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SAN JOAQUIN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS

Citizens Advisory Committee
San Joaquin Council of Governments
555 East Weber Avenue, Stockton, California
Wednesday, September 18, 2019
6:00 p.m.
Citizens Advisory
Committee Members
Paul Plathe (Chair)
SIERRA CLUB
Rick Grewal (Vice Chair)
CITY OF STOCKTON
Leonard Smith
TRANSIT ADVOCATE

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 235-0600 at least 24
hours prior to the meeting.
Note: All items are available for action by the committee. The right hand column identifies
staff recommendations.

Richard Blackston
CITY OF LODI

AGENDA

Stephanie Hobbs
CITY OF RIPON

1. Call to Order

Michael Carouba
BUSINESS INDUSTRY

2. Minutes: Approve Minutes of August 21, 2019

Jim Hilson
CITY OF LATHROP

3. Public Comments

Bobby Bivens
SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY
Lauren Ah Tye
LEAGUE OF WOMEN
VOTERS

ACTION

At this time the public may address the CAC on any non-agenda item that is within
the subject matter of this agency. A five-minute maximum time limit will apply to all
public comments.

Gracie Marx
CITY OF ESCALON

4. Congested Corridor Plan Presentation

DISCUSSION

Eleassia Davis
CITY OF TRACY

5. 2020 State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)
Development Update

DISCUSSION

Albert Nunez
TRUCKING INDUSTRY

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

ACTION

Steve DeBrum
CITY OF MANTECA

7. SJCOG Staff Update

Jessica Bilecki
UNIVERSITY OF THE
PACIFIC

8. Updates / Requests from the Committee

LaCresia Hawkins
NAACP

Vacant
AGRICULTURAL INDUSTRY

SJCOG
Andrew T. Chesley
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

9. Meeting Adjourned to Wednesday, October 16, 2019
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SAN JOAQUIN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS

Citizens Advisory Committee
555 East Weber Ave. Stockton, CA 95202
Wednesday, August 21, 2019
ACTION MINUTES
1) Call to Order
Chair Smith called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m.
Members Present:
Paul Plathe (Chair), Sierra Club; Rick Grewal (Vice Chair), City of Stockton; Richard
Blackston, City of Lodi; Stephanie Hobbs, City of Ripon; Michael Carouba, Business
Industry; Jim Hilson, City of Lathrop; Bobby Bivens, San Joaquin County; Lauren Ah Tye,
League of Women Votes; Gracie Marx, City of Escalon; Eleassia Davis, City of Tracy; Al
Nunez, Trucking Industry; Jessica Bilecki, University of the Pacific
SJCOG Staff Present:
Andrew T. Chesley, Executive Director; David Ripperda, Associate Regional Planner; Joel
Campos, Assistant Regional Planner
2) Minutes: Approve Minutes of June 19, 2019
A motion was made and seconded (Blackston/Hilson) to approve the minutes of June 19, 2019.
Motion passed with Ms. Davis abstaining.
3) Public Comments
None.
4) Bike Month 2019
Mr. David Ripperda noted this item was for information only. No action was taken.
5) Local Transportation Fund Policy
Mr. Andrew T. Chelsey presented this item. He described the SJCOG staff recommendations on
policy changes for Local Transportation Fund (LTF). This would include reducing the eligibility
of cities with a population of 50,000 or greater to claim LTF for Road and Street purposes to
75% in Fiscal Year 2020/21, 50% the second year, 25% the third year, and 0% the forth. Cities
under 50,000 would still be eligible to claim up to 50% for roads and streets. There would be no
change in the cities’ ability to determine how to spend the LTF apportionments on transit service.
However, the San Joaquin Regional Transit District and the cities would be encouraged to enter
into agreements defining the scope of intercity bus services and an appropriate LTF contribution
towards service costs.
Ms. Bilecki and Mr. Bivens arrived during this item.
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Committee discussion included whether it would possible to reduce funding for ACE from other
sources such as Measure K. Mr. Chesley stated that the Measure K Ordinance and Expenditure
Plan approved by the voters commits 11.7% of Measure K funding for passenger rail.
A motion was made and seconded (Hilson/Hobbs) to table the item until September 2019.
Motion passed unanimously.
6) Non-Emergency Medical Transportation Annual Review
Mr. Ripperda presented this item. He noted that in June 2017 adopted the finding that NonEmergency Medical Transportation (NEMT) from San Joaquin County to medical facilities
outside the region is an Unmet Transit Need that is reasonable to meeting. Mr. Ripperda stated
that in November 2017 the SJCOG Board set aside $250,000 of State Transit Assistance funds to
do a pilot program to operate the service for a year. Since that time, there have only been 28
completed round trips on the service at an overall cost of $37,775 including startup and
marketing costs. Mr. Ripperda stated this was not a sustainable service and that staff is
recommending to discontinue the NEMT service and reserve the funding for a future service to
be determined.
The members of the committee indicated that they would like to leave open the possibility for a
NEMT service in the future if it becomes viable. A motion was made and seconded
(Blackston/Bivens) to approve the staff recommendation to discontinue the NEMT service and
reserve the funding for a future service to be determined. Motion passed unanimously.
7) Valley Link Project Feasibility Report
Mr. Joel Campos presented this item. He noted the Tri Valley San Joaquin Valley Regional Rail
Authority released their Valley Link Project Feasibility Report for public review and comment.
He described the comment letter SJCOG submitted on the feasibility report and described
SJCOG’s concerns about the funding assumptions, entity delivering the project, ridership
assumptions, project delivery schedule, and Union Pacific Railroad’s positon on the project.
Committee discussion included serious concerns about the construction and viability of the
project and better alternatives to improve traffic over the Altamont Pass.
This item was for discussion only. No action was taken.
8) SJCOG Staff Update
Mr. Chesley informed the committee that a budget trailer bill in the legislature is establishing a
regional entity in the San Joaquin Valley to look at housing on a regional basis. He also noted
that the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Valley Link Project will be coming out this
fall. Mr. Chesley stated it is a CEQA-only document and encouraged the committee to look at it.
Mr. Chesley also noted that SJCOG will be releasing a Request for Proposals soon for the
environmental clearance and preliminary design for the widening of I-205.
Mr. Ripperda informed the committee about the September workshops for the Congested
Corridor Plan being prepared for the I-205, I-5, State Route 120, and State Route 99 corridor
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9) Committee Updates / Future Agenda Items
Ms. Hobbs inquired on the state of the State Route 99/120 Connector Project. Mr. Ripperda
provided an update and stated the project will be starting the Right of Way phase this fall and
construction in spring 2022.
10) Meeting Adjournment
The meeting was adjourned at 7:34 p.m.
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September 2019
CAC

STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

Congested Corridor Plan Presentation

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Discussion Only

SUMMARY:
SJCOG is preparing a Congested Corridor Plan
for southern San Joaquin County. The Congested
Corridor Plan is a comprehensive multimodal
study that will assess conditions along the I-205,
I-5, State Route 120, and State Route 99 corridor,
including parallel passenger rail, bus transit, and
bicycle and pedestrian facilities. The plan will
identify improvements that will help improve
safety, congestion, accessibility, economic
development, and air quality.
In August 2018, the SJCOG Board authorized
contracting with Mark Thomas & Company, Inc.
to prepare the Congested Corridor Plan.
Since that time, Mark Thomas and their sub-consultant Fehr & Peers have collected background
information and performed preliminary modeling work as part of the plan. Two Project
Development Team (PDT) meetings have been held to date at Caltrans District 10 to solicit input
on the key projects in the corridor that are planned to be implemented over the next five to
twenty years. The PDT includes representatives from SJCOG, Caltrans District 10, the cities of
Tracy, Lathrop, Manteca, and Ripon, San Joaquin County, Stanislaus County, Mountain House
Community Services District, the Stanislaus Council of Governments, the Alameda County
Transportation Commission, the San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission, the Tri-Valley San
Joaquin Valley Regional Rail Authority, and the San Joaquin Regional Transit District.
In September 2019, SJCOG held a series of community workshops in Manteca, Tracy, and
Mountain House to gather input on plans for improvements. SJCOG’s consultant team will be
providing a presentation to the CAC to gather further input prior to the draft Congested Corridor
Plan being released in October 2019.

RECOMMENDATION:
Discussion Only:
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FISCAL IMPACT:
None.

BACKGROUND:
Senate Bill 1 created the Solutions for Congested Corridors Program. The
Congested Corridor Program is intended to achieve a balanced set of
transportation, environmental, and community access improvements within
highly congested travel corridors throughout the state. All projects
nominated for the Congested Corridors Program must be included in a
Comprehensive Multimodal Corridor Plan.

TENTATIVE SCHEDULE:




Early October 2019 – Draft Congested Corridor Plan released for review
October 26, 2019 – Draft Congested Corridor Plan presented to SJCOG Board
December 5, 2019 – Final Congested Corridor Plan adopted by SJCOG Board

ATTACHMENTS:
None

Prepared by: David Ripperda, Associate Regional Planner
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September 2019
CAC

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
Recommendations

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
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September 2019
CAC

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.

18

 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
 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
21

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
26

 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.


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

28

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:
 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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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
3
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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.
5
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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
7

39

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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