three.

Chapter 2: 2016 Apportionment and the Policy Dilemma
In the fall of 2015, the San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission (Rail Commission) let it be
known that it was going to request a sizeable increase in its apportionment of Local
Transportation Funds. The Rail Commission cited several reasons for the request:
 It had not requested an increase in twelve years above $700,000. Even though LTF had
grown incrementally over the years (with the exception of the initial recession years).
 It was finding it exceptionally difficult to match federal and state capital grant funding.
 Passenger ridership growth was steady but revenue growth was not.
There was little argument that the Rail Commission could use additional revenue and the Rail
Commission staff had been signaling that they would need more LTF for almost a year, but, the
ask of $4 million was a jump of over 500%. The Rail Commission could justify how it would
use the increased revenue but the impact on the Local Transportation Fund was significant. The
Local Transportation Fund itself was anticipated to grow by no more than one million dollars, so
the additional $3 million would have to come from existing claimants.
The evolution of the SJCOG Board’s deliberations over the course of nine months was a difficult
one. While all claimants were impacted by the request, the San Joaquin Regional Transit District
had, by far, the biggest hit. RTD claims approximately 61% of all the remaining LTF after the
Rail Commission is accounted for. Thus, RTD would not only see no increase in LTF, they
would face a greater than $1.8 million decrease from their previous year’s claim. RTD was
aggressive in opposing the request and then in suggesting alternative scenarios to spread the
impact of the cuts onto other claimants. The Transit District argued that a funding source, whose
purpose is public transit, should not, (whether deliberate or not), provide for one transit provider
at the expense of another while still allowing for road and street funding to continue. SJCOG
staff attempted to lay out alternative funding scenarios as well, but LTF is among the most
flexible of monies and both the Regional Transit District and the Regional Rail Commission
were reluctant to cede their claims to this funding source.
It is not necessary to lay out all the challenging discussions that occurred in this apportionment.
For purposes of this paper it is important to say that the SJCOG Board of Directors was clear in
its direction to staff that they did not want to go through a similar apportionment battle in the
future.
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The issue was resolved, at least for the time being, in June of 2016 when an apportionment was
adopted by the SJCOG Board that resulted in an increase for all claimants over the previous year;
and an increase in funding to the Rail Commission though at a level less than they had requested.
This was achieved through a variety of steps:
1. There was a fortuitously larger than expected increase in LTF revenue over expectations
from the previous fiscal year.
2. The Rail Commission took a less than requested amount of LTF, and capped future requests
at a percentage of LTF.
3. The Rail Commission’s payments on their Measure K loan were deferred though not
forgiven, creating a future liability.
4. All claimants, including the Transit District accepted the increase in LTF even though it
would be at a lesser amount than if the Rail Commission had not submitted their request.
The understanding at the time was that the action would effectively only temporarily solve the
problem. In the ensuing years the SJCOG Board has taken further small steps to address the
challenge of public transit funding into the future. These have involved:






A reconsideration of the distribution of State Transit Assistance Funding and the growth
of funding under SB 1.
A reconsideration of the funding distribution of specialty transit programs like the Low
Carbon Transit Operations Program (LCTOP).
Adoption of guidelines for more relevant Short Range Transit Plans
The designation of the Transit District as the Consolidated Transportation Services
Agency.
A reconsideration of the programming of Federal 5307 funding in the Manteca and Tracy
Urbanized Areas.

PUBLIC TRANSIT
None of this eliminates the coming demand for greater public transit funding requests. It has
only delayed it.
The following reasons outline why a review of the SJCOG LTF policy regarding public transit is
timely and necessary. This is also the time to bring to the SJCOG Board of Directors, per their
direction, a strategy for avoiding the apportionment experience of 2016.
1. The creation of a Consolidated Transportation Services Agency. The initial action by the
SJCOG Board to appoint RTD and the efforts of RTD to build local consensus on this
matter will lead to more opportunities to coordinate transit service in San Joaquin County
and to points beyond. While this will lead to some efficiencies it will also lead to service
expansion. Presently RTD claims only the bare minimum of 2% to operate the program.
As stated by SJCOG staff when the Board approved the creation this percentage will very
likely increase to a maximum of 5% in the future.
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2. Unmet Transit Needs. While transit ridership is down, that in no way diminishes the
point that we will be experiencing a greater demand for transit related services but in new
and different ways. This past year saw a dramatic increase in the number of unmet transit
need requests (to over 3,000). That does not automatically mean more transit needs that
are reasonable to meet but certainly increases the prospects.
3. The Rail Commission’s Altamont Corridor Express (ACE) Expansion. The passage of
SB 132 and the funding of the Sacramento extension for ACE services is almost entirely
in capital expenses, and each of these extensions will be searching for resources to assure
the projects are completed on time. While the operating costs will be spread over three
additional counties, there will be a share to be borne by San Joaquin County that will
demand more funding.
4. Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 5307 match. There is a sizeable balance of federal
transit funding in two Urbanized Areas: Tracy and Manteca. SJCOG and the relevant
jurisdictions are working on a strategy to spend these down but, at present, these will
require local match of anywhere from $3 million to $6 million.
5. Tri-Valley, San Joaquin Valley Regional Rail Authority. We do not have a feasibility
report yet for how this entity will address its mission of BART to ACE service.
However, the authority, due to the actions of the BART Board of Directors is now poised
to capture up to $600 million in primarily capital funding for service that is expected to
run from Dublin to Lathrop. In reality, such a service on a likely Diesel Multiple
Unit/Electric Multiple Unit (DMU/EMU) system is seven to ten years out, but
expectations in the southwest part of our county are already running high. The legislation
creating the Authority places constraints on its ability to access LTF funding. Saying
that, there is no identified way to fund the service’s operations, and in due time LTF will
no doubt become a consideration.
6. Others. Tracy is anticipating an almost doubling of its transit operating expenses in the
coming five years, and soon after is likely to reach 100,000 in population. Once that
population threshold is reached, Tracy will be ineligible to spend LTF on roads and
streets. State greenhouse gas emission reduction goals are straining all regions to find
ways to manage the growth in vehicle miles of travel. Public transit is a small but
important part of attempting to achieve these goals. As such, there will be growing
pressure for more transit opportunities. With new technologies public transit, like most
aspects of transportation, will see big changes that will require new, and as yet,
unanticipated infrastructure investments.
The public transit operations in San Joaquin County number seven (eight if counting the nascent
Tri-Valley, San Joaquin Valley Regional Rail Authority (the Authority)). They range from the
Escalon contracted service (with RTD), the Ripon two bus specialized service to the mid-sized
services in Lodi, Manteca and Tracy to the 3.5 million passengers a year San Joaquin Regional
Transit District. It also includes the four times a day round trip passenger rail Altamont Corridor
Express (ACE) providing primarily commuter service. Attachments Three, Four and Five
contain information on these services included operating and capital budget, passenger ridership
and LTF claims. Lathrop does not have a local transit system, but is within the Stockton
Urbanized Area for federal funding. RTD serves all the cities of San Joaquin County with
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interregional service as well as bus service to BART in Alameda County. It also provides
specialized transit service throughout the county. The Regional Rail Commission has ACE
stations in Stockton, Lathrop/Manteca and Tracy with plans for platform/stations in Lodi and
Ripon.
Attachments Three, Four and Five have a substantial amount of data regarding these services.
ROADS AND STREETS
The Local Transportation Fund has been an important part of the budget for road and street
maintenance for a number of cities and the County of San Joaquin over time. A number of
factors have reduced that role for several jurisdictions and it is anticipated that as transit funding
demand increases the overall impact of LTF on road and street budgets will diminish. However,
this will happen to varying degrees depending upon jurisdiction. Some of the factors impacting
road and street funding from LTF:
 Increasing city transit budget demands.
 Tracy will soon reach 100,000 in population and be ineligible for road and street funding.
 A likely increase in unmet transit needs that are reasonable to meet.
 The County is no longer claiming LTF for roads and streets
 The expansion of regional passenger rail service will increase demand on LTF funding.
Will there be a decrease in the need for local road and street maintenance funding? No. The
passage of SB 1 will increase local road and street funding from the state gas tax by 87% on
average, per jurisdiction. This will be a boon to public works’ department budgets but will not
resolve our ever growing backlog of road and street maintenance.
It is worthwhile at this point to revisit the conditions under which road and street funding is
eligible for Local Transportation Fund monies.
PUC 99401.6 – Unmet Transit Needs Finding Documentation
Upon adoption of a finding, pursuant to subdivision (d) of Section 99401.5 that there are no
unmet transit needs or that there are no unmet transit needs that are reasonable to meet, the
transportation planning agency may allocate funds for local streets and roads.
(2018 TDA Book page 112.)

As Attachment Five demonstrates, the jurisdictions eligible to process claims for roads and
streets usually request between 50% and 70% of their LTF for road and street maintenance
purposes. The road and street request is generally in the $5.5 million range. FY 2017/18 has
been a somewhat different year with the amount being $7.75 million and just under 50% going to
roads and streets. This is an odd year though in that two claimants have an exceptionally large
amount of carryover.
The Cities of Lathrop and Ripon claim 100% of their LTF for road and street purposes. Escalon
claims 80% for that purpose. This amounts to $1.525 million between the three. Tracy, Lodi,
and Manteca claim 42%, 34%, and 64% respectively for road and street purposes. This amounts
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in total to $6.22 million. But once again this number is high because both Lodi and Tracy
claimed substantial amounts of unexpended carryover from the previous year.
This is a substantial amount of funding, but these numbers are likely to decrease over time.
Ripon is beginning the process of building an intermodal facility that will act as a train and
transit hub in the future. Manteca is embarking on upgrading their downtown transit station to
serve rail passenger traffic when the ACE service is extended to Modesto. Lathrop already
shares a station with Manteca but the Rail Commission has plans to build a new station in city
boundaries. Tracy’s draft Short Range Transit Plan contains a hefty increase in transit
expenditures and has been the strongest advocate for the Valley Link service.
For the jurisdictions of Stockton and the County of San Joaquin, all LTF is being apportioned to
the San Joaquin Regional Transit District. As a result, none of those funds are available for road
and street purposes. For the City of Lodi, the amount of LTF going to roads and streets has been
small due to the nature of their transit service. However, for the Cities of Lathrop, Tracy,
Manteca, Ripon and Escalon, the portion of LTF going to roads and streets has been substantial.
These jurisdictions’ road and street maintenance will be most impacted by a change in LTF
policy away from that purpose. But there is not an equivalency between public transit claims
which, as shown in Attachment One, have a higher priority ranking, and road and street
maintenance claims when it comes to LTF. Reinforcing this message is another line from the
Act itself: “An agency’s determination of needs that are reasonable to meet shall not be
made by comparing unmet transit needs with the need for streets and roads.” (Page 111,
2018 TDA Guidebook)

Chapter 3: Monterey and Stanislaus
The following two counties took different approaches to the question of how to resolve public
transit and road and street funding through the Local Transportation Fund. There may or may
not be lessons to be learned from their experience.
Monterey County
By policy, the Transportation Agency for Monterey County (TAMC) eliminated the option of
local jurisdictions claiming LTF for road and street purposes. Monterey County is smaller in
population than San Joaquin County but larger geographically. The southern, more rural part of
the county desired expanded transit service and a coalition was put together that built a
consensus around it. The result was that TAMC now, by policy, directs all its area
apportionment funds to public transit. This has been in place now for eight years. The regional
agency decides how to distribute the LTF among transit providers. This is not too large a
challenge since the Monterey-Salinas Transit Agency is the only provider of public transit
services in Monterey County. There has been no challenge to the policy and its implementation
has been free of controversy.
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In Stanislaus County they took a different approach. They have a number of claimants but
needed a process to resolve a thorny challenge of dividing transit funding between Stanislaus
Regional Transit and the systems in Modesto, Ceres and Turlock. In the end the agency wrote
their own legislation which creates their own steps for distributing LTF area apportionment
funds. Before doing the area apportionment, StanCOG apportions LTF among the transit
providers based on a cost sharing formula that is regularly examined. Whatever remains after
that is distributed on an area basis and can be used for road and street purposes. This past year,
StanCOG decided to reserve LTF money for future ACE expansion to Modesto and not
distribute dollars for road and street purposes. This decision was not easy and remains somewhat
controversial.
These are just two examples of ways regional agencies have managed the question of funding
public transit from LTF. We are not alone in this question of the distribution of LTF funding
either. Ventura County and Solano Counties have also faced dilemmas associated with LTF.

Chapter 4: Options for San Joaquin County
The following outlines the policy options for the SJCOG Board of Directors.
Option One:
Leave the process as it is. This would reject the idea of a need for any policy or legislative
change to the existing process at this time. Possible arguments for this position would be:
 Public transit funding needs can be met through other funding sources. For instance, a
reallocation of Measure K funding might be considered.
 Another position might advocate that more could be done to reallocate State Transit
Assistance to transit properties with the greatest need.
 Cuts to “unnecessary” public transit services might be argued.
This option might invite the argument that road and street needs are too great to see this funding
source withdrawn. This though has difficulty reconciling itself with the purpose of the Act itself
and the direction in the Act that road and street needs are not to be compared with transit needs.
It may also be argued that the Board can wait a few more years if the growth in LTF remains
high and if the need for rail funding proves to be not as imminent as expected.
Option Two:
Restrict the use of LTF area apportionments to only public transit but leave it in the hands of
claimants how to invest those dollars in public transit. This could be done by policy or
legislatively.
Possible arguments for this position would be:
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 The purpose of the Act is for public transit, and that those needs are only going to grow
in the future.
 The expansion of the ACE passenger rail service to Sacramento and Merced is going to
put increased pressure on LTF for operating purposes.
 Unmet Transit Needs are only growing.
 The creation of a Consolidated Transit Agency will likely necessitate more LTF to public
transit, not less, though it may result in greater efficiencies.
 The potential for the Tri-Valley, San Joaquin Valley Regional Rail Authority to supply
public transit service in the county in the next five to ten years.
 No transit system should see LTF cut solely to benefit another transit system.
Tracy may wish to invest in efforts to promote ACE/Valley Link options. Manteca and Ripon
may wish to invest in ACE and transit maintenance. Lodi may wish to invest in SJRTD service
to Stockton. This would be done by policy which would require an amendment to the Regional
Transportation Plan.
Option Three:
Restrict the use of LTF area apportionments to public transit and develop regional priorities
process for investing those funds in public transit. This would be similar to the process used by
Stanislaus County and would be guided by a Regional Short Range Transit Plan. This may
require a legislative change specific to San Joaquin County. That is the process that Stanislaus
County used.
Possible arguments for this position would be similar to Option Two. Added to this would be:
 Regional transit needs across the region would best be served by one source of decision
making regarding public transit across providers.
 Fragmented decision making across jurisdictions would discourage coordination and
even potential consolidation of transit service.
Option Four:
This option would provide local agencies an alternative to Options Two or Three. It would
provide the option to local agencies to consolidate local transit programs with the San Joaquin
Regional Transit District. This would be done voluntarily. An incentive would be provided to
the local agency of keeping a portion of their LTF apportionment for road and street purposes in
exchange for increasing regional efficiency of transit operations. Consolidation of transit
services makes sense when it increases efficiency of the service, improves transit options for
passengers and provides for participation of local agencies in the governance of the system.
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Chapter Five: SJCOG Staff Recommendation
SJCOG staff makes this recommendation primarily for the following reasons:










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 populations but 25,000 or greater, the first and second year
limits would be 75% and 50% respectively, but they would still be eligible to claim
up to 50% for roads and streets in the third year and into the future.
For cities of under 25,000 the first year limit would be 75% and that would not
change in succeeding years.
Because of the substantial increase in LTF funding realized and projected for 201920, the first year limits would be suspended for all claimants. Realistically this would
only impact Ripon and Lathrop. The impact is quite small.
Cities would remain the decision maker within existing laws and policies to
determine what transit purposes to claim LTF.
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.

In spite of dropping transit ridership in the county, unmet transit needs that are reasonable
to meet will continue to grow
The previous year, the unmet transit needs process generated over 3,000 responses from the
public. Most were not unmet needs and almost all were not reasonable to meet, but the amount
of responses is increasing from year to year. The effect of the last two years was to find three
unmet transit needs that were reasonable to meet. All were extra-jurisdictional and served in the
region as a whole or the south county in large part. The operating cost of these new services
will range from $200,000 to $400,000 in total. If recent history is a guide more additional
service may be found as reasonable to meet.
Passenger rail service is extending to Merced and Sacramento and possible on a new route
to BART.
The capital funding committed from the state of California for the extended service to Merced
and to Sacramento is $900,000,000. Capital improvements in San Joaquin County such as track
upgrades, stations and train equipment will be largely paid for from this source, but not entirely.
It is estimated that the dedicated capital funding is not enough to deliver on the rail plans. It is
anticipated that new stations in Lathrop, Ripon and outside of Lodi will need local funding. And
that is not to mention the operating costs which are not covered under any existing agreement
with the state or the neighboring counties. The San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission is
utilizing a little over $3 million in LTF for operating expenses, and this is not enough to address
the deferred payments on their Measure K loan, which would add another million dollars to their
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LTF funding requirement. A doubling of service (which is what the extension to Merced and
Sacramento represents) could easily result in a doubling of their LTF needs. An additional $4
million dollar request would not be unreasonable and would take down about two thirds of
the LTF annually going to roads and streets in San Joaquin County, and that is before
Tracy reaches 100,000 in population. Once that occurs, the $4 million would be roughly equal
to the road and street claims annually. ACE Service to Sacramento could begin as soon as 2021,
and service to Modesto as early as 2023, with Merced likely by 2026.
None of this addresses the capital and operating challenge posed by the Tri-Valley, San Joaquin
Valley Regional Rail Authority whose mission is to develop a rail service that connects BART
and ACE across the Altamont Pass. The estimated $1.8 billion capital cost is only partially
addressed by the diversion of roughly $400 million of previous funding to BART for a
Livermore extension and $200 million from tolls. The remainder will have to come from state or
federal sources and/or new sources of local funding. There are provisions in the enabling
legislation for the Authority (AB 758) that hamper their use of Transportation Development Act
funding. Nonetheless, if the region wishes to see the benefits of such a system local sources of
funding will need to be explored and that means Local Transportation Funds will be on the table.
How much is purely speculative at this time but the needs of the San Joaquin Regional Rail
Commission could be used as guidance. The Authority’s Valley Link system could be up and
operating in six years, but its capital expenditures, could begin within the next two years.
Use of Federal Transit Administration 5307 Monies in the Tracy and Manteca Urbanized
Areas will require LTF matching funds to be fully utilized for capital and operations.
In 2018, there was over $15 million in unexpended FTA 5307 monies in the Tracy and Manteca
urbanized areas combined. We are well on our way to spending down those balances which
require a match of 50% for operating expenses and 20% for capital expenses. These funds could
come from sources other than Local Transportation Funds but it is anticipated that LTF will be
the main source. It is estimated, based on the agreements reached in these urban areas that
this could amount to between $3 million and $6 million in LTF as a match. There are ways
to reduce those numbers but the argument remains that spending down the balance will require
more public transit LTF resources and then a continuing commitment of roughly a million
dollars a year to keep from building such a large balance. Today, there is still a balance
remaining in each of the urbanized areas though the concern over lapsing has been eliminated.
Creation of Consolidated Transit Services Agency (CTSA) is going to see an eventual
increase in LTF dedicated to this purpose.
The initial claim by the San Joaquin Regional Transit District for services as the CTSA was for
2% of the remaining LTF for apportionment. This amounted to $554,000 in FY 2018-19. The
District has no plans for requesting a higher percentage, but SJCOG staff indicated in our staff
report and presentation to the SJCOG Board that this percentage will likely increase over time
due to the demands of a CTSA. While much of the request actually reduces the area
apportionment to the Transit District, the growing need in this area is likely to increase the
percentage to 5% at some point recreating to a small extent the very issue faced with the Rail
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Commission request. While the District will have some control over this matter, it does not
diminish the demand for public transit funding. A five percent request in 2018-19 would have
been an additional $781,000. This is only meant to give a relative picture of a possible claim
against the LTF in the future.
It is far past time for the local cities served by intercity service provided by the San
Joaquin Regional Transit District to have a say and a stake in that service. There is no
disagreement from the Transit District to each city that such an agreement is important. There is
presently no LTF from any of the medium sized and small sized cities to the is service. In fact, it
can be argued that there is something of a cross subsidy occurring from the LTF raised in the
Transit District’s service boundaries to these cities. An agreement in place with all jurisdictions
will help enhance revenue to the District while at the same time creating greater buy in from the
cities.
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9/2019
M&F

STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

2020 SJMSCP Development Fee Annual
Adjustment

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Information Only

DISCUSSION:

Cat A

Cat B
Cat C

2020 SJMSCP Fees

Using the adopted 5-year financial analysis model to the San Joaquin County
Multi-Species Habitat Conservation and Open Space Plan (SJMSCP) approved
in March 2016 by the SJCOG, Inc. Board, the SJCOG, Inc. staff, HTAC
Financial Sub-committee members (Table 1) and consultants undertook the
annual analysis in the summer of 2019. The goal of the annual analysis is to
establish the next year’s habitat plan fees. The fees are for impacts under the
county-wide SJMSCP permits as defined in the three fee model categories
(Category A - Acquisition, Category B - Assessment & Enhancement and
Category C - Land Management/Administration).

Table 1 – HTAC Financial Sub-Committee Members:
John Beckman, BIA
Dan Gifford, Conservation

Michael McDowell, Stockton
Megan Aguirre, SJ County

Kyle Stoner, CDFW

The proposed 2020 SJMSCP development fees were adjusted using the adopted
model for the respective categories and are compared to the 2019 SJMSCP
Development fees where the changes occurred (Table 2) is the most common habitat
categories under the plan. Table 4 details all categories of fees. The change is an
overall decrease of 4.3% in the Multi-purpose, Agricultural and Natural habitat
classifications from the prior year. This is due primarily to a decrease in the land
acquisition component (Category A) for agricultural land price values of comparable
sales.
Table 2- Compared 2020 & 2019 SJMSCP Development Fees – Most Common Fee Habitat Type

2020 Fee ‐ Proposed 2019 Fee ‐ Adopted
Agricultural/Natural

$12,822

$13,399

Difference
($577)

Table 3 illustrates the history of the SJMSCP development fees over the years since the funding
shortfall was noted by the permitting agencies in 2006.
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Table 3- History and Annual Percentage Change for SJMSCP Development Fees

Projects which participate under the SJMSCP benefit from pre-determined streamlined processing
of the project rather than navigating through a potentially very long and cumbersome regulatory
process outside the habitat plan. By opting for participation, the project can choose any number
of ways to provide mitigation for the impacts of the project through the plan and even control much
of the mitigation costs if desired. The options are:
1. Pay a fee;
2. Redesign the project to avoid/minimize impacts;
3. Provide land in lieu of the SJMSCP fee which the project will negotiate the easement/fee
title costs (Category A component); or
4. Any combination of the above options.
Or, the project proponent can choose to not participate in the plan and fulfill mitigation
requirements on their own with state and federal permitting agencies independently.
RECOMMENDATION:
The recoomdndaion to the SJCOG, Inc. board will be to adopt habitat fees for 2020 as follows:
Habitat Type

Category A

Category B

Category C

Total Fee

Rounded Fee

$4,072.00
$8,144.00

$1,916.00
$3,831.00

$424.16
$847.22

$6,412.16
$12,822.22

$6,412
$12,822

Vernal Pool Grasslands

$34,978.00

$15,274.00

$2,580.93

$52,832.93

$52,833

Vernal Pool Wetted

$34,339.00

$63,915.00

$2,533.80

$100,787.80

$100,788

Other Open Space
Natural/Ag Lands

FISCAL IMPACT:
Development fees provide funding for SJCOG, Inc. to mitigate project impacts covered under the
SJMSCP permits for the subsequent calendar year beginning January 1st. Last year as reported in
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the annual report, the habitat program received $13,215,564 in developer fees while spending
$17,117,404 on mitigation and other related expenses.
BACKGROUND:
Annually, the SJMSCP development fees are reviewed and calculated using a formula method
[FEE = Category A (acquisition) + Category B (assessment & enhancement) + Category C
(management & admin)]. The three components of the formula are adjusted using a specific
mechanism which relates to the individual component in the fee based on the most current data.
The development fees established must be adopted by each of the jurisdictions and would become
effective on January 1st of the subsequent year for projects using the SJMSCP.
Category A (acquisition) – Comparable Land Sales
This category is directly related to land valuation based on comparable land sales in San Joaquin
County in specific zones of the plan area (Central Zone, Central/SW Transition Zone, and Delta
Zone) over an established 2-year period (Attachment 1). Valuation for this category are evaluated
on a yearly basis by taking all qualified comparable sales in each zone, including SJCOG, Inc.
easements, to set a weighted cost per acre using the same methodology from 2016, 2017 and 2018
analysis but with a small adjustment to the easement to fee title percentage in 2019 moving forward.
The criteria to determine valid comparable sales in the weighted calculation are:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

All SJCOG, Inc. transactions (fee title and the appraised value of unencumbered property)
Sales not less than 40 acres
Sales not greater than 640 acres
No parcels with vineyard or orchard (except SJCOG, Inc. transactions for special needs)
Must be land which would fulfill mitigation under the plan
Not greater than 2 years old from the date of June 30th of each year with all acceptable
comparable sales included (criteria 1-5). A minimum of 10 acceptable comparable sales is
required for analysis. If the minimum of 10 transactions are not available, the time period will
extend at 3-month intervals prior to the beginning date until 10 comparable sales are gathered.

In the current model including the adjustment to the easement to fee title percentage from 2019,
the Category A analysis results in an 8% decrease to the Agricultural/Natural Habitat types of
Category A (acquisition) component to be $8,144.00. The primary reasons for the decrease in the
Category A component were land sale prices dipping.
Category B (assessment & enhancement) –Consumer Price Index w/ Model Data Update
The Category B component of the fee is adjusted using several factors including the California
Consumer Price Index (CPI), as reported by the California Department of Finance for the
preceding 12-month fiscal year (June 2018 – June 2019) and from the updated model numbers
completed annually based on the SJMSCP Annual Report.
The unit cost factors (per acre or per year for some items) are adjusted only by the CPI (the
California CPI calculation was an increase of 3.1%), but the total cost for Category B is also a
function of the SJMSCP Annual Report data updated annually (acres remaining to be acquired
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and the number of years remaining in the permit term; the fee per acre is a function of those total
calculated costs and the land conversion acres remaining) into the fee model.
The calculation results in a 2.8% increase in the Agricultural/Natural Habitat types of Category B
(Assessment & Enhancement) component to be $3,831.00.
Category C (management & administration) –Consumer Price Index
Annual cost updates use the California Consumer Price Index (CPI), as reported by the California
Department of Finance, for the preceding 12-month fiscal year (June 2018 – June 2019) to keep
up with inflation. Again, the California CPI calculation was an increase of 3.1%.
The calculation results in a 3.1% decrease in the Agricultural/Natural Habitat types of Category
C (Management & Administration) component from prior years to be $847.22.
In summary, the SJMSCP fees are calculated using the SJMSCP Financial Analysis formula model
[FEE = Category A (acquisition) + Category B (assessment & enhancement) + Category C
(management & admin)] shown in final fee table 4 below and Attachment 2 (SJMSCP Cost and
2019 Fee Analysis). The overall result in the fee analysis is a 4.3% decrease in the most commonly
impacted Multi-purpose, Agricultural and Natural Habitat Classifications fees for 2020.
Table 4 - 2020 SJMSCP Development Fees - Proposed
Habitat Type

Category A

Category B

Category C

Total Fee

Rounded Fee

$4,072.00
$8,144.00

$1,916.00
$3,831.00

$424.16
$847.22

$6,412.16
$12,822.22

$6,412
$12,822

Vernal Pool Grasslands

$34,978.00

$15,274.00

$2,580.93

$52,832.93

$52,833

Vernal Pool Wetted

$34,339.00

$63,915.00

$2,533.80

$100,787.80

$100,788

Other Open Space
Natural/Ag Lands

COMMITTEE ACTIONS:






HTAC FINANCIAL SUB-COMMITTEE: Recommended approval to HTAC
HTAC: Recommended approval to SJCOG, Inc. Board
Management and Finance: Information
Executive Committee: Information
SJCOG, Inc. Board: September 26th if recommended

Prepared by: Steven Mayo, Program Manager
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Attachment 1 – 2020 Fee Study Property List - Props 24 Month
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Attachment 2 – 2020 SJMSCP Cost and Fee Analysis Update

FINANCIAL ANALYSIS UPDATE FOR ADOPTION ‐ 08/22/2019

DRAFT MATERIAL ONLY
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Table of Contents
Notes to User
Fee Summary Comparison

List of worksheet tabs and contents
Model overview and instructions for annual updates
Table showing calculated fee amounts by habitat type and category; comparison to adopted fees; linked from other sheets; includes California CPI
factor for Category C annual update

A1 PerAcreCostFactorsbyZone
A2 PerAcreAcquisitionCost
A3 AcquisitionCostHabitatType
A4 AcquisitionFEE
B1 PreserveEnhancementCost
B2 AssessmentEnhancementCost
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This workbook of linked worksheets calculates SJMSCP Impact Fees for Categories A, B, and C.
The workbook contains all of the elements needed for annual updates as well as the framework for the more complex 5‐year economic analysis updates.
Category A and Category B are fees for one‐time costs for land acquisition, enhancement, restoration and associated site assessments and planning.
These fees will be updated annually by updating the per‐acre cost factors and updating the acres remaining to be acquired and the remaining acres of land
conversion based on data from SJMSCP Annual Reports.
‐ Category A per‐acre cost factors updated by comparables analysis, as established in past practice
‐ Category B per‐acre and annual cost factors updated by applying California CPI to unit cost factors
‐ The total costs in Category A and Category B for each annual update will reflect the acres remaining to be acquired and the fees for each annual update will
reflect the remaining acres of land conversion from SJMSCP Annual Reports.
Category C is a fee for on‐going annual costs for the remainder of the permit term and post‐permit in perpetuity.
Annual updates for this fee Category will apply the California CPI to the prior year fee amount, as established in past practice.
‐ Incorporating Annual Report data in the annual updates of on‐going permit term and post‐permit costs adds unnecessary complexity to the annual update
of this component of the SJMSCP fees.
‐ Updating annually the SJCOG, Inc. fund balance and budget analysis used to estimate costs in this category, as well as the endowment cash flow analysis
required to estimate post‐permit costs, are more complex work efforts not justified to generally keep Category C fees in line with annual cost inflation.
Moreover, because these costs are not as sensitive to habitat type, it is not as important to account for the annual variation in preserve acquisition and land
conversion captured in the annual updates to Categories A and B.

Components of the workbook:
1. The Fee Summary Comparison worksheet compares calculated updated fees to fees currently in effect and includes the California CPI for Category C
updates.
2. Category A tabs A1 ‐ A4 calculate the fees for Category A Acquisition.
3. Category B tabs B1 ‐ B4 calculate the fees for Category B Assessment and Enhancement.
4. Category C Fee tab shows the fees by habitat type calculated in the 2016 Economic Analysis, the basis for the subsequent annual fee update.
5. Category C tabs C1 ‐ C5 calculate the fees for Category C Monitoring, Management, and Administration. 5‐YEAR UPDATE ONLY
6. Tables 1 ‐ 3 provide background data on preserve acres and land conversion by habitat type, updated annually from the SJMSCP Annual Report; Table 4
showing the preserve acquisition schedule by habitat type and zone is used only in the 5‐year update.
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Fee Summary Comparison
Calculates new annual fees and compares to prior year adopted fees.
1. Paste values of prior year adopted fees in cells C11:E14.
2. Insert updated annual California CPI factor in cell F1.
3. Updated fees for Category A show in cells C5:C8 and updated fees for Category B show in cells D5:D8. The fees are linked to other tabs in this workbook.
4. Formulas in cells E5:E8 calculate Category C fee update amounts based on prior year adopted fee amounts in cells E11:E14.

Category A Acquisition
A.1 Category A Per‐Acre Acquisition Cost Factors by Zone
1. Input results of annual comparables analysis for updated fee title values in Central Zone and Primary Zone of the Delta.
2. Fixed 70% ( 61% approved ‐ 2018 Analysis ) valuation: Track Input results of annual analysis of SJCOG, Inc. appraisals (easement percent of fee title value).
Update appraisal list each year and calculate weighted average percent by dividing cumulative total easement value (cost) by cumulative total before value
(fee title value).
3. Value of Southwest Zone easement cost remains unchanged until experience indicates it should be updated.
A.2 Per‐Acre Acquisition Cost Factors by Preserve/Habitat Type
No annual input needed. Links and formulas calculate total cost factors per acre for each habitat type.
1. Easement cost factor input linked from A.1.
2. Distribution by preserve type is not changed from 1996 Economic Analysis.
3. Transaction cost and VP acquisition assumptions not changed.
A.3 Total Acquisition Costs by Habitat Type, Remainder of Permit Term
No annual input needed. Links and formulas calculate total cost for each habitat type.
1. Land acquisition cost factors linked from A.2.
2. Preserve acres remaining to be acquired linked from Table 2 (updated annually based on SJMSCP Annual Report).
A.4 Fee Calculations
No annual input needed. Links and formulas calculate fee for each habitat type.
1. Cost by habitat type linked from A.3.
2. Land conversion remaining linked from Table 3 (updated annually based on SJMSCP Annual Report).
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Category B Assessment and Enhancement
B.1 SJMSCP Preserve land by habitat type, enhancement analysis, and enhancement cost factors per preserve acre
1. 2016 Economic analysis included: refinement of natural lands detail and SJMSCP enhancement requirements refined, and update of costs for
enhancements and restoration. Table calculates weighted average cost per preserve acre for agricultural lands, non‐vernal pool natural lands, and vernal
pool preserves. Update enhancement cost analysis every five years.
2. Annually, in each shaded cell in table column 5 (Enhancement Cost per Acre), substitute prior year value in the formula. Formula references updated annual
California CPI factor in cell E1. Formulas calculate updated weighted average cost per preserve acre.
3. Insert updated annual California CPI factor in cell E1.
B.2 Category B Assessment, Planning, Restoration and Enhancement Cost Factors
1. Update remaining years in permit term.
2. Annually, in each brown shaded cell in table, substitute prior year value for site assessment, management plans, and enhancement plans in the formula.
Formula references updated annual California CPI factor in cell C1. Formulas calculate updated annual costs.
3. Insert updated annual California CPI factor in cell C1.
4. Enhancement and restoration cost factors linked from B.1.
B.3 Category B Assessment, Planning, Restoration, and Enhancement Cost Allocation by Habitat Type
No annual input needed. Links and formulas calculate total cost for each habitat type.
1. Assessment and planning costs linked from B.2. Formulas calculate total enhancement and restoration costs from factors in B.2.
2. Preserve acres remaining to be acquired linked from Table 2 (updated annually based on SJMSCP Annual Report).
B.4 Fee Calculations
No annual input needed. Links and formulas calculate fee for each habitat type.
1. Cost by habitat type linked from B.3.
2. Land conversion remaining linked from Table 3 (updated annually based on SJMSCP Annual Report).

Category C Monitoring, Management, and Administration
C.5 Fee Calculations ‐ Annual Update Only
No input needed. Cost and land conversion values frozen based on 2016 Economic Analysis.
1. For 2016 update, Category C fee amounts by habitat type linked to Fee Summary Comparison table.
2. Update annually by applying California CPI factor to prior year Category C fee amounts, as in past practice.
Note: this is done in the Fee Summary Comparison worksheet.
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Category C Monitoring, Management, and Administration ‐ INSTRUCTIONS FOR FIVE‐YEAR UPDATE
C.1 Category C (part) Compliance and Effectivement Monitoring Cost Assumptions
1. Update remaining years in permit term.
2. Preserve acres acquired and preserve acres remaining to be acquired linked from Table 2 (updated based on SJMSCP Annual Report).
3. Update monitoring cost factors (annual costs and annual costs per acre).
4. Total costs by type of monitoring for the remainder of the permit term calculated by worksheet formula.
5. Post permit cost updates by worksheet formula based on updates to detail in rows above. Acres input linked from Tables 2 and 4 (updated based on
SJMSCP Annual Report).
C.2 Category C (part) Project Management and Administrative Cost Assumptions
1. Update remaining years in permit term.
2. Update annual management and administrative staff cost and cost allocation from analysis of Cumulative Schedule of Receipts and Disbursement in
SJMSCP Annual Report, supplemented by cost code detail provided by SJCOG, Inc. staff.
3. Update Existing Preserve Fund Balance input (from SJMSCP Annual Report). Update fund balane allocation using analysis of category breakdown of
cumulative fee revenue collected. Worksheet formulas calculate share of existing fund balance available to fund permit term costs and resulting net costs of
Project Management and Administration for the remainder of the permit term.
3. Post permit cost updates by worksheet formula based on updates to detail in rows above.
C.3 SJMSCP Endowment Fund Cash Flow
This table uses estimates of annual post permit costs, existing fund balances, and interest earnings assumptions to estimate the endowment needed at the
end of the permit term to fund annual costs in perpetuity.
This analysis is to be updated at each 5‐year economic analysis review. The worksheet solves for fund balance amount in year 51 that generates the annual
income to fully fund annual post permit costs. The worksheet calculates the annual fee revenue required over the remainder of the permit term to achieve
that fund balance when added to the existing fund balance for management and administrative costs post permit and interest earnings over the remainder
of the permit term. That amount is the total cost to be allocated by habitat type remaining to be acquired.
C.4 Category C Monitoring and Project Management/Adminstration, including endowment for post‐permit costs, Cost Allocation by Habitat Type
No input needed. Links and formulas calculate total cost for each habitat type.
1. Monitoring costs linked from C.1, management and administrative costs linked from C.2; post‐permit endowment cost linked from C.3. Formulas allocate
total costs by habitat type.
2. Preserve acres remaining to be acquired linked from Table 2 (updated based on SJMSCP Annual Report).
C.5 Fee Calculations
No input needed. Links and formulas calculate fee for each habitat type.
1. Cost by habitat type linked from C.4.
2. Land conversion remaining linked from Table 3 (updated based on SJMSCP Annual Report).
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Tables 1 ‐ 4 (Source Tables)
Table 1 Land Conversion and Preserve Acres by Habitat Type for the 50‐year permit term
This table was finalized on June 4, 2015 as part of the Economic Analysis update. This table provides the source data by detailed habitat type for the 50‐year
permit term totals.
Table 2 Preserve Acres, Total and Remaining to be Acquired
1. Total Preserve Acres by habitat type linked from Table 1.
2. Annually, update Total Preserve Acres Acquired through 12/31 from the SJMSCP Annual Report.
3. Total Preserve Acres Remaining to be Acquired calculated by worksheet formula; links to cost and fee calculation worksheets.
Table 3 Allowed and Remaining Incidental Take Acreage
1. Take Authorizations by habitat type linked from Table 1 and adding multi‐purpose open space from SJMSCP Table 1‐1 and Table 4.2‐2.
2. Annually, update the Cumulative Acres of Take through 12/31 from the SJMSCP Annual Report.
3. Remaining Acres of Land Conversion calculated by worksheet formula; links to cost and fee calculation worksheets.
Table 4 Preserve Acquisition Schedule, All Habitat Types, by Index Zone, Remaining Permit Term ‐ ONLY USED IN 5‐YEAR UPDATE
This table is used in Table C.1 to calculate monitoring costs for the remainder of the permit term for preserves remaining to be acquired.
1. Preserve acres remaining to be acquired by zone linked from Table 2 (updated based on SJMSCP Annual Report).
2. At five‐year update, update the years remaining in the permit term in Column C.
3. At five‐year update, update the years remaining in the permit term in the denominator of the cell formulas.
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Category A

2020 Fees ‐ August 2019

Other Open Space
Natural/Ag Lands
Vernal Pool Grasslands
Vernal Pool Wetted

Acquisition

$4,072.00
$8,144.00
$34,978.00
$34,339.00

Category A

2019 Fees ‐ Adopted

Other Open Space
Natural/Ag Lands
Vernal Pool Grasslands
Vernal Pool Wetted

Difference Per Acre ($)

Other Open Space
Natural/Ag Lands
Vernal Pool Grasslands
Vernal Pool Wetted

Percent Difference

Other Open Space
Natural/Ag Lands
Vernal Pool Grasslands
Vernal Pool Wetted

Acquisition

$4,425.00
$8,850.00
$37,259.00
$36,581.00

Acquisition

($353)
($706)
($2,281)
($2,242)

Acquisition

‐8.0%
‐8.0%
‐6.1%
‐6.1%

P85

Category B
Assessment &
Enhancement
$1,916.00
$3,831.00
$15,274.00
$63,915.00

Category B
Assessment &
Enhancement
$1,864.00
$3,727.00
$14,814.00
$61,994.00

Assessment &
Enhancement
$52
$104
$460
$1,921

Assessment &
Enhancement
2.8%
2.8%
3.1%
3.1%

Category C
Monitoring,
Management &
Administration, &
Post‐permit
Endowment
$424.16
$847.22
$2,580.93
$2,533.80

Total

Total Rounded

$6,412.16
$12,822.22
$52,832.93
$100,787.80

$6,412
$12,822
$52,833
$100,788

Category C
Monitoring,
Management &
Administration, &
Post‐permit
Endowment
$411.41
$821.75
$2,503.33
$2,457.61
Monitoring,
Management &
Administration, &
Post‐permit
Endowment
$13
$25
$78
$76
Monitoring,
Management &
Administration, &
Post‐permit
Endowment
3.1%
3.1%
3.1%
3.1%

Total

Total Rounded

$6,700.41
$13,398.75
$54,576.33
$101,032.61

Total

$6,700
$13,399
$54,576
$101,033

Total Rounded

($288)
($577)
($1,743)
($245)

Total

($288)
($577)
($1,743)
($245)

Total Rounded

‐4.3%
‐4.3%
‐3.2%
‐0.2%

‐4.3%
‐4.3%
‐3.2%
‐0.2%
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TABLE A.1
SJMSCP Fee Update ‐ 2019 (for 2020 SJMSCP Development Fee Cycle)
Category A Per‐Acre Acquisition Cost Factors by Zone (2019 dollars)
Central Zone
Fee title value1
2
Easement percent of fee title value
Easement costs

a
b
a×b

Primary Zone of
the Delta

$13,660
61%

$13,471
61%

$8,333

$8,217

Southwest
Zone 3
na
na
$1,000

1. SJCOG, Inc. Fee Study Property List, Table A and Table B
2. SJCOG, Inc. Appraisals as of May 2019
3. Based on standard easement cost in Southwest Zone of $1,000/acre.
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TABLE A.2
SJMSCP Fee Update ‐ 2019 (for 2020 SJMSCP Development Fee Cycle)
Per Acre Acquisition Cost by Preserve/Habitat Type (2019 dollars)
SJMSCP Zone
Central Zone

Primary Zone of
the Delta

Southwest
Zone

Preserve/Habitat Type
1

Easement cost by zone
Agricultural Lands
2
Percent in zone
3
Weighted costs
Natural Lands
Non‐vernal pool natural lands
2
Percent in zone
3
Weighted costs
4
Vernal pool grasslands
4
Vernal pool wetted

d

A
$8,333

B
$8,217

C
$1,000

Total
Weighted
Acquisition
Cost
A+B+C=D

Transaction
Costs 5

Total Land
Acquisition
Costs Per
Acre

D × 5% = E

D+E

e
d×e

98%
$8,182

2%
$148

0%
$0

$8,330

$417

$8,747

f
d×f

77%
$6,438
n/a
n/a

4%
$365
n/a
n/a

18%
$183
n/a
n/a

$6,986
$10,928
$10,928

$349
$546
$546

$7,335
$11,474
$11,474

1. See Table A.1.
2. Percent of total lands in each category assumed to be in a given zone. Based on 1996 Economic Analysis.
3. Weighted average cost based on generalized proportion of total preserve land in each zone. Assumes easement acquisition for lands
categorized as agriculture and all natural lands except vernal pool habitat.
4. Assumes fee title acquisition for vernal pool lands. Vernal pool habitat fee title land costs assumed to be about 80% of average Central Zone fee title costs.
5. Transaction costs include biological baseline reporting, appraisal, escrow, and survey costs. Costs are estimated at 5 percent of acquisition cost.
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TABLE A.3
SJMSCP Fee Update ‐ 2018 (for 2019 SJMSCP Development Fee Cycle)
Total Acquisition Costs by Habitat Type, Remainder of Permit Term (2018 dollars)
Land
Preserve Acres
Total Costs of
Acquisition Remaining to be
Acquisition
Preserves by Habitat Type
Cost Per Acre
Acquired
Agricultural lands
$8,747
48,230.17
$421,869,297
Natural lands
Non‐vernal pool natural lands
$7,335
17,553.52
$128,755,069
Total for Natural/Ag Lands
$8,370
65,783.69
$550,624,366
Vernal pool grasslands
Vernal pool wetted

$11,474
$11,474

15,720.66
2,115.00

$180,378,795
$24,267,510

Sources: SJCOG, Inc., SJMSCP 2015 Annual Report , and Hausrath Economics Group.
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TABLE A.4
SJMSCP Fee Update ‐ 2019 (for 2020 SJMSCP Development Fee Cycle)
Category A Acquisition
Fee Calculations (2019 dollars)
Habitat Type

Preserve Land Acquisition

Costs associated with natural/agricultural lands conversion
Natural/Agricultural land conversion (acres) , remaining
Multi‐purpose open space conversion (acres), remaining1
Multiplier for natural/agricultural land conversion
Multiplier for multi‐ourpose open space conversion1

$550,624,366
50,256.68
34,715.46
1
0.5

Acquisition Component of Natural/Agricultural Lands Fee

$8,144

Acquisition Component of Multi‐Purpose Open Space Fee1

$4,072

Costs associated with vernal pool grasslands
Vernal pool grassland conversion (acres), remaining
Acquisition Component of Vernal Pool Grasslands Fee

Costs associated with vernal pool wetted
Vernal pool wetted conversion (acres), remaining
Acquisition Component of Vernal Pool Wetted Fee

$180,378,795
5,156.88
$34,978

$24,267,510
706.70
$34,339

1. As described in SJMSCP Section 7.4.1.2, the fee calculation allocates the costs associated with agricultural
habitat and non‐vernal pool natural lands preserves to conversion of both those high value lands (agricultural
land and non‐vernal pool natural land) and lower value multi‐purpose open space. In other words, the SJMSCP
does not enhance multi‐purpose open space lands but allocates some of the costs of enhancements on
agricultural and natural lands preserves to the conversion of multi‐purpose open space lands to assist with the
financing of those enhancements.
Sources: SJCOG, Inc., SJMSCP 2015 Annual Report , and Hausrath Economics Group.
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update annually, California CPI factor
substitute value from prior year workbook in formula in shaded cells in table column 5.

3.1% California CPI factor (June 2018 ‐ June 2019)

TABLE B.1
SJMSCP Fee Update ‐ 2018 (for 2019 SJMSCP Development Fee Cycle)
Category B Assessment, Planning, Restoration and Enhancement
SJMSCP Preserve land by habitat type, enhancement analysis, and enhancement cost per preserve acre (2018 dollars)
Perimeter
Hedgerow or
Total Preserve Acres
Other Linear
Percent of Acres Benefiting
(including
from Habitat Feature ( Enhancement
neighboring lands Preserve Acres
acres)2 Cost per Acre3
Enhanced1 Enhancements
preserves)
Habitat Type

1
Agricultural Habitat Lands4

2

3

4

5

6

7

57,935

10%

5,794

33%
33%
33%
33%
100%

Other natural lands5
Subtotal Non VP Natural
Vernal pool wetted
Vernal pool grasslands

378
14,559
858
2,725
10
18,530
6,445
24,975
2,121
15,811

Subtotal All Natural Lands

42,907

14,309

$433,105,465

100,842

20,103

$480,353,572

Natural Lands
Ditches
Grasslands
Oak woodlands
Riparian
Submerged aquatic in the Delta
Subtotal

Total
See notes on following page

776

Enhancement
Cost per Preserve
Total Enhancement Cost
Acre

$60,887

$47,248,107

$816

33%

126
4,853
286
908
10
6,183
2,148

$130,842
$22,330
$35,123
$103,311
$75,340
$37,115
$37,115

33%
33%

707
5,270

$63,962
$14,924

$16,486,111
$108,369,572
$10,045,200
$93,841,147
$753,403
$229,495,433
$79,735,745
$309,231,178
$45,221,282
$78,653,005

$12,382
$21,321
$4,975

1. Enhancement criteria derived from the SJMSCP, Section 5.4.6.
2. Unlike most other habitat types, agricultural lands are enhanced by treating linear features that run along the edge of or through fields‐‐features such as roads or drainage ditches. In these cases, the
land area of direct enhancement activity is substantially less than that area benefiting from the enhancement. This has the advantage of minimizing impacts to agricultural land production. Installing
pollinator hedgerows at the edges of fields and grassland borders along irrigation and drainage ditches, and planting nest trees and associated shrubs and grasses, are enhancements used in the cost
analysis to represent the range of types of agricultural land enhancements outlined in the SJMSCP. In addition to benefits to species, these linear features offer benefits of preventing soil erosion and
reducing costs for weed control and linear water conveyance infrastructure maintenance. They also enhance the entire field they are associated with, meeting the 10 percent enhancement criterion while
also minimizing loss of productive agricultural land. The enhancement cost estimate for agricultural lands is therefore based on the acres of hedgerow or other linear feature multiplied by the cost per acre
to install hedgerows and similar linear features.
3. The enhancement cost applies to the acres where construction and/or installation actually takes place. In the case of hedgerows or other edge features, this is only the relatively small area of activity,
not the total area that is thereby enhanced. Enhancement cost includes costs for materials, construction labor, and equipment. In addition to the installation activity, the cost per enhanced acre also
includes a cost for project oversight and contract adminstration and three years of maintenance and monitoring. For vernal pool wetted restoration, the cost includes 15 years of post‐restoration
monitoring.
4. For agricultural habitat lands, a SJMSCP describes a broad range of enhancement activities and a generalized target of 10 percent enhancement; providing benefits to species without substantially
reducing the amount of agricultural land in production. This can be achieved by implementing the linear features described in footnote 2. Pollinator hedgerows or similar linear features enhance the entire
field that they are associated with, thereby counting toward the 10 percent enhancement criteria while taking substantially less land out of production.
5. Estimated based on the weighted average cost for all other non‐vernal pool natural lands.
Sources: Table A.1, SJCOG, Inc., ICF, and Hausrath Economics Group
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TABLE B.2
SJMSCP Fee Update ‐ 2019 (for 2020 SJMSCP Development Fee Cycle)
Category B Assessment, Planning, Restoration and Enhancement Cost Factors (2019 dollars)
Remainder of Permit Term
Remaining years in permit term
31 used in formulae below to calculate costs for the remainder of the permit term
Biological Site Assessment
Number of site visits per year
Annual cost
Total Site Assessment cost remainder of permit term

10 assumes 6 hours per visit
$8,753 replace value from prior year workbook in formula before changing CPI every year
$271,349

Preserve Management Plan Preparation
Number of management plans per year
Annual cost
Total Preserve Management Plan cost remainder of permit term

10 assumes 40 hours per plan
$58,350 replace value from prior year workbook in formula before changing CPI every year
$1,808,865

Preserve Enhancement Plan Preparation
Number of enhancement projects per year
Annual cost
Total Preserve Enhancement Plan cost remainder of permit term

5 assumes 40 hours per plan for each enhancement project
$29,175 replace value from prior year workbook in formula before changing CPI every year
$904,432

Preserve Enhancements on Agricultural Lands
Enhancement cost per preserve acre

$816

Preserve Enhancements on Non‐Vernal Pool Natural Lands
Enhancement cost per preserve acre

$12,382

Vernal Pool Creation/Enhancement
Enhancement cost per preserve acre

$21,321

Vernal Pool Upland Grassland Enhancement
Enhancement cost per preserve acre

$4,975

Sources: SJCOG, Inc., ICF, and Hausrath Economics Group
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TABLE B.3
SJMSCP Fee Update ‐ 2018 (for 2019 SJMSCP Development Fee Cycle)
Category B Assessment, Planning, Restoration and Enhancement (2018 dollars)
Cost Allocation by Habitat Type
Remainder of Permit Term
Costs ‐ Remainder of Permit Term
Total cost allocated by preserve type percent of total preserve
land remaining to be acquired

Preserves by Habitat Type
Agricultural lands
Non‐vernal pool natural lands
Vernal pool grasslands
Vernal pool wetted

Acres
Remaining to
be Acquired1
48,230.17
17,553.52
15,720.66
2,115.00
83,619.35

Percent of
Total
58%
21%
19%
3%
100%

Biological Site
Assessment
$156,509
$56,962
$51,014
$6,863
$271,349

Preserve
Management Plans
$1,043,322
$379,720
$340,071
$45,752
$1,808,865

Preserve
Enhancement Plans
$521,660
$189,860
$170,036
$22,876
$904,432

Cost per acre multiplied by
preserve acres by type remaining to
be acquired
Preserve
Enhancements
$39,333,464
$217,341,168
$78,203,577
na
$334,878,209

Vernal Pool
Restoration
na
na
na
$45,093,357
$45,093,357

1. Includes 600 acres of neighboring lands preserves.
Sources: SJCOG, Inc., SJMSCP 2015 Annual Report , ICF, and Hausrath Economics Group.
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TABLE B.4
SJMSCP Fee Update ‐ 2018 (for 2019 SJMSCP Development Fee Cycle)
Category B Assessment, Planning, Restoration and Enhancement
Fee Calculations (2018 dollars)
Remainder of Permit Term

Habitat Type
Costs associated with natural/agricultural lands conversion
Natural/Agricultural land conversion (acres), remaining
Multi‐purpose open space conversion (acres), remaining1

Preserve
Biological Site Management
Plans
Assessment

Preserve
Enhancement
Plans

Agricultural and Total for Agricultural
Non VP Natural and Non VP Natural
Land Land (incl. assessment
and plans)
Enhancement

Vernal Pool
Restoration /
Enhancement

Total for Vernal
Pool (incl.
assessment and
plans)

$213,471
50,256.7
34,715.5

$1,423,042
50,256.7
34,715.5

$711,520
50,256.7
34,715.5

$256,674,632
50,256.7
34,715.5

$259,022,665
50,256.7
34,715.5

Multiplier for natural/agricultural land conversion
Multiplier for multi‐purpose open space conversion1

1
0.5

1
0.5

1
0.5

1
0.5

1
0.5

Assessment & Enhancement Component of Natural/Agricultural Lands Fee

$3

$21

$11

$3,796

$3,831

Assessment & Enhancement Component of Multi‐Purpose Open Space Fee1

$2

$11

$6

$1,898

$1,916

$51,014
5,156.9
$10

$340,071
5,156.9
$66

$170,036
5,156.9
$33

$78,203,577
5,156.9
$15,165

$78,764,698
5,156.9
$15,274

$6,863
706.7
$10

$45,752
706.7
$65

$22,876
706.7
$32

$45,093,357
706.7
$63,808

$45,168,848
706.7
$63,915

Costs associated with vernal pool grasslands
Vernal pool grassland conversion (acres), remaining
Assessment & Enhancement Component of Vernal Pool Grasslands Fee

Costs associated with vernal pool wetted
Vernal pool wetted conversion (acres), remaining
Assessment & Enhancement Component of Vernal Pool Wetted Fee

1. As described in SJMSCP Section 7.4.1.2, the fee calculation allocates the costs associated with agricultural habitat and non‐vernal pool natural lands preserves to conversion of both those high value lands (agricultural land and
non‐vernal pool natural land) and lower value multi‐purpose open space. In other words, the SJMSCP does not enhance multi‐purpose open space lands but allocates some of the costs of enhancements on agricultural and natural
lands preserves to the conversion of multi‐purpose open space lands to assist with the financing of those enhancements.
Sources: SJCOG, Inc., SJMSCP 2015 Annual Report , ICF, and Hausrath Economics Group.
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TABLE C.5 for Annual Update
SJMSCP Fee Update ‐ 2019 (for 2020 SJMSCP Development Fee Cycle)
Category C Monitoring and Program Management/Administration, including endowment for post‐permit costs
Fee Calculations (2019 dollars)
Remainder of Permit Term

Habitat Type

Monitoring

Project Management & Administration
Project
Land Manager Financial Plan 5‐
Management Administration
Coordination
Year Updates

Post Permit Costs

Total

$19,920,137
53,133.4
35,288.7

$12,542,577
53,133.4
35,288.7

$5,413,076
53,133.4
35,288.7

$211,667
53,133.4
35,288.7

$411,840
53,133.4
35,288.7

$14,921,108
53,133.4
35,288.7

$53,420,405
53,133.4
35,288.7

1
0.5

1
0.5

1
0.5

1
0.5

1
0.5

1
0.5

1
0.5

Monitoring & Administration Component of Natural/Agricultural Lands Fee

$281

$177

$76

$3

$6

$211

$755

Monitoring & Administration Component of Multi‐Purpose Open Space Fee1

$141

$89

$38

$2

$3

$106

$378

$4,443,040
5,180.8
$858

$2,797,529
5,180.8
$540

$1,207,347
5,180.8
$233

$47,211
5,180.8
$9

$91,858
5,180.8
$18

$3,328,043
5,180.8
$642

$11,915,028
5,180.8
$2,300

$595,034
706.7
$842

$374,659
706.7
$530

$161,694
706.7
$229

$6,323
706.7
$9

$12,302
706.7
$17

$445,708
706.7
$631

$1,595,720
706.7
$2,258

Costs associated with natural/agricultural lands conversion
Natural/Agricultural land conversion (acres) , remaining
Multi‐purpose open space conversion (acres), remaining1
Multiplier for natural/agricultural land conversion
Multiplier for multi‐purpose open space conversion1

Costs associated with vernal pool grasslands
Vernal pool grassland conversion (acres), remaining
Monitoring & Administration Component of Vernal Pool Grasslands Fee

Costs associated with vernal pool wetted
Vernal pool wetted conversion (acres), remaining
Monitoring & Administration Component of Vernal Pool Wetted Fee

Note: Accounts for existing preserve fund balances applied against these costs.
1. The fee calculation allocates the costs associated with agricultural habitat and non‐vernal pool natural lands preserves to conversion of both those high value lands (agricultural land and non‐vernal pool natural land) and lower
value multi‐purpose open space, thereby assisting with the financing of management and monitoring on agricultural and natural lands preserves.
Sources: SJCOG, Inc. and SJMSCP 2014 Annual Report (February 2015 draft), ICF, and Hausrath Economics Group.
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TABLE 1
2019 Economic Analysis and Fee Update
Land Conversion and Preserve Acres by Habitat Type for the 50‐year Permit Term

Habitat Type
Agricultural lands1

Land Conversion
57,635

Natural Lands
Ditches2
Grasslands3
Oak woodlands4
Riparian5
Submerged aquatic in the Delta Zone
Vernal pool grasslands6
VP ‐ wetted surface area
VP ‐upland grassland
VP ‐Neighboring Land Protection preserves7
Other natural lands8
Subtotal Natural Lands

2,140
14,202

Total

71,837

Number of Preserve
Acres to Land
Conversion Acres
1.00

Total Preserve Neighboring Land
Acres for
Protection
Compensation
Preserves
57,635
300

126
4,853
286
900
3

3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00

378
14,559
858
2,700
10

707
5,187

3.00
3.00
na
3.00

2,121
15,561

Total All
Preserve
Percent
Acres Total Acres
57,935
57%

378
14,559
858
2,725
10

0.37%
14.44%
0.85%
2.70%
0.01%

6,420
42,607

250
25
300

2,121
15,561
250
6,445
42,907

2.10%
15.43%
0.25%
6.39%
42.55%

100,242

600

100,842

100.00%

25

NOTE: In the following footnotes, "type" refers to the mapped habitat unit identified in the SJMSCP Biological Analysis (Chapter 2). The following footnotes provide summaries only and
the reader should refer to the Biological Analysis for a detailed desription of each habitat type.
1. Neighboring Land Protection Preserves consist of ditched agricultural lands providing habitat for giant garter snake and pond turtle and other lands as needed for compensation to other
covered species associated with agricultural land preserves,
2. Drainage ditches (unlined) generally found in agricultural fields (D types).
3. Valley grasslands (G types) and Foothill grasslands (G2 types).
4. Blue Oak woodlands, savanna and forests (BL types), Blue Oak Conifer woodlands, savana and forests (BCN types), Valley Oak Woodland, savanna and forests (V types), and Mixed Oak
Woodlands, savanna and forests (O types).
5. This category includes those portions of rivers and major streams located outside the Primary Zone of the Delta (Mokelumne, Calaveras, Stanislaus, and San Joaquin Rivers). These were
originally included in a separate "Riparian Zone" during the SJMSCP planning process (i.e., "Riparian" refers to a zone rather than to the "Riparian" habitat type. The Riparian Zone was
"absorbed" or combined into its surrounding zone (i.e., Central/Central‐Southwest) in the final SJMSCP. It generally included River and Deep water channel (W), Tributary Streams (W2),
Creeks‐intermittent and perennial (W3, W3‐i, W3‐p), Dead‐end sloughs (W‐4) and their associated riparian habitats (Great Valley Riparian ‐ R, R2, R3, R5, R4, S, S2). This category includes
25 acres of Neighboring Lands Protection Preserves for Valley elderberry longhorn beetle habitat.
6. Vernal pool grasslands (G3 type) .
7. The vernal pool preserves for Neighboring Land Protection consist of existing vernal pools (no creation requirement). Enhancements will benefit the tiger salamander.
8. This category includes all natural land types except for Vernal Pools. Cost estimates in this category are an average of the costs of acquiring, restoring, enhancing the Natural Land
categories specified in the preceding categories excluding Vernal Pools. This category also includes natural lands not included in other categories: All Water Features (W types), Channel
islands (I types), tule island and mudflat (I2) marsh, and Diablan sage scrub (S3 types) and all other types of Natural Lands.
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TABLE 2
2019 Economic Analysis and Fee Update
Preserve Acres, Total and Remaining to be Acquired

Preserve/Habitat Type
Agricultural lands
Natural lands
Ditches
Grasslands
Oak woodlands
Riparian
Submerged aquatic in the Delta
Other natural lands
Subtotal non‐vp natural lands
Total Non VP Natural/Ag Lands
Vernal pool wetted
Vernal pool grasslands
Total

Total Preserve
Acres ‐ 50‐year
Permit
57,935

Total Preserve
Total Preserve Acres Remaining
to Be Acquired
Acres Acquired
(links to A.3, B.3.
through
and C.4)
12/31/2018
9,704.83
48,230.17

378
14,559
858
2,725
10
6,445
24,975
82,910
2,121
15,811
100,842

‐
7,340.08
‐
50.80
‐
30.60
7,421.48
17,126.31
6.00
90.345
17,222.66

378.00
7,218.92
858.00
2,674.20
10.00
6,414.40

17,553.52
65,783.69
2,115.00
15,720.66
83,619.35

Sources: Table 1 and SJCOG, Inc., 2018 Annual Report Table 6 and Table 12
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TABLE 3
2019 Economic Analysis and Fee Update
Allowed and Remaining Incidental Take Acreage

Preserve/Habitat Type
Agriculture
Multi‐purpose (other open space)
Natural lands
Vernal pool wetted
Vernal pool upland grassland
All other natural lands
Total

Take Authorizations ‐
Remaining Acres of
50‐year Permit Cumulative Acres
(including multi‐ of Take through Land Conversion, (links
purpose open space)
12/31/2018
to A.4, B.4. and C.5)
57,635
15,121.31
42,513.69
37,465
2,749.54
34,715.46
707
5,187
8,308
109,302

0.30
30.12
565.34
18,466.61

706.70
5,156.88
7,742.99
90,835.72

Sources: Table 1, SJMSCP Table 1‐1 and Table 4.2‐2; SJCOG, Inc., 2018 Annual Report Table 4 (revised)
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September 2019
M&F

STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

2020 State Transportation Improvement
Program (STIP) Development Update

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) has adopted the 2020
STIP development schedule and fund estimate. The 2020 STIP will cover Fiscal Years 2020/21
through 2024/25, however, nearly all 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 Programming Implications
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 was then 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 adopted 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 cycles and programming for PPM (Project Planning, Programming) up to a limitation
of five percent 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 $12,359,000 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.
2020 STIP Project Considerations
In developing 2020 STIP programming recommendations, SJCOG staff are considering the
following priorities:
 Projects which have been identified as priorities by SJCOG Board through a previous
commitment of “regional funds” for various project phases.
 Projects which are currently receiving STIP funding -- existing funds will “carryover” into
the STIP and new cycle STIP funds are needed for unfunded phases.
 Project readiness – the ability of the project to move into the construction phase
 State and Regional significance – degree of impact to the region
 Identified as Measure K project
 Projects where the “regional share” of funds to the project has not been fully met and have
a completed Project Study Report (PSR is a STIP mandated requirement).
SJCOG staff is still in the process of meeting with partner agency staff to discuss STIP funding
priorities. As of the writing of this report, the following projects have a completed Project Study
Report:
Caltrans – I-205 Managed Lanes
Scope: Add managed lanes to I-205, from the Alameda County Line to I-5. Explore the
possibility of dedicated transit right-of-way as well.
Construction
2024/2025
schedule:
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Caltrans – SR 99/120 Connector Project, Phase 1B
Scope: Widen the northbound SR 99 to westbound SR 120 connector ramp from one-lane
to two-lanes; Add an auxiliary lane in the existing median of westbound SR 120
from Main Street to SR 99; Convert the existing 99/120 separation structure to two
lanes and construct a new separation structure to serve the eastbound 120 to
northbound 99 connector ramp.
Construction
2021/22
schedule:
Caltrans – I-5 Mossdale Widening
Scope: The project will consist of widening I-5 between I-205 and Louise Avenue to
include HOV lanes and direct HOV connector ramps to I-205 and SR-120.
Construction
2024/25
schedule:
Caltrans – SR 120 Widening
Scope: The project will consist of widening SR 120 from four lanes to six between I-5 and
SR 99.
Construction
2026/27
schedule:
City of Stockton – I-5 North Stockton Widening (Hammer Lane to Eight Mile Road)
Scope: The project would widen I-5 from six to eight lanes with HOV lanes, auxiliary
lanes, reconstructed interchanges, and a new interchange at Otto Drive.
Construction
2030/31
schedule:
City of Tracy – I-205 / I-580 / Mountain House Parkway Interchanges
Scope: The City of Tracy is seeking to reconstruct the I-205 / Mountain House Parkway
and I-580 / International Parkway interchanges to accommodate growing traffic
from the warehousing and industrial developments in the area.
Construction
2021/22
schedule:
San Joaquin County – Grant Line Road Corridor Improvements
Scope: The project consists of realigning and widening Grant Line Road from two to four
lanes between the Tracy city limits and Eleventh Street near the community of
Banta.
Construction
2020/21
schedule:
As noted, San Joaquin County will receive between $2,275,000 (minimum) and $13,619,000
(maximum) in new funds for projects. An additional $12.359, 000 in STIP funds previously
programmed for the I-205 Managed Lanes project in Fiscal Year 2020/21 needs to be
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reprogrammed. The total funding need for the projects listed above is hundreds of millions of
dollars more than what can be programmed.
2020 STIP Funding Discussion
As of the writing of this report, SJCOG staff sees the “I-205 Managed Lanes project” and the “SR
99/120 Connector Project, Phase 1B” as meeting each of the priorities outlined. Given that the
amount of funding available is low relative to total project costs, SJCOG staff has prepared
funding scenarios, for further discussion. Should the funds concentrate on these two projects:
1) Seek to complete pre-construction funding for I-205 Managed Lanes.
 Reassign the previous $12,359,000 STIP commitment to the PS&E phase.
 Request a maximum of $13,619,000 in new funding to complete the PS&E phase.
2) Prioritize pre-construction funding for I-205, and request funding for SR 99/120, Phase 1B.
 Reassign the previous $12,359,000 STIP commitment to the PS&E phase of the
I-205 Managed Lanes project.
 Request the minimum $2,275,000 in new funding for the PS&E phase of the I-205
Managed Lanes project. Explore other funding options to complete the PS&E
phase.
 Request $11,344,000 in new funding for the construction phase of the SR 99/120
Connector Project, Phase 1B (reaching the maximum STIP funding request).
3) Reassign STIP commitment to I-205 PS&E, request maximum funding for SR 99/120,
Phase 1B.
 Reassign the previous $12,359,000 STIP commitment to the PS&E phase of the
I-205 Managed Lanes project.
 Request the maximum $13,619,000 in new funding for the construction phase of
the SR 99/120 Connector Project, Phase 1B.
4) Prioritize the construction phase of the SR 99/120 Connector Project, Phase 1B.
 Reassign the previous $12,359,000 STIP commitment to the construction phase of
the SR 99/120 Connector Project, Phase 1B.
 Request the maximum $13,619,000 in new funding for the construction phase of
the SR 99/120 Connector Project, Phase 1B.
5) Other funding strategies? Other projects?
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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
Recommen‐
dations

COG
Board
Adoption

CTC
Finalizes
2020 STIP

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

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

ATTACHMENTS:
None.
Prepared by: Ryan Niblock, Senior Regional Planner, and David Ripperda, Associate Regional Planner

