SAN JOAQUIN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
MANAGEMENT AND FINANCE COMMITTEE
ISADORE’S
680 N. Main Street, Manteca, CA 95336
HOSTED BY: SAN JOAQUIN REGIONAL TRANSIT DISTRICT
Wednesday, March 20, 2013
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 February 20, 2013

Action

4. Regional Transportation Impact Fee (RTIF) Semiannual Activity
Report Summary for the Period of July 1, 2012 through
December 31, 2012

Information

5. 2014 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
Status Update on Scenario Planning and Performance Measures

Discussion

6. Draft Fiscal Year 2013/14 Analysis and Determination of Unmet
Transit Needs

Information

7. Regional Housing Needs Allocation

Information

8. Executive Director’s Report
9. Other Matters of Business
10. Adjourn to next regular scheduled meeting on Wednesday, April 17, 2013.
Chairman: Manuel Lopez
County of San Joaquin

Vice Chairman: Steve Salvatore
City of Lathrop

SAN JOAQUIN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
MANAGEMENT AND FINANCE COMMITTEE
Meeting held at
Isadore’s
680 N. Main Street, Manteca, CA 95336
February 20, 2013

MINUTES
1.

The meeting was called to order by Manuel Lopez at 12:05 p.m.
Attendance and Self Introductions:
John Abrew, Escalon Deputy City Manager; Leon Churchill, Tracy City Manager; Donna
DeMartino, SJRTD General Manager; Bob Deis, Stockton City Manager; Manuel Lopez,
County Administrator; Mark Houghton, Manteca Public Works Director; Stacey Mortensen
SJRRC Executive Director; Stephen Salvatore, Lathrop City Manager; Rad Bartlam, Lodi
City Manager; Kevin Werner, Ripon Deputy Administrator; Andrew Chesley, SJCOG
Executive Director; Steve Dial, SJCOG Deputy Executive Director/CFO; Aaron Hoyt, SJCOG
Senior Regional Planner; Rosie Vargas, SJCOG Office Services Supervisor.
Committee Members Not Present:
Karen McLaughlin, Manteca City Manager.
Others Present:
Harry Mavrogenes, San Joaquin County.

2.

Public Comment:
None.

3.

Approve Minutes of January 16, 2013:
It was moved/seconded (Bartlam/DeMartino) to approve the minutes of January 16, 2013.
Motion passed unanimously 10/0 by voice vote.

4.

Fiscal Year 2013-14 Revenue Estimate of the Local Transportation Fund & Apportionment
Schedule
Mr. Dial discussed this item stating the recommended revenue estimate for FY 2013-14 revenue
is $22,747,600 which is 5% higher than the current adopted revenue estimate. If revenue
comes in at a greater rate both current year and next year claimants have an opportunity to
amend their claims to capture those funds. Mr. Dial discussed table 1 of the staff report and
stated table II identifies specific apportionments for each claimant primarily based upon
population.
It was moved/seconded (Mavrogenes/Mortensen) to recommend approval of the FY 2013-14
Revenue Estimate of $22,747,600 and FY 2013-14 Apportionment Schedule. Motion passed
unanimously 10/0 by voice vote.

5.

Fiscal Year 2013-14 State Transit Assistance Estimated Revenue and Apportionment Schedule
Mr. Dial presented this item stating the State Transit Assistance use to be a budgeted item
through the state budget. That has been eliminated and STA is being funded through Prop 1B.
The State Controller issues the estimates and table I of the staff report identifies total funds
available by allocation purpose and table II shows the specific apportionments for each
claimant. Mr. Dial stated funds that are not claimed are not loss claimants have an opportunity
to capture those funds.
It was moved/seconded (Bartlam/Deis) to recommend approval of the FY 2013-14 State Transit
Assistance estimated revenue of $4,549,941 and apportionment schedule. Motion passed 10/0
unanimously by voice.

6.

One Voice® Federal Legislative Priorities
Mr. Chesley stated last month this item was presented to all the committees. At the Board
meeting Supervisor Villapudua suggested looking at a third priority. The Board approved the
recommended two priorities and approved a recommendation of a possible third project.
Mr. Chesley sated the Technical Advisory Committee recommended the following three
projects to be considered as the third Regional Priority:
 Austin Road/State Route 99 Interchange
 State Route 4 Corridor Improvement Project
 North Stockton I-5 Interchange & Widening Project
It was moved/seconded (Mortensen/Houghton) to consider and possibly recommend the SJCOG
Board adoption of a third regional priority adding the Stockton Metropolitan Airport Capital
Improvement Program Project to the list of possible projects for the Board’s selection. Motion
passed unanimously 10/0 by voice vote.

7.

2014 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy Status Update on
Goals/Objectives and Scenario Planning
Mr. Hoyt gave an update on this item stating every four years it is updated. The adoption of
SB-375 requires the development of the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) that
demonstrates the ability of the San Joaquin region to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. This is a
new requirement for all the MPO in the State of California. Mr. Hoyt stated an Advisory
Committee has been developed to provided direction on both policy and technical elements of
the SCS, review public input received during the SCS development and make recommendations
to the SJCOG board. The committee members are from the list of agencies on the second page
of the staff report. Mr. Hoyt stated attachment one of the staff report is the working draft of
goals & objectives. Staff will continue to provide updates on critical juncture points and
identify ways to participate in the 2014 RTP/SCS process. The 2014 RTP/ SCS is anticipated
for Board adoption in October 2013.
This item was for discussion only, no action was taken.

8.

Measure K Ordinance and Expenditure Plan Amendment Process
Mr. Chesley presented this item stating staff is required annually to solicit proposals for
amendments to the Measure K Ordinance and Expenditure Plan. The process schedule is listed
in the staff report and final date for action on an amendment will be in July.
This was for information only, no action taken.

9.

Executive Director’s Report
Mr. Chesley reported he presented the Executive Committee members a proposal to formalize a
process to make appointments to committee’s and to the Board. Mr. Chesley stated currently it
has been past practice for Board approval. The Executive Committee voted no for a policy and
like the current flexibility.
Mr. Chesley reported the Board elected Jeff Laugero, from City of Escalon as the new Vice
Chair. And after July 1st Steve Dresser from City of Lathrop will become Vice Chair when Jeff
Laugero becomes Chair.

10. Other Matters of Business
None.
11. Adjournment
There being no further business to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1:10 p.m. to
Wednesday, March 20, 2013.
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STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

Regional Transportation Impact Fee
(RTIF) Semiannual Activity Report
Summary for the Period of July 1, 2012
through December 31, 2012

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Information

DISCUSSION:
SUMMARY:
This RTIF Semiannual Summary Report represents the period from July 1, 2012 through
December 31, 2012. It was developed based on RTIF activity reported to SJCOG from all
participating agencies. SJCOG staff continues to work with partner agency staff to ensure that
the information reported is accurate. All RTIF activity involving individual submissions and
supplementary information submitted to SJCOG by participating agencies will be subject to an
annual fiscal audit conducted by an outside independent consulting firm.
The attached summary report documents the collection and expense activities and land use
activities subject to the RTIF for this report period as well as summarizes those activities since
program inception. All necessary information regarding the RTIF Program funds held by
SJCOG and the County that were distributed to the County and SJCOG from Participating
Agencies pursuant to Section 5.2 of the program’s executed Operating Agreement is included in
this summary report.
RECOMMENDATION:
Information only. Once fiscal year 2013 is completed, the M&F Committee will be asked to take
formal action on the RTIF Annual Report.
ATTACHMENTS:
A.
B.

RTIF Semiannual Activity Report Summary with accompanying explanation of summary
report content.
RTIF Project Revenue Commitments and Expenditures.

Prepared by: Michael A. Swearingen, Senior Regional Planner

M:\Staffrpt\2013\March\M&F\RTIF Semi.docx

ATTACHMENT A

RTIF Semi-Annual Activity Report: July 1, 2012 ~ Dec 31, 2012
Agencies

City of Escalon
City of Lathrop
City of Lodi

Land Use Type

RTIF Revenue / Interest / Distribution / Cost

1a
Single
Family
Homes
0

1b
MultiFamily
Homes
0

1c

1d

1e

2

Retail
(Sq. Feet)

Office
(Sq. Feet)

Comm./Ind
(Sq. Feet)

RTIF Funds
+Interest

0

0

-

$0

84

0

0

-

26,671

$263,842

$26,410

$39,616

$0

$0

$3,956

$0

$193,859

-1

-

-

2,425

$752

$0

$0

-$5,095

$0

$0

$0

-$4,343

$283,586

$432,767

$43,277

$64,915

$0

$0

$6,491

$0

$318,083

$7,001,975

-1

3
10%
SJC w/
Interest

4

5
6
Credits, Reim15% SJCOG
3rd Party
bursements,
w/ Interest
Cost
Refunds, Adj.
$0
$0
$0
$0

7

8

9
10
Report
2% Admin.
TOTAL
Project Costs Period Net
Cost
Program Net
Total
$0
$0
$0
$22,175
$2,266,071

City of Manteca
City of Ripon

140

0

5,020

3,132

-

2

0

0

-

0

$6,029

$603

$904

$0

$0

$90

$0

$4,431

$113,892

City of Stockton

43

0

-

-

-

$126,149

$6,326

$18,922

$0

$0

$2,018

$0

$98,883

$1,515,922

City of Tracy

0

0

4,695

0

-

$5,638

$564

$846

$0

$0

$85

$0

$4,143

$1,510,971

SJ County

7

8

766

15,737

25,800

$74,407

$0

$11,161

-$1,055

$0

$1,265

$0

$60,926

$5,116,933

275

7

10,481

18,869

54,896

SJCOG
Totals

$0
$909,583

$77,180

$136,365

-$6,150

$0

$2,743
$16,649

$0
$0

$134,424
$810,407

$3,854,646
$21,686,170

RTIF Program Summary: Program Inception ~ June 30, 2012
Land Use Type

Agencies

City of Escalon

SingleFamily
Homes
2

MultiFamily
Homes
0

City of Lathrop

670

23

Retail
(Sq. Feet)

Office
(Sq. Feet)

Comm./Ind
(Sq. Feet)

RTIF Funds +
Interest

4,400

13,418

5,751

$31,674

293,549

40,923

746,514

$2,882,614

RTIF Revenue / Interest / Distribution / Cost
Credits, Reim3rd Party
2% Admin.
10%
15% SJCOG
bursements,
Cost
Cost
SJC
Refunds, Adj.
$3,168.00
$5,478
$0
$378
$475
$288,125

$416,813

$260,024

$32,965

Project Costs

NET TOTAL

$0

$22,175

$42,000

$30,500

$2,072,212

45

7

311,098

400,080

487,371

$1,389,607

$138,961

$207,039

($4,743)

$12,104

$20,852

$722,723

$287,928

City of Manteca
City of Ripon

2,308

250

1,044,891

543,056

522,588

$9,232,237

$923,224

$1,374,198

($1,304)

$79,330

$123,274

$48,319

$6,683,891

6

0

17,973

32,846

62,245

$149,432

$14,943

$22,233

City of Stockton

1,417

71

307,116

301,704

6,759,039

$10,335,620 $1,033,562

$1,535,656

201,151

City of Lodi

City of Tracy
SJ County
SJCOG
Totals

4

0

425

377

0

0

4,877

728

$0
($35,970)

$553

$2,241

$0

$109,460

$84,325

$112,909

$6,152,129

$1,417,040
$1,506,828

59,587

2,629,906

$2,502,569

$250,257

$371,660

$0

$12,442

$34,686

$326,697

304,170

1,595,878

$4,761,516

$0

$718,904

$11,514

$48,692

$101,667

$1,500,000

$5,056,007

0

0

0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$48,132

$83,627

$800,000

$3,720,222

2,301,640

1,695,784

12,809,292

$31,285,269

$2,652,239

121,462

$4,651,981

$229,521

$318,921

$521,731

$9,580,368

$20,875,763

Project Costs

NET TOTAL

$9,580,368

$21,686,170

RTIF Program Summary: Program Inception ~ Dec 31, 2012
Land Use Type

Totals

Single
Family
Homes
5,152

MultiFamily
Homes
735

Retail
(Sq. Feet)

Office
(Sq. Feet)

Comm./Ind
(Sq. Feet)

2,312,121

1,714,653

12,864,188

RTIF Revenue / Interest / Distribution / Cost
Credits, Reim3rd Party
2% Admin.
RTIF Funds
10%
15% SJCOG
bursements,
Cost
Cost
+Interest
SJC
Refunds, Adj.
$32,194,852 $2,729,420 $4,788,346
$223,371
$318,921
$538,380

EXPLANATION of SUMMARY REPORT CONTENT:
Column 1a-e:
Column 2:
Column 3:
Column 4:
Column 5:
Column 6:
Column 7:

Column 8:
Column 9:
Column 10:

Subtotal/total amount of residential land uses (units) and non-residential land uses (Square foot) subject to RTIF.
Subtotal/total amount of RTIF generated by agency across land uses plus interest earned..
10% distribution (includes interest) of RTIF collected by incorporated cities to the County of San Joaquin.
15% distribution (includes interest) of RTIF collected by incorporated cities and the County of San Joaquin to SJCOG.
Accounts for all developer related credit, reimbursement, refund transactions.
Documents all 3rd party costs associated with implementing RTIF program (e.g., accounting, legal, future updates)
Accounts for the amount of RTIF Program Fee funds permitted to be used by participating agencies to cover ongoing administrative
costs of implementing the RTIF Program. This is based on two percent (2%) of the first one million dollars ($1,000,000) received
each year and one percent (1%) of the amounts received each year in excess of the initial one million dollars ($1,000,000).
Subtotal/total amount of RTIF expended on eligible project delivery.
Report period net subtotal/total amount of RTIF collected.
Net subtotal/total of RTIF remaining available to use for project delivery.

EXHIBIT B
RTIF Project Revenue Commitments & Expenditures
ID#
7
12
15

RTP TIER I RTIF PROJECTS
Project Description
New alignment from Fresno Avenue to
Daggett Road
Reconstruct Interchange
Reconstruct interchange

Project
COG SR-4 Extension
LAT I-5 @ Lathrop Road
LOD SR-99 @ Harney Lane

Gross
Project Cost

Project
Nexus

RTIF Eligible
Cost

RTIF
Committed

RTIF
Expended

$150,000,000
$33,000,000
$39,200,000

43.5%
79.1%
54.1%

$65,250,000
$26,100,000
$21,200,000

$3,959,331
$1,525,500
$740,000

$0
$25,500
$722,725

17 MAN SR-120 @ McKinley
18 STK SR-99 @ Eight Mile Road
North Stockton I-5 Mainline
21 STK Interchange
23 STK SR-99 @ Morada Lane
24 STK I-5 @ Eight Mile Road

Reconstruct/Improve interchange
Reconstruct Interchange

$30,200,000
$122,000,000

62.0%
$20,500,000
87.0% $106,200,000

$800,000
$1,100,000

$48,319
$960,851

Construction of new interchange
Reconstruct interchange
Interchange modification

$80,300,000
$110,800,000
$47,000,000

76.5%
$61,800,000
96.0% $106,400,000
84.0%
$39,500,000

$1,131,000
$1,100,000
$15,773

$1,105,034
$987,023
$15,773

28

TRA I-205 @ Lammers Road

Construction of new interchange

$86,100,000

58.0%

$49,900,000

$2,331,655

$326,697

36

$50,000,000

69.5%

$34,750,000

$5,217,000

$2,518,500

42

STK Eight Mile Road
STK/
SJC Arch-Sperry Road

$55,000,000

78.0%

$42,900,000

$3,483,638

$2,064,946

45

LAT Lathrop Road

$2,800,000

71.4%

$2,000,000

$5,000

$5,000

47
52

LAT Golden Valley Parkway
ESC McHenry @ Ullrey Intersection

$59,300,000
$1,500,000

86.0%
73.3%

$51,000,000
$1,100,000

$0
$23,396

$0
$0

57

COG Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)

$35,000,000

34.0% $11,900,000

$800,000

$800,000

61

COG ACE Capital Project

$173,410
$22,405,703

$0
$9,580,368

Widen from 2 to 6 lanes, West Lane to
Holman (Grade separation @ UPRR)
Construct 2 to 8 lanes, I-5 to
Performance Drive
Widen from 2 to 4 lanes, I-5 to east
UPRR
Parallel facility along north/west side of I5 from Lathrop Road to Paradise
Intersection improvement
Regional/Inter-Regional BRT System
(Hammer Triangle)
ACE Maintenance and Facility Expansion
TOTALS

Agency
City of Escalon
City of Lathrop
City of Lodi
City of Manteca
City of Ripon
City of Stockton
San Joaquin County
City of Tracy
SJCOG
TOTALS
Balance Remaining

Net RTIF
$22,175
$2,296,570
$1,006,309
$7,050,294
$113,892
$7,668,051
$6,616,933
$1,837,668
$4,654,646
$31,266,538
$21,686,170

$4,000,000
$902,200,000

Committed
$23,396
$1,530,500
$740,000
$800,000
$0
$10,547,411
$1,500,000
$2,331,655
$4,932,741
$22,405,703

50.0%

$2,000,000
$640,500,000

Expended Net RTIF Balance
$0
$22,175
$30,500
$2,266,070
$722,725
$283,584
$48,319
$7,001,975
$0
$113,892
$6,152,127
$1,515,924
$1,500,000
$5,116,933
$326,697
$1,510,971
$800,000
$3,854,646
$9,580,368
$21,686,170

Developer
Improvemnts

$14,381

$130,012

$144,393
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STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

2014 Regional Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
Status Update on Scenario Planning and
Performance Measures

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Discussion

DISCUSSION:
SUMMARY:
The 2014 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) will be the first RTP in San Joaquin County to
contain a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS), the result of the Sustainable Communities and
Climate Protection Act of 2008 (i.e., SB-375). SJCOG, working with the RTP/SCS Advisory
Committee prepared descriptions of the key assumptions that will form the basis for the scenarios
for evaluation in the SCS. The scenarios will illustrate varying land use options and transportation
investments that could be realistically expected over the RTP/SCS period (2040). The advisory
committee has also provided feedback on performance measures that will be used to assess the
differences between the baseline and three “SCS” scenarios.
This staff report summarizes the work completed to date on the conceptual descriptions of the SCS
scenarios and the performance measures. Staff is seeking comment on both the conceptual
descriptions and performance measures.
RECOMMENDATION:
This item is for discussion only.
FISCAL IMPACT:
The development of the 2014 RTP/SCS is programmed in the SJCOG’s Overall Work Program.
The ability to capture the intent of SB-375 through the SCS process and satisfying the greenhouse
reduction targets has direct future implications on the SJCOG Regional Transportation Plan and
related Federal Transportation Improvement Program. Should the SB-375 GHG target not be met
or the 2014 RTP/SCS adopted, there are future financial implications related to project funding,
project delivery, and CEQA relief (of the project applicant).

BACKGROUND:
The adoption of SB-375 requires the development of a Sustainable Communities Strategy that
demonstrates the ability of the San Joaquin region to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from cars
and light duty trucks through integrated land use, transportation investments, and policies. The
2014 RTP will identify how and where the region’s future population will be housed and the
corresponding transportation investments through 2040. In September 2010, the California Air
Resource Board (ARB) adopted provisional “Valleywide” targets of 5 percent per capita reduction
of greenhouse gas emission from 2005 levels by 2020 and 10 percent per capita reduction by 2035
for the eight San Joaquin Valley MPOs.
The development of the SCS is being guided by the RTP/SCS Advisory Committee that consists of
member agencies and local stakeholders. The SJCOG Board finalized the advisory committee
composition in June 2012. The committee will provide guidance and feedback on both policy and
technical elements of the SCS, review public input received during the SCS development, and
make recommendations to the SJCOG board.
Scenario Planning – Conceptual Descriptions
SJCOG, through the RTP/SCS Advisory Committee and public outreach process will develop a
baseline and three distinct SCS “scenarios” that emphasize various aspects of the goals and
objectives of the RTP/SCS. The “scenarios” will demonstrate the range of benefits that can be
achieved by identifying a range of housing types to fit the future population needs, locating jobs
and housing in closer proximity, developing interconnected communities, and providing
complementary transportation choices for the region.
SJCOG staff and the Advisory Committee began the discussion of scenario development around
the following five functional attributes:
 Development Pattern - The proportion of new development that occurs within and
immediately adjacent to or within existing urbanized areas versus non-urbanized areas.
 Housing Options – The proportion of new development type that is of single family
(conventional large lot or small lot homes) and multifamily (townhomes, condos,
apartments) housing types.
 Growth Location & Intensity – The proportion of new growth that will occur in greenfield,
infill, and redevelopment areas and the densities of the development.
 Economic Development – Future employment, based on employment projection provided
by UOP, with a focus on co-locating specific employment sectors with future housing.
 Transportation Investments – Transportation options are intended to complement the land
use patterns in each scenario and will vary in the amount of congestion relief,
bicycle/pedestrian, transit, and transportation systems management investments.
The committee was then asked a series of prompting questions regarding residential densities, the
proportion of new single family units in comparison to multi-family units, and the proportion of
new development in greenfield areas in comparison to infill and reinvestment sites identified in the
SJCOG Smart Growth and Transit Oriented Development Plan. The Economic Development

attribute began as a discussion regarding the potential for future shifts in employment sectors (e.g.,
manufacturing to hi-tech) to minimize the number of residents commuting out of county. The
committee anticipated that the employment forecasts provided by UOP took into account future
sector shifts and felt that the attribute should focus on the ability to co-locate future jobs and
housing in the region.
Working with the Advisory Committee, SJCOG staff prepared the following four conceptual
“Scenario” descriptions. The land use concepts contained in each “scenario” will build upon local
agencies’ action plans and regional planning studies; however, elements such as amount, type, and
location of new growth may differ between the 2014 RTP/SCS and general plans due to different
planning horizons.
Scenario A “Baseline” – This scenario represents a continuation of the growth pattern occurring
in San Joaquin County over the past decade. Future growth will continue in an outward expansion
into greenfield areas not currently served by existing transit. This scenario would have the largest
development footprint.





New residential housing stock will continue to be predominately large lot single family
homes (approximately 95-98%).
Density will remain in the lower end allowed by local general plans. The countywide
average density is approximately 4.5 dwelling units per acre.
Employment in the region is guided by locations identified in the general plans and
employment forecasts provided by UOP.
The transportation investments would be focused on planned freeway and local road
construction or expansions to accommodate outward development pattern. Transit
investments consist of operations and maintenance of existing bus and passenger rail
services with expansion of key services.

Scenario B – This scenario represents growth patterns that align with recent general plan updates,
climate/sustainability action plans, and regional studies undertaken since the 2011 RTP. The
growth pattern reflects continued greenfield development, but in a more compact form and with a
greater mix of housing units than Scenario A. Scenario B introduces mixed-use developments in
targeted infill and reinvestment locations such as downtowns, mixed-use/multimodal corridors,
and along and near existing BRT corridors and rail stations.
 New residential housing stock will diversify with a targeted split of 76% single family and
24% multi-family units.
 Residential densities would shift to the low to mid-range allowed by general plans to
achieve a countywide average target density of approximately 7.7 dwelling units per acre.
 1/3 of the transit oriented development (TOD)/infill sites identified in the SJCOG Regional
Smart Growth and TOD Plan would be developed.
 Employment in the region is guided by UOP forecasts and mixed use opportunities
contained in action plans begins to provide opportunity to co-locate jobs and housing.
 Transportation investments would continue to alleviate the most critical roadway
bottlenecks while investing in operational improvements and demand management

strategies. Additional bike, pedestrian, and transit investments would enhance
transportation in the infill and reinvestment areas.
Scenario C –This scenario builds upon Scenario B by shifting a greater proportion of future
growth to existing and planned BRT and local transit corridors, rail stations, and more compact
development in greenfield areas. Scenario C incorporates more mixed-use development and transit
oriented neighborhoods in select corridors than Scenario B, placing more destinations within
walking and biking distance.
 New residential housing stock will diversify to a greater degree with a targeted split of 61%
single family and 39% multi-family units.
 Residential densities would shift to the mid-range allowed by general plans to achieve a
countywide average targeted density of approximately 10 dwelling units per acre.
 2/3 of the transit oriented development (TOD)/infill sites identified in the SJCOG Regional
Smart Growth and TOD Plan would be developed.
 Employment in the region is guided by UOP forecasts and mixed use areas contained in
action plans begins to provide opportunity to co-locate jobs and housing.
 Transportation investments begin to focus more on operational and demand management
strategies than expansion and new roadway construction. Transit expansion for intra-city,
intercity, and interregional service would see greater investments than Scenario B.
Investments in bicycle and pedestrian facilities would focus on mobility in infill and
reinvestment areas.
Scenario D – This scenario builds upon Scenario C by focusing new development in existing
urban core areas with an emphasis on coordinated jobs, housing, and transportation centers. New
growth shifts from rural/suburban locations to existing urban areas. Development is maximized in
and around bus transit and rail hubs/stops. Greenfield development occurs where future
development is not reasonably accommodated in infill and reinvestment areas or within existing
city boundaries. This scenario has the smallest development footprint.
 New residential housing stock will diversify to a greater degree than Scenario C. SJCOG
staff and the Advisory Committee are working to identify a targeted split of single family
and multi-family units.
 Residential densities would shift to the mid to higher end allowed by general plans. SJCOG
staff and the Advisory Committee are working to identify a countywide average density.
 100% of the transit oriented development (TOD)/infill sites identified in the SJCOG
Regional Smart Growth and TOD Plan would be developed.
 Employment in the region is guided by UOP forecasts and mixed use opportunities
contained in action plans begins to provide opportunity to co-locate jobs and housing.
 Transportation investments maximize roadway mobility through operational
improvements, TSM, and TDM strategies with limited roadway expansion. Increased
expansion for intra-city, intercity, and interregional transit services as well as bicycle and
pedestrian facilities in comparison to Scenarios B and C.
The conceptual scenario descriptions will be input into a land use sketch planning tool called
EnvisionTM. EnvisionTM will be used to quantify the benefits and impacts of each land use plan.

For example, the amount of developed farm land, residential water usage, and amount of infill
development can be quantified. The exact measures of effectiveness to be used are discussed in the
following section.

PERFORMANCE MEASURES
SJCOG staff has been working with the RTP/SCS Advisory Committee to identify performance
measures to quantify the benefits and trades-offs between the SCS scenarios described above. The
performance measures will also aid in the identification and recommendation of a “Preferred
Scenario” to the SJCOG Board.
SJCOG staff presented a list of performance measures for discussion by the Advisory Committee
at the February meeting. The performance measures presented were assembled from other
Metropolitan Planning Organization’s RTP/SCS, performance indicators required by the Air
Resources Board, and other organizations non-governmental organizations such as the Human
Impact Partners and the National Resource Defense Council. The performance measures are
categorized by the following topical areas:








Travel Related
Health
Resource Conservation
Efficiency
Housing and Employment
Equity (Environmental Justice Analysis)
Economic Vitality

The Advisory Committee reviewed and provided comments on the working draft Performance
Measures (see Attachment 1) at their February 21st meeting. The comments identified the need to
consider the following:








A metric that identifies the increased investments in transit service and pedestrian and
bicycle infrastructure
A metric related to safety of the transportation system
Whether there the resource conservation metrics of acres of land consumed and acres of
prime farmland consumed are redundant
A point of reference for which the resource conservation and efficiency metrics are
compared against
The number of times that the air quality standards may be exceeded
A metric that quantifies the distance or duration of biking and/or walking trips per day
Consider how the health risk assessment would positively or negatively be influence by
more residential development in mixed use corridors that may also serve as truck routes

SJCOG staff is seeking additional input from the TAC to refine the working draft performance
measures. Input on the performance measures should consider the availability of data, technical
capability and resources of SJCOG staff, provide meaningful distinction between scenario
outcomes, and how they relate to the Goals and Objectives.
NEXT STEPS
The 2014 RTP/SCS is anticipated for Board adoption in October 2013. The major milestones and
deliverables leading up to the release of the Draft RTP/SCS and Environmental Impact Report in
July 2013 are listed on the following page.

Overall 2014 RTP/SCS Schedule
Date
Milestone/Deliverable
December 2012 – January 2013
Identify Revenues Projections
October 2012 – April 2013
Develop Project List and Financial Revenue Projections
October 2012 – April 2013
Develop Policy Element and Performance Indicators
November 2012 – April 2013
Scenario Development
February 2013 – May 2013
Evaluate Scenario Performance
July 3, 2013
Release Draft RTP/SCS & EIR (55 day public review
period)
October 24, 2013
SJCOG Board Adoption
SJCOG Staff is coordinating a date for the next RTP/SCS Advisory Committee which will be
tentatively held in late March early April. The Advisory Committee meetings are open to the
public and material prepared for the meeting can be automatically received through an interested
parties email list. Please contact Aaron Hoyt if you are interested in receiving regular updates on
the RTP/SCS Advisory Committee.
SJCOG staff will continue to provide monthly updates at critical milestones in the development of
the 2014 RTP/SCS.

Prepared by: Aaron Hoyt, Associate Regional Planner
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Attachment 1

Working Draft
2014 RTP/SCS Performance Measures

Measure of Effectiveness
Travel Related Indicators
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) per
Capita
Trip Mode Share
Congested Travel Time
Transit Ridership
Bike and Walk Trips
Health Indicators
Criteria Pollutants per Capita
GHG Emissions per Capita
Resource Conservation Indicators
Acres of Land Consumed
Acres of Prime Farmland Consumed
Efficiency
Energy Usage
Water Consumption
Land Use Mix
Housing and Employment
Housing and Employment near Major
Transit Routes and Stations

Description
Vehicle miles traveled per person
Percent of trips by mode of travel (e.g., auto, bike,
walk, transit, car share 2+)
Proportion of time roadway is at or exceeds capacity.
Also indicator for Goods Movement travel.
Number of transit riders per day
Number of bike and walk trips per day
Total pollutants from all vehicle (passenger and
freight) types
Total CO2 (GHG precursor) from passenger vehicles
and light duty autos only
Total acres of land consumed due to new development
Total acres of prime farmland consumed due to new
development
Total energy consumption from new growth
Total tons of water usage from new growth
Percentage of new development that is infill
development, redevelopment, and Greenfield

Percent of new housing and employment located
within ½ mile of major transit route (15-minute
headway) or station
Residential Density
Change in residential density for new housing
Housing Type
Percent of new housing by type (large-lot, small-lot,
attached, multi-family)
Equity (Environmental Justice Areas vs. Non-Environmental Justice Areas)
Health Risk Assessment of Roadway Percentage of households within 500 feet of
Pollutants
high-volume roadway (>100,000 average daily traffic)
Transportation Costs
% of household income spent on transportation
Economic Vitality
Job Creation
Number of direct and indirect jobs

March 2013
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STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

Draft Fiscal Year 2013/14 Analysis and
Determination of Unmet Transit Needs

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Information

DISCUSSION:
SUMMARY:
San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) has completed the Draft Analysis and
Determination of Unmet Transit Needs representing fiscal year (FY) 2013/14.
The draft report is available for download and review on the SJCOG home page at www.sjcog.org
under the announcements section. A 30-day review and comment period began on February 22nd
with all comments due by March 25th at 5:00 PM. In addition, a public hearing will be held on
March 25th at 2:00 PM at SJCOG to receive public testimony. All comments received by that time
will be reviewed and considered for inclusion in the final draft of the report. The Social Services
Transportation Advisory Committee (SSTAC) and SJCOG committees will recommend action to
the SJCOG Board of Directors in May. The unmet transit need findings for each jurisdiction for
FY 2013/14 are summarized below.
City of Escalon:
City of Lathrop:
City of Lodi:
City of Manteca:
City of Ripon:
City of Tracy:

There is an unmet transit need that is not reasonable to meet at this time.
There are no unmet transit needs.
There are no unmet transit needs.
There are unmet transit needs that are not reasonable to meet at this time.
There are no unmet transit needs.
There are no unmet transit needs.

San Joaquin Regional Transit District (SJRTD):
In addition to providing transit service to the Stockton urbanized area, the San Joaquin Regional
Transit District (SJRTD) is responsible for providing intercity, regional, and interregional
transportation. The examination of unmet transit needs is correlated with the specific SJRTD
service as listed below. The FY 2013/14 findings are summarized below.

Stockton Metropolitan Area (SMA) Fixed
Route Service:
SMA Dial-A-Ride Services:
Intercity Services/Hopper (Regional):
Non-Taxi Paratransit Services (Regional):
County-Wide General Public Dial-A-Ride
(GP/DAR):
Interregional Services:
Other Transit Services

There are unmet transit needs that are not
reasonable to meet at this time.
There are no unmet transit needs.
There are no unmet transit needs.
There are no unmet transit needs.
There are no unmet transit needs.
There are no unmet transit needs.
There are no unmet transit needs.

Community Outreach Efforts
The FY 2013/2014 Unmet Transit Needs process began in August 2012. A wide variety of
community outreach efforts were employed that went beyond the public hearing process to gain
input. These efforts were intended to promote additional opportunities for the public to
communicate their Unmet Transit Needs (e.g., email, SJCOG website, survey, telephone, and
letter) beyond the public hearings. Examples of these efforts include:
 Distribution of brochures and flyers to public / private / non-profit agencies throughout San
Joaquin County.
 Direct letters to community agencies and member jurisdictions.
 Use of the City of Lathrop’s utility bill mailing to distribute flyers to its citizenship.
 An online survey was posted on the SJCOG a website.
 UTN announcements on member jurisdiction websites.
 Announcements of public hearings in local newspapers.
SJCOG staff coordinated with local jurisdictions and partner agencies to schedule public hearings
to receive public comments on the existing transit needs. A total of fifteen (15) public hearings
were held throughout the region for the FY 2013/14 UTN process (see Attachment 1). This year’s
outreach efforts produced input from 143 individuals totaling 73 comments. Of the 73 comments,
13 did not identify a deficiency within the existing transit system. Of the remaining 60 comments;
25 are considered operational in nature, 13 are addressed by the existing transit system, and 22
were considered unmet transit needs.
RECOMMENDATION:
This item is for information only.
FISCAL IMPACT:
No impact to the SJCOG budget.
BACKGROUND:
As per the Transportation Development Act (TDA), SJCOG is required to complete an annual
Analysis and Determination of Unmet Transit Needs in the San Joaquin County region. TDA
statute (Sec 99238 (C)(1) and (C)(2)), assigns the SSTAC with the responsibility of initially

reviewing and approving the region’s unmet transit needs report along with any resolutions
outlining findings and conclusions. After considering the available information, the SJCOG Board
of Directors is required to annually adopt unmet transit needs findings for each agency that claims
TDA funds. If a documented unmet transit need is found within a specific jurisdiction that meets
the test of “reasonable to meet,” the following will occur:
A. The jurisdiction’s TDA Local Transportation Funds (LTF) must be used to address
an unmet transit need prior to using these funds for non-transit purposes such as
maintenance of streets and roads; and,
B. The addition and/or modification of the existing transit system(s) must be
considered in order to resolve an unmet transit need.
The definition of an unmet transit need, as adopted by the SJCOG Board, is as follows:
 UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS are defined as transportation services not currently provided
to those residents who use or would use public transportation regularly, if available, to
meet their life expectations. This includes, but is not limited to: trips for medical and
dental services, shopping, employment, personal business, education, social services, and
recreation.
An unmet transit need that meets the definition above and meets all of the following SJCOG
Board-established criteria shall be considered reasonable to meet:
1. Community Acceptance - There should be a demonstrated interest of citizens in the new
or additional transit service (i.e. multiple comments, petitions, etc.)
2. Equity - The proposed new or additional service will benefit the general public, residents
who use or would use public transportation regularly, the elderly population, and persons
with disabilities.
3. Potential Ridership - The proposed transit service will maintain new service ridership
performance measures, as defined by the Social Services Transportation Advisory
Committee (SSTAC).
4. Cost Effectiveness - The proposed new or additional transit service will not affect the
ability of the overall system to meet the applicable Transit Systems Performance
Objectives or state farebox ratio requirement after exemption period, if the service is
eligible for the exemption. The Transit Systems Performance Objectives are defined as 1)
operating cost per revenue hour, 2) passengers per revenue hour, and 3) subsidy per
passenger. If the exemption is not used, the service must meet minimum applicable Transit
Systems Performance Objectives or farebox ratio return requirements as stated in the TDA
statutes. Cost effectiveness is not applicable to transit services operating within an
exemption period.
5. Operational Feasibility - The system can be implemented safely and in accordance with
local, state, and federal laws and regulations.

6. Funding - The imposed service would not cause the claimant to incur expenses in excess
of the maximum allocation of TDA funds.
SSTAC UTN Advisory Committee Determinations
SJCOG staff met with the SSTAC Unmet Transit Needs subcommittee on January 29, 2013 to
review and evaluate the public comments received for this cycle. The committee reviewed and
compared the comments received to the following:
 Whether the comment meets the definition of an unmet transit need or not
 Whether the comment can be served by the existing transportation system or not
 Whether the comment met the six reasonableness criteria or not
Following the initial review of the comments, the SSTAC Unmet Transit Needs subcommittee
further recommended one of the following findings for each comment:
1. There are no unmet transit needs;
2. There are no unmet transit needs that are reasonable to meet; or,
3. There are unmet transit needs, including needs that are reasonable to meet.
City of Escalon:
There is an unmet need for transit services on Saturday in the City of Escalon. However, the unmet
need “is not reasonable to meet” during this UTN cycle because the ridership demand is
insufficient to warrant an extension of service hours. The City of Escalon is conducting further
community outreach and system analysis to determine the feasibility of adding limited Saturday
transit service.
City of Manteca:
There is an unmet need for extending transit service to the southeastern area of the City of
Manteca. However, the unmet need “is not reasonable to meet” during this cycle because current
ridership and demand levels, as well as potential cost-effectiveness criteria, are insufficient to
warrant additional service routes and hours. The City of Manteca will further evaluate the demand
for extending transit service to the southeast area of the city in the next Short Range Transit Plan
update (2013).
There is also an unmet need for adding both fixed-route transit and additional Dial-A-Ride (DAR)
service on weekends. However, the unmet need “is not reasonable to meet” during this UTN cycle
because current ridership and demand levels are insufficient to warrant additional service hours on
weekends. The City of Manteca will further evaluate the need for fixed-route and additional DAR
weekend service in the next Short Range Transit Plan update (2013).
Stockton Metropolitan Area (SMA) Fixed Route Service:
There is an unmet need for greater SMA weekend coverage and evening service hours. However,
the unmet need “is not reasonable to meet” during this cycle because the City of Stockton already
dedicates 100% of the Local Transportation Fund (LTF) General Apportionment to SJRTD for
SMA Services. Nine comments were received regarding the SJRTD Stockton Metropolitan Areas

(SMA) weekend service restructuring that occurred in October 2011 as a result of declining
revenue streams. Current SJRTD weekend service consists of seven routes which includes two
intercity routes. SJRTD will continue to examine the feasibility of adding greater weekend and
evening service hours.
Additional comments addressed cancelation of former routes, less frequency on existing routes,
and existing routes no longer serving as many destinations as previously provided. These
comments are considered unmet transit needs. However, these unmet needs are “not reasonable to
meet” during this UTN cycle because the City of Stockton already dedicates 100% of the Local
Transportation Fund (LTF) General Apportionment to SJRTD for SMA Services.
Intercity Services/County Hopper (Regional)
There are no unmet transit needs
Non-Taxi Paratransit Services (Regional)
There are no unmet transit needs.
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County-Wide General Public Dial-A-Ride (GP/DAR)
There are no unmet transit needs.
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Interregional Services
There are no unmet transit needs.
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Other Transit Services
There are no unmet transit needs.
SCHEDULE:
Date
February 22, 2013
March 25, 2013
April 3, 2013
April 25, 2013

Milestone/Deliverable
Circulate Draft Report
Public Hearing—Deadline to Submit
Comments on Draft Report
Present to SSTAC for approval of Final
Draft
Present to SJCOG Board for approval of
Final Draft

ATTACHMENT:
1. FY 13/14 UTN Public Hearing Schedule

Prepared by: Anthony Zepeda, Associate Regional Planner
M:\STAFFRPT\2013\March\M&F\UTN FY 13-14 Draft Report

ATTACHMENT
FY 2013-2014 UTN Public Hearing Schedule
Date of

Location of

Sponsoring

Time of

Hearing

Hearing

Jurisdiction

Hearing

October 2, 2012

City Hall

Ripon

7:00 p.m.

October 16, 2012

City Hall

Manteca

7:00 p.m.

October 16, 2012

Tracy Transit Station

Tracy

1:30 p.m.

October 16, 2012

City Hall

Tracy

7:00 p.m.

November 5, 2012

Escalon Library

Escalon

7:00 p.m.

November 5, 2012

City Hall

Lathrop

7:00 p.m.

November 13, 2012

SJRTD Downtown Transit Center

SJRTD

12:00 p.m.

November 14, 2012

Lathrop Community Center, Lathrop

SJRTD

6:00 p.m.

SJRTD

7:00 p.m.

SJRTD

5:30 p.m.

November 15, 2012

November 19, 2012

Old Lockeford School House,
Lockeford
Delta College, Mustang Room,
Stockton

November 20, 2012

SJRTD Downtown Transit Center

SJRTD

5:30 p.m.

November 21, 2012

Carnegie Forum

Lodi

7:00 p.m.

November 27, 2012

SJRTD Downtown Transit Center

SJRTD

3:00 p.m.

November 29, 2012

Farmers & Merchants Bank, Linden

SJRTD

7:00 p.m.

December 5, 2012

SJCOG Board Room

SJCOG

3:00 p.m.

March 25, 2013

SJCOG Board Room

SJCOG

2:00 p.m.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Each year, pursuant to state law, as the Regional Transportation Planning Agency the San
Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) must identify any unmet transit needs that may exist in
San Joaquin County. If needs are found, a further determination must be made to determine
whether or not those needs are reasonable to meet. State law requires SJCOG to ensure that
reasonable needs are met before Transportation Development Act (TDA) funds are allocated to
local jurisdictions for non-transit purposes. The annual unmet transit needs assessment requires
SJCOG to conduct, at a minimum, the following:
 Ensure that several factors have been considered in the planning process, including: size
and location of groups likely to be dependent on transit, adequacy of existing services,
and potential alternative services and service improvements that could meet all or part of
the travel demand.
Hold a public hearing to receive testimony on unmet needs.
 Determine definitions for "unmet transit needs" and "reasonable to meet."
 Adopt a finding regarding unmet transit needs and allocate funds to address those needs,
if necessary, before street and road TDA allocations.
The required information must be documented and submitted to the State Department of
Transportation before August 15 of the fiscal year of the allocation or within 10 days after the
adoption of the finding, whichever is later.
The analysis utilizes census data for the year 2010, where available, and year 2000. The census
data is augmented with other pertinent data to identify the size and location of groups of people
that meet SJCOG's definition of "transportation dependent." All public testimony received during
public hearings and other means the public exercised to communicate unmet transit needs is
summarized. In addition, this analysis uses data and information compiled in prior years' unmet
transit needs analyses and transit studies to supplement current input on transit needs.
The SJCOG Board of Directors must adopt a transit needs finding for the area of each TDA fund
claimant after consideration of all available information. Any findings will be identified in one of
the following categories:
1) There are no unmet transit needs;
2) There are unmet transit needs that are not reasonable to meet; or
3) There are unmet transit needs, including needs that are reasonable to meet.
If a documented unmet transit need is revealed within a specific jurisdiction that meets the test of
reasonable to meet, the following will occur:
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 The jurisdiction’s TDA Local Transportation Funds (LTF) must be used to rectify an unmet transit
need prior to using these funds for non-transit purposes such as maintenance of streets and
roads; and,
 The addition and/or modification of the existing transit system(s) must be considered in
order to resolve an unmet transit need.
The definition of an unmet transit need, as adopted by the SJCOG Board in 2006, is as follows:
UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS are defined as transportation services not currently provided to those
residents who use or would use public transportation regularly, if available, to meet their life
expectations. This includes, but is not limited to: trips for medical and dental services, shopping,
employment, personal business, education, social services, and recreation.
An unmet transit need that meets the definition above and meets all of the following criteria shall
be considered reasonable to meet:
1. Community Acceptance - There should be a demonstrated interest of citizens in the new or
additional transit service (i.e. multiple comments, petitions, etc.).
2. Equity - The proposed new or additional service will benefit the general public, residents
who use or would use public transportation regularly, the elderly population, and persons
with disabilities.
3. Potential Ridership - The proposed transit service will maintain new service ridership
performance measures, as defined by the Social Services Transportation Advisory
Committee (SSTAC).
4. Cost Effectiveness - The proposed new or additional transit service will not affect the
ability of the overall system to meet the applicable Transit Systems Performance
Objectives or state farebox ratio requirement after exemption period, if the service is
eligible for the exemption. The Transit Systems Performance Objectives are defined as 1)
operating cost per revenue hour, 2) passengers per revenue hour, and 3) subsidy per
passenger. If the exemption is not used, the service must meet minimum applicable Transit
Systems Performance Objectives or farebox ratio return requirements as stated in the TDA
statutes. Cost effectiveness is not applicable to transit services operating within an
exemption period.
5. Operational Feasibility - The system can be implemented safely and in accordance with
local, state, and federal laws and regulations.
6. Funding - The imposed service would not cause the claimant to incur expenses in excess of
the maximum allocation of TDA funds.
In addition to other means employed to gain community input, fourteen (14) public hearings were
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held throughout the region to gain community input on unmet transit needs. The most common
community input involved operational issues (i.e., bus stop locations, scheduling, etc.) or
comments that revealed the need for continued education regarding the existing transit services
provided. Two reoccurring comments referenced the weekend and evening service reductions in
the Stockton Metropolitan Area and the extension of transit service to the southeast area of the
City of Manteca. The comments regarding the adequacy of the existing transit system are
addressed in Chapter 4 of the document.
The unmet transit need findings specific to the jurisdictions are as follows:
City of Escalon:
City of Lathrop:
City of Lodi:
City of Manteca:
City of Ripon:
City of Tracy:
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There is an unmet transit needs that is not reasonable to meet.
There are no unmet transit needs.
There are no unmet transit needs.
There are unmet transit needs that are not reasonable to meet.
There are no unmet transit needs.
There are unmet transit needs that are not reasonable to meet.
There are no unmet transit needs.

City of Escalon
There is an unmet need for transit services on Saturday in the City of Escalon. However, the unmet
need “is not reasonable to meet” during this cycle because the ridership demand is insufficient to
warrant an extension of service hours. The City of Escalon is conducting further outreach and
analysis to determine the feasibility of adding limited Saturday transit service.

City of Manteca
There is an unmet need for extending transit service to the southeast area of the City of Manteca.
However, the unmet need “is not reasonable to meet” during this cycle because current ridership
and demand levels, as well as potential cost-effectiveness criteria, are insufficient to warrant
additional service hours. The City of Manteca will further evaluate the demand for establishing
service to the southeast area of the city in the next Short Range Transit Plan update (2013).
There is also an unmet need for adding fixed-route transit service and additional DAR service on
weekends. However, the unmet need “is not reasonable to meet” during this cycle because current
ridership and demand levels are insufficient to warrant additional service hours. The City of
Manteca will further analyze the need for fixed-route weekend service in the Short Range Transit
Plan update (2013).
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San Joaquin Regional Transit District (SJRTD):
RTD is responsible for providing transit services for the Stockton Urban Area as well as the
unincorporated areas throughout the region. The examination of unmet transit needs is correlated
with the specific RTD service below.

Stockton Metropolitan Area (SMA) Fixed Route Service

There is an unmet need for greater SMA weekend coverage and evening service hours. However, the
unmet need “is not reasonable to meet” during this cycle because the City of Stockton already
dedicates 100% of the Local Transportation Fund (LTF) General Apportionment to SJRTD for SMA
services. SJRTD Stockton Metropolitan Area (SMA) weekend and evening service was restructured in
October 2011 as a result of declining revenue streams. Current SJRTD weekend service consists of
seven routes which includes two intercity routes. SJRTD will continue to examine the feasibility of
adding greater weekend and evening service hours.
Additional comments addressed cancelation of former routes, less frequency on existing routes, and
existing routes no longer serving as many destinations as previously provided. These comments are
considered Unmet Needs. However, these unmet needs are “not reasonable to meet” during this cycle
because the City of Stockton already dedicates 100% of the Local Transportation Fund (LTF)
General Apportionment to SJRTD for SMA services. Eight comments were received regarding the
SJRTD Stockton Metropolitan Area (SMA) weekend service restructuring that occurred in October
2011 as a result of declining revenue streams.

45BSMA Dial-A-Ride Services
There are no unmet transit needs.

46BIntercity Services/County Hopper (Regional)
There are no unmet transit needs.

47BNon-Taxi Paratransit Services (Regional)
There are no unmet transit needs.

48BCounty-Wide General Public Dial-A-Ride (GP/DAR)
There are no unmet transit needs.

49BInterregional Services
There are no unmet transit needs.

Other Transit Services
18B

There are no unmet transit needs.
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Community Outreach Efforts

0B

A wide variety community outreach efforts were employed that went beyond the public hearing
process to gain input. These efforts were intended to promote other opportunities for the public
to communicate their Unmet Transit Needs (e.g., email, SJCOG website, survey, telephone, and
letter). Examples of this effort include:
 Distribution of brochures and flyers to public/private/non-profit agencies throughout San
Joaquin County.
 Use of the City of Lathrop’s utility bill mailing to distribute flyers to its citizenship.
 An online survey was posted on the SJCOG a website.
The Unmet Transit Needs comment period for Fiscal Year 2013/2014 ended on December 31,
2012. The outreach efforts produced input from 143 individuals totaling 73 comments. Of the
73 comments, 13 did not identify a deficiency within the existing transit system. Of the remaining
60 comments; 25 are considered operational in nature, 13 are addressed by existing transit
system, and 22 were considered unmet transit needs.

Additional Discussion
1B

Many of the comments and other information received regarding public transit within the
jurisdictions were either operational in nature or identified the need for continued education
regarding the existing transit services. For example, many of the comments can be addressed
through existing services, but the commenter may be unaware of existing service frequency,
alternative routes available, and bus stop locations. Other operational comments consisted of
suggestions for new stops, modifications to routes, or the duration of service. The transit
operators take these operational comments into account when planning for future services.
The SJRTD, Cities of Lodi and Escalon, and San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission introduced online trip planners in FY 10/11. These online trip planners should allow riders to compare
numerous transit options and better plan for their next trip on public transit. In addition, the
SJRTD offers a texting feature for mobile devices that allows passengers to receive notifications
regarding specified route schedules and delays. The introduction of these features in combination
with effective marketing may lead to greater awareness of the available transit options in San
Joaquin County.

Additional Analysis
2B

Typically, the availability of future ridership is not part of the unmet transit needs process.
However, SJCOG staff examined the extent to which employment opportunities during nontraditional hours throughout the San Joaquin region exist. Chart A compares census 2000 and
2010 data on the time of the day an individual goes to work.
The greatest increase in work related travel begins between the times of 12:00 AM through 5:29
ES-v

ANALYSIS AND DETERMINATION OF UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2013-2014
AM. This most likely represents the bulk of the travel going over the Altamont Pass. The
departure times between the hours of 6:30 AM through 6:59 AM and 7:30 AM through 7:59
AM saw little growth and a decrease in drivers leaving to work, respectively. However, the
departure time between 7:00 AM and 7:30 AM increased by 16%. The departure work times of
12:00 PM through 3:59 PM and 4:00 PM through 12:00 AM represent the time blocks most
likely associated with swing and graveyard shifts. As compared to the other entire home to work
departure times, the potential work related ridership associated with non-traditional working
hours is greater than any other work related need.
This information offers insight regarding the current and future potential need for public transit
during non-traditional hours, and supports the further examination of the need for this type of
transit service.
Chart A
35,000

Time Leaving Home to go to Work
Increased
(16%)

30,000
Number of People

25,000
20,000
15,000

2000

Increased
(15%)
Increased
(10%)

Increased
(12%)

2010

Increased
(10%)

10,000
5,000
0

Time of Day Leaving to Work
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Requirements
3B

Each year, pursuant to state law, the San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) must identify
any unmet transit needs that may exist within San Joaquin County. If unmet needs are identified,
a further determination must be made as to whether or not those needs are reasonable to meet.
State law, as presented in the Transportation Development Act (TDA) 1 , requires SJCOG to ensure
that reasonable needs are met before Local Transportation Funds (LTF) are allocated for nontransit purposes.
F

F

In conducting the annual transit needs assessment, SJCOG's role is to perform the following:
1. Ensure that several factors have been considered in the planning process, including size
and location of groups likely to be dependent on transit, adequacy of existing services,
and potential alternative services and service improvements that could meet all or part of
the travel demand.
2. Hold a public hearing to receive testimony on unmet needs.
3. Determine definitions for "unmet transit needs" and "reasonable to meet."
4. Adopt a finding regarding unmet transit needs and allocate funds to address those needs,
if necessary, before street and road allocations.
The required information must be documented and submitted to the State Department of
Transportation. It is the intent of this report to provide evidence that SJCOG has complied with
the actions required by law.

Background: Unmet Transit Needs History
19B

U

U

Unmet transit needs became a consideration in 1978 when the TDA was changed to require a
specific transit finding before allocation of local TDA funds for other non-transit purposes. Since
that time, SJCOG has conducted surveys, presentations, mailers, studies, and annual hearings to
identify needs, and to determine the reasonableness of funding new or alternative services.
Even though SJCOG's Unmet Transit Needs findings are made on an annual basis, the assessment
process is ongoing. To further the public participation process, SJCOG requests that each
member agency hold at least one public hearing on transit needs. The San Joaquin Regional
Transit District (SJRTD) sponsors a series of public hearings throughout the Stockton Metropolitan
Area and unincorporated areas of San Joaquin County.
SJCOG has adopted definitions regarding "Unmet Transit Needs" and "Reasonable to Meet"
unmet transit needs. Refer to Appendix B for minutes from the October 26, 2006 SJCOG Board
1

Transportation Development Act, Statutes and California Codes of Regulations, California Department of
Transportation Division of Mass Transportation, March 2009
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of Directors meeting documenting the approval of changes to the Unmet Transit Need Definitions.

Determination of Reasonable to Meet Unmet Transit Needs
20B

U

U

Currently, there are two (2) tests that need to be applied before the SJCOG Board of Directors
can determine that an Unmet Transit Need is considered reasonable to meet. First, the Board has
to make a finding that there is indeed an unmet transit need, regardless of what means are
necessary to meet it. Second, once the need is identified, a quantifiable assessment of reasonableness must be performed.
The assessment involves applying the potential transit service to the set of criteria included in the
“Reasonable to Meet” definition. The assessment involves comparing the additional service to
existing services provided by the transit operator. If the additional service meets all of the
criteria identified in the reasonable to meet definition, the unmet transit need would be deemed
reasonable to meet. TDA funds for that jurisdiction would need to be set aside to meet that need.

Definitions
21B

The Transportation Development Act does not clearly define "Unmet Transit Needs" or
"Reasonable to Meet." However, the TDA does state, "The fact that an identified transit need
cannot be fully met based on available resources shall not be the sole reason for finding that a
transit need is not reasonable to meet."
The following definitions were approved by the SJCOG Board of Directors at their October 26,
2006 Board Meeting. The definitions were developed by a subcommittee composed of members
from the Social Services Transportation Advisory Committee (SSTAC). The SSTAC felt the prior
definitions, which were adopted in 2005, did not completely serve the transit dependent
community, and that the new definitions accommodate the transit dependent more efficiently.

50BDefinition of Unmet Transit Needs
The following definition was approved by the SJCOG Board in October 2006:
UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS are defined as transportation services not currently provided to those
residents who use or would use public transportation regularly, if available, to meet their life
expectations. This includes, but is not limited to: trips for medical and dental services, shopping,
employment, personal business, education, social services, and recreation.
Persons representing various social service agencies, with additional input from transit operators,
first developed the framework of this definition. The definition was then modified and approved
in October 2006, after a recommendation was made by the SSTAC. The committee felt that this
modified version would better serve the transit dependent community.

51BDefinition of “Reasonable to Meet” Unmet Transit Need
Parameters for “reasonable to meet” were identified in a similar manner. Social service agency
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representatives, transit operators and public officials felt that:
1. Persons should have an equal opportunity to provide themselves with the necessities to
sustain life;
2. Any transportation system should be based on the feasibility of a continuing service;
3. Any transportation system must enjoy some degree of community acceptance;
4. A transportation system must not prove excessive in capital and operating costs;
5. A transportation system should be provided when a need is demonstrated; and,
6. Any service provided should be able to be funded on both a short and long-term basis.
System performance, economy, equity, and available funding are considered when defining
"reasonable to meet," as noted in the above statements. Any of these factors may be used to
support or deny a finding of "reasonable to meet." If, based on these factors, reasonable needs
are suspected; then SJCOG's formally adopted definition is employed:
An unmet transit need that meets the definition above [definition of unmet transit need] and meets
all of the following criteria shall be considered reasonable to meet:
1. Community Acceptance – There should be a demonstrated interest of citizens in the new
or additional transit service (i.e. multiple comments, petitions, etc.).
2. Equity – The proposed new or additional service will benefit the general public, residents
who use or would use public transportation regularly, the elderly population, and persons
with disabilities.
3. Potential Ridership – The proposed transit service will maintain new service ridership
performance measures, as defined by the Social Services Transportation Advisory
Committee (SSTAC).
4. Cost Effectiveness – The proposed new or additional transit service will not affect the
ability of the overall system to meet the applicable Transit Systems Performance
Objectives or state farebox ratio requirement after exemption period, if the service is
eligible for the exemption. The Transit Systems Performance Objectives are defined as 1)
operating cost per revenue hour, 2) passengers per revenue hour, and 3) subsidy per
passenger. If the exemption is not used, the service must meet minimum applicable Transit
Systems Performance Objectives or farebox ratio return requirements as stated in the TDA
statutes. Cost effectiveness is not applicable to transit services operating within an
exemption period.
5. Operational Feasibility – The system can be implemented safely and in accordance with
local, state, and federal laws and regulations.
6. Funding – The imposed service would not cause the claimant to incur expenses in excess
of the maximum allocation of TDA funds.
Within the definition, an unmet transit need cannot be found unreasonable solely based upon
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economic feasibility.
If the unmet need is indeed found reasonable to meet, then the unmet transit need shall be funded
before any allocation is made for streets and roads within the jurisdiction.
Within these parameters, the seven presently operating TDA-subsidized public transit systems in
San Joaquin County fall into seven categories defining transit system types as shown in Table 1.
Table 1
Transit Systems in San Joaquin Region, By System Type
System Type

Public Transit System

1) Interregional Transit

San Joaquin Regional Transit District (SJRTD)

2) Intercity Transit

SJRTD

3) Urban Fixed Route

SJRTD

4) Small Urban (population 50,000 200,000)

Lodi GrapeLine
Lodi Dial-A-Ride
Tracy Tracer
Tracy Tracer Paratransit
Manteca Transit
Manteca Transit Dial-A-Ride

6) Rural

Escalon eTrans
Ripon
SJRTD - General Public Dial-a-Ride

7) Non-Taxi Paratransit (not general
public) Dial-A-Ride

SJRTD - SMA ADA Dial-a-Ride
Lodi VineLine

2B

Allocation Process
The SJCOG Board of Directors must adopt a finding for the area of each Local Transportation
Fund claimant, after consideration of all available information, including information presented
at the public hearings. This finding can have three outcomes:
1. There are no unmet transit needs;
2. There are unmet transit needs that are considered not reasonable to meet; or,
3. There are unmet transit needs that are considered reasonable to meet.
Reference must be made to the definitions adopted and the efforts undertaken in the planning
process to identify transit dependent groups and service improvements. In addition, these needs
are not to be compared with transit system operational issues and street and road needs when
making a determination of transit needs that are reasonable to meet.
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After the determination is made for the area of each claimant, SJCOG may allocate funds to the
claimant based on the following:
1. Some or all for transit purposes;
2. Some or all to be held in reserve; or,
3. Some or all for roads, streets, and other purposes.
These allocation options depend upon the specific determination made for each claimant area. If
a finding is made that a need exists and that it is reasonable to meet, some funds must be
allocated for transit before any funds are allocated for streets and roads.

Page 5

Chapter 1 Introduction

ANALYSIS AND DETERMINATION OF UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2013-2014
CHAPTER 2
DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION
Transit Dependent Groups
4B

Per the Transportation Development Act, Unmet Transit Needs findings must include an annual
assessment of the size and location of identifiable groups likely to be transit dependent.
Including but not limited to, the elderly, the disabled, including individuals eligible for paratransit
and other special transportation services pursuant to Section 12143 of Title 42 of the United
States Code, and persons of limited means, including, but not limited to, recipients under the
CalWORKs program.
For the purposes of this document:
 Elderly are considered to be individual’s age 65 years old and older.
 The terms "disability" refers to persons who because of physical or mental impairment are
unable to drive automobiles or use public transit which is not specifically tailored to meet
their needs.
 Persons of limited means are considered having incomes below the poverty threshold as
defined by the federal government.

Demographic Data - Charts and Highlights
23B

The determination of the size and location of identifiable groups likely to be “transit dependent”
is based on 2010 Census data, where available, the American Community Surveys, 2000 Census,
and other pertinent data. The demographic data relevant to determining unmet transit needs in
San Joaquin County is presented in the form of tables and maps.
The American Community Survey replaced the decennial census long form in 2010. The long-form
previously collected decennially, will now collect detailed questions about socioeconomic and
housing characteristics on an annual basis. The function of the decennial census will be to provide
counts of people for the purpose of congressional apportionment and legislative redistricting. The
primary purpose of the ACS is to measure the changing social and economic characteristics of the
U.S. population. The use of the ACS data in this chapter will provide “snapshots” of our region’s
socioeconomic characteristics. The decision to select one-year, three-year, or five-year ACS
“snapshots” is dependent on whether the intent is to reflect the most current data (e.g., one-year
ACS) or a statistically more accurate “snapshot” (e.g., lower margin of error) over a larger
period of time.
In this chapter, Tables 2 and 3 present an overview of population growth in San Joaquin County.
Figure 1 illustrates graphically how the population is dispersed throughout the incorporated and
unincorporated areas in San Joaquin County.
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The most rapid population increases between the 2000 and 2010 Census have occurred primarily
in the southern portion of San Joaquin County in proximity to the I-205 and SR-120 corridors.
The City of Lathrop experienced a 72% increase in population from 2000 to 2010 while the
Cities of Manteca, Ripon, and Tracy experience growth of approximately 40% during the same
period.
Not evident from the data, but important in terms of eligibility for receiving Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) 5307 funding, the cities of Tracy and Lodi exceeded 50,000 people in FY
02/03. The City of Manteca exceeded 50,000 in FY 04/05. As a result, each of these cities are
now considered an urbanized area and are eligible for (FTA) 5307 funds for planning, capital,
and operating assistance for their public transit system.
Population forecasts suggest that the Tracy and Manteca Planning Area populations will exceed
100,000 by the year 2020 and 2030, respectively. Pursuant to Senate Bill 716 (enacted
2009), cities with a population of 100,000 or more within a county that has a population of
500,000 or more will be required to expend 100% of the Local Transportation Funds (LTF)
apportionment for public transit purposes. The California Department of Finance annual city and
county population estimates will be used to identify when the population threshold has been met.
SB 716 represents a fundamental change in the manner in which public transit will be financed in
the future.
Table 2
Total Population and Percent Change
Planning
Area
Stockton City
Lodi City
Manteca City
Tracy City
Escalon City
Ripon City
Lathrop City
Total Incorp.
Total Unincorp.

Pop.
20001
243,771
56,999
49,258
56,929
5,963
10,146
10,445
433,511
130,087

Pop.
20101
291,707
62,134
67,096
82,922
7,132
14,297
18,023
543,311
141,995

% Change
2000-2010
19.7%
9.0%
36.2%
45.7%
19.6%
40.9%
72.6%
25.3%
9.1%

% Annual
Change
2000-2010
2.0%
0.9%
3.6%
4.6%
2.0%
4.1%
7.3%
2.5%
0.9%

County Total

563,598

685,306

21.59%

2.2%

Sources: 1 2000 and 2010 U.S. Census Bureau
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Figure 1 Population Distribution in San Joaquin County, 2010
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Table 3
Total Population and 2020, 2030, and 2035 Household Population
Forecasts by Planning Area
Total Population Forecasts2

Total Population – Actual1
Planning Area
Stockton
Lodi
Manteca
Tracy
Ripon
Escalon
Lathrop
Unincorporated
County

2000
243,771
56,999
49,258
56,929
10,146
5,963
10,445
130,087
563,598

2010
291,707
62,134
67,096
82,922
14,297
7,132
18,023
141,995
685,306

2020
348,977
66,588
87,471
103,456
21,139
9,272
23,747
149,035
809,685

2030
404,840
72,644
107,766
122,790
26,899
11,023
27,133
161,408
934,503

2035
430,393
75,525
117,010
131,385
29,587
11,910
28,384
165,580
989,774

Sources: 12000 and 2010 are actual U.S. Census of Population Counts.
2 2020, 2030, and 2035 forecasts derived from the 2011 Regional Transportation Plan.
*Note: Household Population does not include persons in Group Quarters.

Table 4 presents 2006-2010 American Community Survey (ACS 5-year) data on population, by
age and income characteristics. This data is important to this analysis because studies have shown
that age and income have a high correlation with automobile usage and transit dependency.
Persons age 65 and over are separated as a subset of the total population figures. In some
jurisdictions, these individuals become eligible for transit services solely based on their age. In
others, they qualify for reduced fares because of their age. In either case, they are recognized as
a select group of people who may have special transportation needs met through public
transportation.
Poverty statistics in ACS products adhere to the standards specified by the Office of
Management and Budget in Statistical Policy Directive 14. The Census Bureau uses a set of dollar
value thresholds that vary by family size and composition to determine who is in poverty. Further,
poverty thresholds for people living alone or with nonrelatives (unrelated individuals) vary by
age (under 65 years or 65 years and older). The poverty thresholds for two-person families also
vary by the age of the householder. If a family's total income is less than the dollar value of the
appropriate threshold, then that family and every individual in it are considered to be in poverty.
Similarly, if an unrelated individual's total income is less than the appropriate threshold, then that
individual is considered to be in poverty.
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Table 4
Age and Income, Year 2010
Planning
Areas

Persons: age 65+ &
Population Persons:
% total
Persons:
% total
1
2
age 65+ population Low Income population Low Income2
2010
%

Stockton
Lodi
Manteca
Tracy
Escalon
Ripon
Lathrop

281,231
61,630
64,600
78,802
7,054
13,769
16,922

25,838
8,796
5,600
4,815
942
1,486
1,107

9.19
14.27
8.67
6.11
13.35
10.79
6.54

55,807
9,762
5,897
8,170
633
1,472
1,406

19.84
15.84
9.13
10.37
8.97
10.69
8.31

2,699
1,231
284
411
119
78
151

0.96
2.00
0.44
0.52
1.69
0.57
0.89

Total Incorp.

524,008

48,584

9.27

83,147

15.87

4,973

0.95

Total Unincorp. 133,586

16,782

12.56

22,355

16.73

1,332

1.00

County
657,594
Total/Average

65,366

9.94

105,502

16.04

6,305

0.96

Source:

1
2

U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 American Community Survey-5 Year.
Poverty status is determined by comparing annual income to a set of dollar values called poverty
thresholds that vary by family size, number of children and age of householder. If a family's before
tax money income is less than the dollar value of their threshold, then that family and every individual
in it are considered to be in poverty. For people not living in families, poverty status is determined by
comparing the individual's income to his or her poverty threshold. The poverty thresholds are updated
annually to allow for changes in the cost of living using the Consumer Price Index (CPI-U). They do not
vary geographically.

The 2006-2010 ACS data reflects that approximately 10 percent of San Joaquin residents are
over 65, approximately 16 percent of residents are of low income, and that approximately one
percent of all residents are over 65 and of low income. 53 percent of San Joaquin County
residents age 65 years or older live in either the Stockton or Lodi planning areas, while 27
percent live in the unincorporated areas of the county. In 2010, the following represents the
percentage of people age 65 or older in each planning area in relationship to the County total
population of people age 65 or older:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Stockton City
39.5%
Lodi City
13.5%
Manteca City
8.6%
Tracy City
7.4%
Escalon City
1.4%
Ripon City
2.3%
Lathrop City
1.7%
Unincorporated Area 25.7%

Figure 2 illustrates graphically how the 65 and older population is dispersed through the
incorporated and unincorporated areas of San Joaquin County.
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Table 4 also indicates that the Cities of Lodi, Escalon, and Ripon have the largest percentage of
residents 65 and older in relationship to the jurisdictions total population.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Stockton City
9.2%
Lodi City
14.3%
Manteca City
8.7%
Tracy City
6.1%
Escalon City
13.4%
Ripon City
10.8%
Lathrop City
6.5%
Unincorporated Area 9.3%

While the 65 and above population in the cities of Lodi, Escalon, Ripon represent only 17 percent
of the elderly population, the elderly population within these cities comprises approximately 39
percent of their elderly population.
The 2006-2010 ACS data also reflects, over 62% of all low income people live in either the
Stockton or Lodi planning areas while 21% live in unincorporated areas of the county. In 2010,
the following represents the percentage of low income people within each planning area in
relationship to the County low income population total:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Stockton City
52.9%
Lodi City
9.3%
Manteca City
5.6%
Tracy City
7.7%
Escalon City
0.6%
Ripon City
1.4%
Lathrop City
1.3%
Unincorporated Area 21.2%

There are 2,699 low-income seniors living in Stockton. This represents 42.8% of all low-income
seniors in San Joaquin County. Outside of Stockton, there is a relatively high concentration of
low-income seniors in the unincorporated areas of the county (21.1%) and the City of Lodi
(19.5%). The countywide average percentage of low-income seniors is 0.96%.
Figure 3 presents population pyramids for each jurisdiction within San Joaquin County. Figure
3a, San Joaquin County Age by Gender (2010) provides a reference point for jurisdictional
comparison.
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Figure 2 San Joaquin County Population 65+

Manteca

Lathrop
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Figure 3 Age By Gender
Source: 2010 U.S. Census

Age

San Joaquin County, CA Population by Age & Gender (2010)
85+
80‐84
75‐79
70‐74
65‐69
60‐64
55‐59
50‐54
45‐49
40‐44
35‐39
30‐34
25‐29
20‐24
15‐19
10‐14
5‐9
0‐4

0.97% 1.93%
1.11% 1.70%
1.48%
1.97%
2.02% 2.40%
2.88%
3.30%
4.23%
4.46%
5.21%
5.49%
6.32%
6.30%
6.85%
6.84%
6.73%
6.63%
6.53%
6.70%
6.50%
6.62%
6.95%
6.73%
7.49%
6.97%
9.02%
8.28%
8.74%
8.00%
8.45%
7.89%
8.53%
7.78%

% Female
% Male

‐10 ‐9 ‐8 ‐7 ‐6 ‐5 ‐4 ‐3 ‐2 ‐1 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
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Table 5 provides data on individuals with disabilities by gender and age. This information is from
the 2008-2010 ACS data includes non-institutionalized persons, age 5 and older, who have a
"disability." Individuals were asked if they, or others in the household, had a health condition that
has lasted for 6 or more months which makes it difficult to go outside of the home alone. Persons
that have such a difficulty as a result of a health condition are said to have a mobility limitation.
Increased public transportation would be an asset to those who have a mobility limitation.
Table 5
Gender By Age By Disability
San Joaquin County

Estimate

Total:

667,821

Male:

329,255

Under 5 years:

% over
total

Estimate

% over
total

San Joaquin
County
Total:

667,821

49.3

Female:

338,566

50.7

28,048

8.52

Under 5 years:

26,562

7.85

With a disability

233

0.04

With a disability

135

0.02

No Disability

27,815

4.17

No Disability

26,427

3.96

5 to 17 years:

74,782

22.7

5 to 17 years:

71,000

18.3

With a disability
No Disability

3,799
70,983

0.57
10.6

With a disability
No Disability

2,910
68,090

0.44
10.2

18 to 64 years

197,076

59.9

18 to 64 years

202,653

59.0

With a disability

22,838

3.42

With a disability

22,036

3.30

No Disability

175,238

26.2

No Disability

180,617

27.0

65+

29,349

8.91

65+

38,351

11.33

With a disability

11,446

1.71

With a disability

16,630

2.49

No Disability

17,903

2.68

No Disability

21,721

3.25

Total Male Population
with Disability*

21,038

6.39

Total Female
Population with
Disability*

22,036

6.51

Total Population with
Disability*

43,874

6.67

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2008-2010 American Community Survey-3 Year
*Totals of age 18 to 64.
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Table 6 expands on the number of individuals in San Joaquin County between the ages of 18
and 64 by their disability and employment status. The 2008-2010 ACS data identifies that
399,729 residents are between the ages of 18 and 64 and that approximately 43,874 (11
percent) have a disability. Of those with a disability, 28 percent are employed, 10 percent are
unemployed, and 62 percent are not in the workforce. Those residents without a disability make
up 89 percent of those between the ages of 18 and 64. Of this group 69 percent are employed,
11 percent are unemployed, and 10 percent are not in the workforce.
Table 6
Employment Status By Disability
Population 18 to 64 years
With a Disability
Employed
Unemployed
Not in Labor Force
No Disability
Employed
Unemployed
Not in Labor Force

Total
399,729
43,874
12,631
4,235
27,008
355,855
246,306
39,488
70,063

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2008-2010 American Community Survey-3 Year

SJCOG's definition of transit dependent focuses on individuals who, by virtue of their age,
income, or disability, are not adequately served by the automobile. Information from the last
available version of a summary from Caltrans entitled “Travel and Related Factors in California”
was used as a foundation for identifying the incidence of individuals that are transportationdependent.
According to the California Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV), in 2000 there were 331,333
driver licenses issued to San Joaquin County. This number represents approximately 81 percent
of the population age 16 years and older. This means that approximately 19 percent of eligible
drivers in San Joaquin County did not have a driver's license. In 2010, there were 401,985
licensed drivers, approximately 79 of the population 16 and older. The percentage of eligible
drivers that do not have driver’s licenses increased from 19 percent in 2000 to 21 percent in
2010. This differs from the 1990 to 2000 trend in which the number of eligible drivers that did
not have a driver’s license decreased from 27 percent to 19 percent. The information is outlined
in Tables 7 and 8 and Figures 4 and 5 displays this trend.
Overall, this information reflects the slight decrease in licensed drivers. The decrease could be
contributed to many factors such as birth and death rate, changes in family income, disabled
individuals, migration of residents in or out of the county, or the availability of public
transportation. Ultimately, the need for more public transportation continues to be necessary.
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Table 7
Licensed Drivers in San Joaquin County
Age
0 – 15
16 +
All

2000
Population1
155,044
408,554
563,598

Number of
Drivers
Licenses2
0
331,333
331,333

Percent of
Population

2010
Population3

0.0%
81.1%
58.8%

178,128
507,178
685,306

Number of
Drivers
Licenses4
0
401,985
401,985

Percent of
Population
0.0%
79.3%
58.7%

Source: 1 2000 U.S. Census of Population for age groups.
2 Community Indicators of Alcohol and Drug Abuse Risk, San Joaquin County 2004, Center for Applied
Research Solutions (CARS), Inc.
3 2010 U.S. Census Bureau
4 Drivers License Outstanding by County as of December 31, 2010, California Department of Motor
Vehicles

Table 8
Estimate of San Joaquin Residents without a Driver’s License Year 2010
Population of San Joaquin County
Number of drivers licenses1
Population under the age of 162
Population remaining w/out
drivers licenses

685,306
401,985
178,128

Percent of County
58.7%
25.9%

105,193

15.3%

Source: 1 Drivers License Outstanding by County as of December 31, 2010, California Department of Motor Vehicles
2 2010 U.S. Census Bureau

Figure 4 Eligibility for Drivers Licenses in San Joaquin County

58.7%

Population under the age of 16
15.3%
Population with drivers licenses
25.9%

Population eligible for drivers licenses

Figure 4 As shown by the above graph, approximately 15% of the population potentially needs
public transit services while 59% of San Joaquin’s population has a driver’s license and would
potentially use transit if it was available and convenient. This percentage does not include those
people who have a license but share a car and sometimes are in need of public transit.
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Figure 5 San Joaquin County Population without a Car
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Table 9 displays the amount of occupied households in San Joaquin County, the average amount
of occupants in each household, and the average number of vehicles per household.
Table 9
Occupied Household / Vehicles in San Joaquin County, Year 2010
Jurisdiction
Stockton
Lodi
Manteca
Tracy
Escalon
Ripon
Lathrop
Unincorporated
Total Occupied Households1
Average # of Occupants
No. of Vehicles in San Joaquin County2
Average # of Vehicles per Household
Average # of Drivers per Household
Source:

Occupied
Households
90,375
21,548
21,609
23,605
2,657
4,364
4,660
44,087
212,905
3.19
353,644
1.64
1.87

Percent of Occupied
Households
42.2
10.1
10.1
11.1
1.2
2.0
2.2
20.7

1 Occupied
2

Households: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 American Community Survey-5 Year
Estimated Vehicles Registered by County for the Period of January 1 through December 31, 2010
California Department of Motor Vehicles
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CHAPTER 3
COMMUNITY OUTREACH & PUBLIC COMMENT
Public Hearings
5B

SJCOG requests that each member government agency hold at least one public hearing on unmet
transit needs in the area under its jurisdiction. The public hearing must be held at a time and a
place that is convenient and accessible for the elderly, transit dependent, and physically challenged. The San Joaquin Regional Transit District is responsible for the Stockton Metropolitan
Area Intracity, Intercity, Interregional, and Rural Transit services. As such, the District is required
to hold unmet transit needs hearings in Stockton and throughout unincorporated San Joaquin
County. In addition, SJCOG holds a final unmet transit need public hearing before its SSTAC.
There were 15 public hearing held between the SJRTD, local jurisdictions, and SJCOG to solicit
public comments on unmet transit needs and a 16th meeting was held to review the Draft Report.
Table 10 outlines dates, times and locations of hearings held throughout the region. Proof of
publication of hearings and minutes if testimony was provided can be found in Appendix C.
Table 10
FY 2013-2014 Community Outreach Schedule
Date of

Location of

Sponsoring

Time of

Hearing

Hearing

Jurisdiction

Hearing

October 2, 2012

City Hall

Ripon

7:00 p.m.

October 16, 2012

City Hall

Manteca

7:00 p.m.

October 16, 2012

Tracy Transit Station

Tracy

1:30 p.m.

October 16, 2012

City Hall

Tracy

7:00 p.m.

November 5, 2012

Escalon Library

Escalon

7:00 p.m.

November 5, 2012

City Hall

Lathrop

7:00 p.m.

November 13, 2012

SJRTD Downtown Transit Center

SJRTD

12:00 p.m.

November 14, 2012

Lathrop Community Center, Lathrop

SJRTD

6:00 p.m.

November 15, 2012

Old Lockeford School House, Lockeford

SJRTD

7:00 p.m.

November 19, 2012

Delta College, Mustang Room, Stockton

SJRTD

5:30 p.m.

November 20, 2012

SJRTD Downtown Transit Center

SJRTD

5:30 p.m.

November 21, 2012

Carnegie Forum

Lodi

7:00 p.m.

November 27, 2012

SJRTD Downtown Transit Center

SJRTD

3:00 p.m.

November 29, 2012

Farmers & Merchants Bank, Linden

SJRTD

7:00 p.m.

December 5, 2012

SJCOG Board Room

SJCOG

3:00 p.m.

March 25, 2013

SJCOG Board Room

SJCOG

2:00 p.m.
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Community Outreach Efforts
A wide variety of community outreach efforts were employed that went beyond the public hearing
process to gain public input. These efforts intended to promote other opportunities for the public
to communicate their unmet transit needs (e.g., email, SJCOG website, survey, phone, and letter).
Examples of this effort include:
 Distribution of brochures and flyers to public/private/non-profit agencies throughout San
Joaquin County.
 Use of the City of Lathrop’s utility bill mailing to distribute flyers to its citizenship.
 An online survey was posted on the SJCOG website.
Refer to Appendix D for examples of community outreach materials that were developed and
distributed.Analysis of Comments Received
25B

The outreach efforts produced input from 143 individuals totaling 73 comments. Of the 73
comments, 13 did not identify a deficiency within the existing transit system. Of the remaining 60
comments; 25 are considered operational in nature, 13 are addressed by existing transit system,
and 22 were considered unmet transit needs.
A listing of the comments received during this unmet transit needs cycle are found in Appendix E.
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CHAPTER 4
ADEQUACY OF EXISTING TRANSIT SERVICES
Overview
6B

SJCOG is required by the Transportation Development Act to analyze the adequacy of the
existing public and specialized transportation services including privately and publicly provided
services.
All cities and the unincorporated areas in San Joaquin County are served by a public transit system. These systems range in size and complexity from approximately 175 buses operated by
RTD to the single van operated by volunteer drivers for the City of Ripon.
Transportation services are also available on a more limited basis through national carriers such
as Amtrak California and Greyhound Bus. Neither of these services is under the jurisdiction of the
SJCOG. They are discussed here only to give the reader a more complete description of
available ground-based public transit services in San Joaquin County.

Amtrak California Rail/Bus Service
26B

Amtrak California is an intercity passenger rail service connecting San Joaquin County to points
west and south of the County via rail, and to points across the nation, albeit with Amtrak
California bus connections. The "San Joaquin" Amtrak California trains travel north and south in
the central San Joaquin Valley, connecting Bakersfield to Oakland with a stop Stockton, which is
one of two Amtrak California stops in the County. The route also includes dedicated feeder bus
service connecting Stockton to San Jose through Tracy, and connecting Stockton to Sacramento.
Service is also available from the Lodi Station north to Sacramento.
The current schedule (February 2013) for the Amtrak California San Joaquin includes five daily
southbound trains to Bakersfield and two northbound trains to Sacramento. Additionally, four
thruway buses to Sacramento are offered.

Altamont Commuter Express Rail Service
27B

For westbound passengers, the Altamont Commuter Express (ACE) train provides access to the
Silicon Valley and the Livermore Valley.
Four trains depart from Stockton in the morning westbound: #01, #03, #05, and #07. The four
trains return in the evening, #04, #06, #08, and #10, from San Jose to their point of origin in
Stockton.
ACE stops in Lathrop/Manteca, Tracy, Livermore, Pleasanton, Fremont, Great America
Amusement Park, Santa Clara, and terminates at the San Jose Diridon Station. Connections can
be made to Caltrain, Amtrak Capital Corridor, and the Santa Clara Valley Transportation
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Authority transit hub located at the Diridon Station.

Greyhound Bus Service
28B

Greyhound Bus services, shown in Table 11, provides service to the cities of Stockton, Lodi, and
Tracy. Connections serving the cities of Escalon, Lathrop, and Ripon do not currently exist. As of
March 2005, Greyhound eliminated Manteca as a destination along its service routes.
Greyhound provides service for San Joaquin residents to destinations throughout California and
the rest of the Country.
Table 11
Greyhound Intercity Bus Service (February 2013)

Number of Trips
per day from:

Destinations:
Stockton

Lodi

Tracy

----

2

1

Lodi

3

----

1

Tracy

2

1

----

Stockton

Description of Local Public Transit Services
29B

The San Joaquin Regional Transit District (SJRTD) and the cities within the San Joaquin region
have provided local transit services for decades. Overall, the types of public transit services
operated by different jurisdictions and the SJRTD can be described as follows: 1) General public
fixed route; 2) General public Dial-A-Ride; 3) Intracity with available route deviation (Metro
Hopper); 4) Intercity; 5) Intercity with available route deviation (County Hopper); and, 6)
Paratransit (ADA and Senior and Disabled) Dial-A-Ride.
For the purpose of this report, paratransit refers to a transit service tailored to meet specialized
transit needs. These specialized needs generally relate to transit accessibility and require vehicles
to be lift-equipped or have other access accommodations. Often, paratransit services are
referred to as "Senior & Disabled" service. This can be misleading since not all senior or persons
with disabilities may qualify or even need the specialized paratransit service since many are
capable of using general public transit services.
SJRTD provides a broad range of transit services that benefit all of the cities and the
unincorporated areas. Details regarding these services and the connectivity of communities
throughout the region will be addressed in this chapter.
The public transit service opportunities within San Joaquin County by jurisdiction are as follows:
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52BCity of Escalon
The City of Escalon operates eTrans flexible Fixed
Route and Dial-A-Ride services from 7:15 AM to 6:09
PM Monday through Friday, excluding holidays. The
City contracts their transit services with San Joaquin
Regional Transit District (SJRTD). eTrans flexible Fixed
Route, Intercity Route 1, operates between the Main
Street Escalon Park-n-Ride Lot and Modesto at Vintage
Faire Mall on Dale Road and Veneman Avenue, five
times a day each weekday.
eTrans Escalon Dial-A-Ride connects riders to the Riverbank-Oakdale Transit Authority (ROTA)
and Stanislaus Regional Transit (StaRT) Eastside Shuttle, Dial-A-Ride services at Jacob Myers
Park in the City of Riverbank.
eTrans Route 1 connects to Modesto Area Express (MAX) and the Stanislaus Regional Transit
(StaRT) bus routes and Modesto Area Dial-A-Ride in Modesto at McHenry Avenue and
Standiford Avenue.
eTrans Escalon Dial-A-Ride provides door-to-door service within the City of Escalon.
eTrans offers cash fare, daily, 10-ride passes, and monthly passes. The Dial-A-Ride fare is $1.50
for the general public and $0.75 for seniors and passengers with disabilities. Fixed route fare to
Modesto is $3.00 and an additional $1.00 for route deviations. Route 1 fare for seniors and
passengers with disabilities is $1.50.

53BCity of Lodi
The City of Lodi offers GrapeLine Fixed Route and
Dial-A-Ride service, as well as VineLine ADA
paratransit service for certified passengers. The
service provides coverage within Lodi city limits,
Woodbridge, and specific destinations in Acampo.
GrapeLine Fixed Route service has five weekday and
four weekend routes and four express routes. Weekly
Fixed Route service operates Monday to Friday from
7:30 AM to 6:16 PM; Express routes operate weekdays from 6:10 AM to 7:45 AM and from
2:15 to 3:17 PM. Weekend hours are Saturday from 7:45 AM to 3:09 PM and Sunday from
9:15 AM to 12:54 PM. VineLine ADA paratransit and Dial-A-Ride service operates Monday to
Friday from 6:10 AM to 6:20 PM; Saturday from 7:45 AM to 3:09 PM; and Sunday from 9:00
AM to 1:00 PM.
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Lodi GrapeLine offers a cash fare, 10-ride passes, and monthly passes. The Fixed Route fare is
$1.25 for the general public and $0.60 for seniors and passengers with disabilities. Dial-A-Ride
fares are $7.00 for the general public and $2.00 for seniors and passengers with disabilities.
These fares apply to travel within the City limits. For fares within the service area but
outside the City limits (such as Woodbridge and particular destinations in Acampo) there is a
surcharge of $1.50.

5BCity of Manteca
Manteca Transit began intra-city operations on November 1, 2006. The current fleet consists of
seven cutaway buses. The service includes three fixed-routes and Dial-A-Ride. The service
operates Monday-Friday between the hours of 6:00 AM and 7:00 PM and on Saturday between
the hours of 9:00 AM and 4:00 PM. All Manteca Transit vehicles are wheelchair accessible and
bicycle racks are available on most buses.
Manteca Transit offers cash fare and monthly and ten-ride passes. The Fixed route fare is $1.00
for the general public, $0.75 for youth, and $0.50 for seniors and passengers with disabilities.
Dial-A-Ride fares are $2.00 each way.

5BCity of Lathrop
The City of Lathrop does not operate a transit service; however, SJRTD provides Lathrop
residents with connections to the Cities of Stockton, Lodi, Manteca, Tracy via Intercity Route 797
and County Hopper Route 90 and 97.

56BCity of Ripon
The City of Ripon's demand response transit system consists of a single, lift-equipped, ninepassenger van with two wheelchair tie-downs operated by a volunteer transit coordinator and
several volunteer drivers. While the service is open to the general public, it is designed to meet
the needs of the senior and disabled population. Transit service is usually provided one day per
week. Each Thursday the van travels to Modesto and back. Additional special group trips are
made to Stockton, Manteca and Micke Grove Park, when they are requested and can be
accommodated.
State statute requires that drivers of general public paratransit vehicles complete 40 hours of
training. The law also requires the California Highway Patrol to conduct periodic inspections of
all general public paratransit vehicles. Some of the volunteer drivers have additional training
required to allow them to carry patrons other than senior and disabled. When volunteer drivers
who have not completed the training program operate the van, the City must limit the system to
the senior and disabled in order to comply with state law.

57BCity of Tracy
The City of Tracy offers a combination local fixed bus route and Paratransit/Dial-A-Ride service
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called TRACER. The current fleet consists of 13 buses and 2 minivans providing service to three
fixed-routes, three commuter routes, and TRACER Paratransit bus service in the City. Routes A, B,
and C run Monday through Friday, from 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM, and Saturdays, 9:00 AM to
5:00 PM. Routes A and B also run additional peak period service every 30 minutes between
11:00 AM and 3:00 PM Monday through Friday. Commuter routes D, E, and F make one round
trip in the morning and two in the late afternoon Monday through Friday. Most stops are located
near residential areas, major retail businesses, hospitals, and public school locations. Tracer
Transit offers cash fare, daily, 10-ride, and weekly passes. The passenger fares are $1.25 for
adults, $1.00 for students, $0.50 cents for seniors and disabled persons, and free for children
under 6.
The City of Tracy also offers a paratransit service and is available to persons with
disabilities/ADA Certified, who, because of their disability or health-related condition, cannot
independently board, ride and/or disembark from an accessible fixed route transit bus or cannot
get to or from a boarding or disembarking location, and seniors (65+). The TRACER Paratransit
bus service is also available for customers needing trips that originate in the City of Tracy and
terminate in the unincorporated areas of Tracy and vice versa. Certification by the City of Tracy
is required to become a paratransit customer in accordance with the ADA. Seniors can secure
certification and qualify for the service by simply filling out an application. The TRACER
Paratransit subsidized taxi program is a complementary service to the TRACER Paratransit bus
service. It operates during the hours that the TRACER Paratransit bus service is not in operation.
Customers must also be certified to use this service. Those who wish to use the subsidized taxi
program must purchase a book of taxi coupons. TRACER Tracer Paratransit/Dial-a-Ride fares
are $1.50 for seniors (65+)/disabled/ADA riders or Medicare card holders.

58BCity of Stockton
For years, the San Joaquin Regional Transit District, or SJRTD, (formally
known as SMART) has provided a variety of services to Stockton residents.
The services included a fixed route and Dial-A-Ride within the Stockton area,
and an interregional service to destinations in the Silicon Valley and north to Sacramento. On
October 26, 1993, the Stockton Metropolitan Transit District received authorization from the
SJCOG Board of Directors to become a countywide service provider. On December 7, 1993,
the County Board of Supervisors approved annexation to the Transit District. SJRTD Board of
Directors authorized the expansion of the district to serve countywide on January 4, 1994, which
involves a service delivery area of 1,448 square miles.
While the Stockton Metropolitan Area (SMA) represents a high transit need potential, it also
benefits from the highest level of transit service in San Joaquin County. Within San Joaquin
County, SJRTD offers thirty-seven (37) routes that serve the SMA (including BRT), eight (8)
deviated fixed route, one (1) intercity fixed route, four (4) countywide deviated fixed routes,
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eight (8) interregional fixed routes, and Stockton Metro and countywide rural Dial-A-Ride (DAR)
service for persons that meet the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) eligibility criteria.
Downtown Stockton is the hub for many SJRTD routes, including the intercity buses. Construction
on the RTD Downtown Stockton Transit Center was completed in December 2006. The transit
center includes an off-street bus facility located on Weber Avenue between Sutter, Channel, and
California Streets. The primary purpose of the center is to provide bus passengers with better
access to downtown and the ability to make timed transfers to connecting bus routes serving other
areas. On March 19, 2006, SJRTD began the Phase I operation of its Downtown Transit Center,
the passenger boarding area. The majority of on-street bus stops at the corner of Channel and
Sutter moved off the street and into the Downtown Transit Center’s Passenger Boarding
Platforms. With the completion of Phase II of the Downtown Transit Center (which includes the
building and one more bus lane) the few remaining on-street stops at the “Pulse” have moved to
the Downtown Transit Center.
The completion of RTD’s Downtown Transit Center also lays the groundwork for the new Metro
Express Service, a form of Bus Rapid Transit (BRT). Metro Express Route 40, BRT Phase 1, runs
along the Pacific Avenue corridor connecting to the Downtown Transit Center (DTC) by way of El
Dorado Street and Center Street in the Stockton Metropolitan Area. Metro Express service
operates on weekdays from approximately 5:45 AM to 9:45
PM with 15 minutes between buses for the majority of the day
and on weekends from approximately 8:00 AM to 7:00 PM
with 30 minutes between buses.
In January 2011, Metro Express 44 (BRT Phase 2) began
operating along Airport Way corridor from the DTC to the
Stockton Metropolitan Airport. The Metro Express 44 extends
the high frequency service of Metro Express 40 to south Stockton residents and businesses. Metro
Express 44 service operates on weekdays from approximately 5:45 AM to 7:00 PM with 10
minutes between buses during peak hours and 30 minutes for the remainder of the day. Saturday
and Sunday service operates from approximately 8:00 AM to 6:30 PM with buses running every
30 minutes.
RTD offers cash fare, daily, and 31-day passes. The passenger fare for the SMA fixed route is:
$1.50 for adults; seniors (65+)/disabled are $0.75 cents; and children under four (4) years of
age ride free. A 31-day passes is $65.00 and the 31-day student pass is $40.00. For the SMA
DAR service, the passenger fare is a $3.00 per ride. Cost for deviations is $1.00. The service
hours are approximately 8:00AM to 6:00PM on weekdays.
Currently, there are seven (7) Park-&-Ride lots leased by SJRTD in the Stockton area to
complement the District's interregional service. The area also benefits from service available
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through two major private taxi companies.

Intracity Metro Hopper Service (SJRTD)
The Metro Hopper is a deviated fixed route bus
service serving popular destinations throughout
the Stockton city limits. The Metro Hopper has eight (8) routes, and operates Monday through
Friday, from approximately 8:00AM to 6:00PM, and buses run every two (2) hours. Each bus
can deviate from its normal route a distance of up to one (1) mile in order to accommodate ADA
certified passengers. Within these one-mile deviation windows, the service covers approximately
75% of the Stockton Metro Area for ADA-certified customers. Fares for the Metro Hopper
service are the same as described above.

60BIntercity and Interregional Transit Services (SJRTD)
The intercity service provided by SJRTD is a comprehensive network of routes throughout the
region that interconnects the Cities of Lathrop, Lodi, Manteca, Ripon, Stockton, and Tracy.
The interregional public transit services offers travel outside of the region north to Sacramento,
and west to different locations in the greater Bay Area. There are four (4) other interregional
services outside of those provided by RTD providing mobility to the residents of the San Joaquin
region. These services include: AMTRAK California, Greyhound, ACE, and eTrans.

Intercity Transit (SJRTD)
30B

Intercity services consist of one (1) two-way fixed route system connecting Stockton with Lodi,
Manteca, and Tracy. Route 23 connects with Lodi GrapeLine and SCT/LINK buses at the Lodi
Station in Downtown Lodi. All buses are wheelchair accessible.

County Hopper Service (SJRTD)
31B

In addition to the primary intercity network,
SJRTD offers the County Hopper Service. SJRTD
Hopper is a deviated fixed route bus service connecting Tracy and Lathrop to Stockton via routes
90 and 97; Ripon and Manteca to Stockton via Route 91, and Lodi to Stockton via route 93. The
Hopper replaces SJRTD Countywide General Public Dial-A-Ride (DAR), Rural Elderly & Disabled
DAR, and County Area Transit (CAT) Fixed Route during Hopper service hours, in the areas
covered by the Hopper service.
Most RTD Hopper Routes will deviate up to ¾’s of a mile for ADA certified Elderly & Disabled
passengers not able to reach the fixed route stops. Hoppers will deviate up to three times per
trip, not to exceed two deviations per person.
The County Hopper service offers four (4) routes and follows the same fare structure as the
above-described SMA fixed route Metro Hopper service. Deviations, up to ¾’s of a mile are an
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additional $1.00 per deviation.
Countywide Rural General Public Dial-A-Ride still serves the area where the Hopper is
unavailable.

Interregional Transit (SJRTD)
32B

This service consists of eight long-distance commuter coaches that take patrons from locations
principally along the Interstate 5/205 and State Route 99 corridors to major employment sites in
the Bay Area and Sacramento regions. At the end of the business day, the trips are reversed.
SJRTD staff originally developed the interregional routes through outreach efforts to major
employers and Employee Transportation Coordinators (ETCs) in the planning of this service. The
ETCs surveyed their employees to see how many came from San Joaquin County. When enough
employees from San Joaquin County expressed interest in taking a commuter coach from "here to
there," SJRTD designed an interregional route to fit work schedules. Currently, SJRTD 's
interregional coaches travel to the following destinations (note that some buses stop at multiple
destinations such as BART and Mountain View):
- Lockheed (3 buses) / Northrop-Grumman in Sunnyvale (1 bus)
- BART's Dublin Pleasanton Station (1 bus)
- Downtown Sacramento (2 buses)
- Livermore (1 bus)
Unlike the Intercity buses, the Interregional services are not route deviation services. Commuter
services are exempt from the ADA provisions calling for complementary service. The buses pick
up patrons at a number of park-and-ride lots that SJRTD is leasing by use of Measure K funds.

Other Interregional Services
7B

SCT/Link operated by South County Transit in Sacramento County connects the cities of Lodi,
Galt, Elk Grove, and Sacramento. The SCT/Link connects the Lodi GrapeLine bus service, SJRTD
bus service, and e-Tran in Elk Grove to Sacramento Regional Transit. Buses run every hour on the
hour on Monday through Friday from 5:20 AM to 7:20 PM.
With the success of both GrapeLine and SJRTD’s Intercity Services (Routes 23 and 93), Lodi and
SJRTD have developed a passenger transfer program. The program allows patrons to transfer
between the two systems by only paying the difference of the two systems. Lodi has transfer
agreements with SCT/Link for trips to Sacramento, Elk Grove, and Galt. Escalon eTrans has
transfer agreements with Modesto Area Express, Stanislaus Regional Transit, Riverbank-Oakdale
Transit Authority, and Modesto Dial-A-ride for travel into Stanislaus County.

Other Transit Related Services
3B

Through SJCOG, a transit referral support service called Commute Connection is available. The
public can obtain free informational services including: a match list of commuters, carpools,
Page 29

Chapter 4 Adequacy of
Existing Transit Services

ANALYSIS AND DETERMINATION OF UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2013-2014
vanpools, telecommuting services, bike, walk, public transit, park and ride information, posters,
brochures, and preferential parking program. This service is dedicated to helping commuters,
employers and local governments find and use other alternatives to driving alone.
Other specialized transit services are provided by various social service agencies such as El
Concilio, United Cerebral Palsy of San Joaquin/Calaveras/Amador Counties, ARC San Joaquin,
Valley CAPS, and Community Center for the Blind and Visually Impaired. These agencies offer
services for work programs and daily life activities.

Adequacy of Existing Public Transit Systems
8B

The adequacy of existing transit services involved is determined by reviewing information
received from the following sources:
 Comments received during the Unmet Transit Needs community outreach process.
 Public comment and discussions during the Social Services Transportation Advisory
Committee (SSTAC) meetings.
 Public input received by SJCOG’s Commute Connection Department.
 Newspaper articles.
The public mass transit operations serving the San Joaquin region provided over 5.0 million
unlinked passenger trips during fiscal year 2011-2012.
All transit operators dedicate financial resources to maintain and improve passenger amenities.
The more bus stops that have protective shelters from the weather and seating provide more
comfort for the ridership.
Over the last year, many changes were made to the mass public transportation system throughout
the region resulting from the loss state and local funding revenues that support transit operations,
such as: the State Transit Assistance fund, decreased Local Transportation Fund, and decreased
Measure K. SJRTD, the Escalon eTrans, Lodi GrapeLine, and Tracy TRACER all experienced either
route terminations, reductions in service hours, and/or fare increases as a result of the decline in
transit funding.
Public comment and other forms of information are crucial in determining the adequacy of
existing transit services. Comments received through the public outreach process can be
categorized into one of the following three categories:




Educational related – identifies the need for continued education on the existing transit
services available.
Operational related – identifies potential shortcomings.
Potential unmet needs – identifies geographic areas that are either not served or
underserved by the existing transit system.

The public outreach process provides San Joaquin County transit operators with valuable
information that can be used to validate as well as improve services. The constructive input
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received from the community is relayed to the public transit providers in an effort to alert them of
the concern and allow the opportunity to improve overall service satisfaction.
Based on this analysis, the adequacy of the existing transit systems is healthy and providing
needed transportation to San Joaquin County residents. Unresolved and chronic operational
issues associated with the transit system can be viewed as a deficiency that supports an unmet
transit need. However, the current definition of an unmet transit need does not support this
notion.
Outside of the definition of an Unmet Transit Need, the public’s expressed satisfaction with the
services assists in determining the adequacy of the overall transit system. This type of information
is typically derived from the information sources previously mentioned and is associated with the
efficiency and quality of the delivery of transit services. However, it is possible that respondents
may not be aware of other variables affecting a particular service and the availability of other
transit service options.
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CHAPTER 5

EVALUATION BY LOCAL JURISDICTION
As compared to the input used to determine the adequacy of existing services, only the input that
meets the definition of an Unmet Transit Need is used in the evaluation section. This includes the
evaluation of potential unmet transit needs gleamed from the following sources:
 Consultation with the SSTAC.
 Demographics of those that would most likely depend on public transit.
 Information used to make a determination of the adequacy of the existing public and
specialized transportation services.
 Analysis of potential alternative public and specialized transportation service
improvements.
 Specific comments received through the public input process.
For purposes of evaluation, potential unmet transit needs are correlated to the transit system
serving that jurisdiction. For each jurisdiction, the analysis is broken into three (3) parts.
1)

Current Input - This includes comments at public hearings, reports, and other
information received regarding the adequacy of transit services specific to each local
jurisdiction.

2)

Discussion - Drawing upon information found in the first three sections, the Discussion
Section assesses validity of the unmet transit needs. In addition, the number of times
the issue was echoed by other unduplicated testimony is documented.

3)

Conclusions/Recommendations - The "Conclusions and Recommendations" state whether
or not local unmet transit needs exist, and if they do, whether or not they are
reasonable to meet.

Currently, there are two (2) tests that need to be applied before the SJCOG Board of Directors
can determine that an Unmet Transit Need is considered reasonable to meet. First, the Board has
to make a finding that there is indeed an unmet transit need, regardless of what means are
necessary to meet it. Second, once the need is identified, a quantifiable assessment of reasonableness must be performed.
The assessment involves determining whether the additional transit service will be in general
compliance with the following criteria:
Within the Transportation Development Act (TDA), an unmet transit need cannot be found
unreasonable solely based upon economic feasibility. Based upon the definition, unmet transit
needs must meet the criteria established in the definition.
The criteria are as follows:
1) Community Acceptance - There should be a demonstrated interest of citizens in the new
or additional transit service (i.e. multiple comments, petitions, etc.)
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2) Equity - The proposed new or additional service will benefit the general public, residents
who use or would use public transportation regularly, the elderly population, and persons
with disabilities.
3) Potential Ridership - The proposed transit service will maintain new service ridership
performance measures, as defined by the Social Services Transportation Advisory
Committee (SSTAC).
4) Cost Effectiveness - The proposed new or additional transit service will not affect the
ability of the overall system to meet the applicable Transit Systems Performance
Objectives or state farebox ratio requirement after exemption period, if the service is
eligible for the exemption. The Transit Systems Performance Objectives are defined as 1)
operating cost per revenue hour, 2) passengers per revenue hour, and 3) subsidy per
passenger. If the exemption is not used, the service must meet minimum applicable Transit
Systems Performance Objectives or farebox ratio return requirements as stated in the TDA
statutes. Cost effectiveness is not applicable to transit services operating within an
exemption period.
5) Operational Feasibility - The system can be implemented safely and in accordance with
local, state, and federal laws and regulations.
6) Funding - The imposed service would not cause the claimant to incur expenses in excess of
the maximum allocation of TDA funds.
If the unmet need is indeed found reasonable to meet, then the TDA Local Transportation Funds
for that jurisdiction would need to be set aside to address the need.

Evaluation by Local Jurisdiction
9B

Current Input – City of Escalon
34B

The City of Escalon allowed for public testimony at the October 2, 2012 City Council meeting.
Three comments were received: two were operational in nature and one represented a potential
unmet transit need.
Discussion

Times supported
By the public

1) Drivers not stopping at bus stops in Modesto and website is inaccurate

1

2) Request consideration of adding bus stop at Modesto Junior College

1

3) Request consideration of adding some Saturday hours

1

Comment #1 – Both items are operational in nature and do not represent an Unmet Transit Need.
The City of Escalon is coordinating with SJRTD and City of Modesto Transit (MAXX) to resolve
these operational issues.
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Comment #2 – This comment is operational in nature and does not represent an Unmet Transit
Need. The City of Escalon will explore the feasibility of adding a bus stop at Modesto Junior
College (MJC). The current route connects with MAXX Route 31, which goes directly to MJC.
Comment #2 – The City of Escalon eTrans does not currently operate on Saturdays. This is
considered an Unmet Need.

Conclusion/Recommendations
There is an Unmet Need for Saturday transit service. However, the unmet need “is not reasonable to
meet” during this cycle because current ridership and demand levels are insufficient to warrant
additional service hours. The City of Escalon is conducting further outreach and analysis to determine
the feasibility of adding limited Saturday transit service.

Current Input – City of Lathrop
35B

The City of Lathrop allowed for public testimony at the November 5, 2012 City Council meeting.
No public input regarding specific local unmet transit needs was not provided at the meeting.

62BConclusion/Recommendations
There are no unmet transit needs identified for the City of Lathrop during this cycle.

Current Input – City of Lodi
36B

The City of Lodi allowed for public testimony at the November 21, 2012 City Council meeting.
No public input regarding specific local unmet transit needs was provided at the meeting.
However, a comment was received from a Lodi resident regarding customer service and transit
punctuality. Additional comments were received via email and survey and are addressed below.
Discussion

Times supported
By the public

DAR or transit bus does not go out to elderly parents mobile home near
1) Armstrong Road, Bear Creek Road and Live Oak area

1

2) Request DAR service to 12098 N West Lane on weekends

1

3) You need service on holidays

1

Comment #1 – This is served by the existing transit system and does not represent an Unmet
Need. SJRTD DAR currently offers service to this area.
Comment #2 – This is served by the existing transit system and does not represent an Unmet
Need. SJRTD DAR currently offers service to this area.
Comment #3 – This comment Operational in nature and is not specific enough to represent an
Unmet Transit Need
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63BConclusion/Recommendations
There are no unmet needs identified for the City of Lodi during this cycle.

Current Input – City of Manteca
37B

The City of Manteca allowed for public testimony at the October 16, 2012 City Council meeting.
No public input regarding specific local unmet transit needs was provided at the meeting.
However, additional comments were received via email, telephone call, and survey. The
comments are identified below.
Discussion
1)

Times supported
By the public
No bus service from my neighborhood (Avon Avenue) to doctor’s office on
Norman Drive
1

2)

Bus service that will transport to nearby communities

1

3)

Route bus for south Manteca area

1

4)

It would be nice to have bus benches with shade cover

1

5)

Advertise more to increase ridership

1

6)

Change route times from every hour to every thirty minutes

1

7)

Drivers need uniforms and ID badges to look more professional

1

8)

Improve advanced reservations process

1

9)

Add more routes

1

10) Add fixed route deviation if deemed safe by driver at passenger request

1

11) Benches at bus stops

1

12) Buses equipped with capability to carry more than two wheelchairs

1

13) Add safety bars on DAR bus doors

1

14) We need transportation for the poor, elderly, kids and their mothers

1

15) We need RT bus service for a growing Manteca

1

16) Add more buses and drives

1

17) Add fixed route service on weekends

1

Page 35

Chapter 5 Evaluation by
Local Jurisdiction

ANALYSIS AND DETERMINATION OF UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2013-2014
18) Add DAR service on Sundays
Add transit service to the E. Atherton drive area to provide service to
19 recently built apartment complexes

1
11

Comment #1 – This area is served by the existing transit system and does not represent an Unmet
Need. SJRTD route 90 provides service to this area with stops within a ¼ mile of identified
address.
Comment #2 – This need is served by the existing transit system and does not represent an Unmet
Need. Existing transit services currently provide transport to nearby communities.
Comment #3 – This need is served by the existing transit system and does not represent an Unmet
Need. Current City of Manteca transit provides service to the south Manteca area.
Comment #4 - #13 – These comments are operational in nature and do not represent Unmet
Needs. Comments have been forwarded to the City of Manteca for further research and
evaluation.
Comment #14, #15, #16 – These comments are not specific enough to represent an Unmet
Transit Need or a deficiency in the existing transit system.
Comment #17 – The City of Manteca transit does not currently operate on Saturdays. This is
considered an Unmet Need.
Comment #18 – The City of Manteca DAR does not currently operate on Sundays . This is
considered an Unmet Need.
Comment #19 – The City of Manteca transit does not currently offer service to the southeast
area of the city. This is considered an Unmet Need.

Conclusion/Recommendations
There is an unmet need for extending transit service to the southeast area of the City of Manteca.
However, the unmet need “is not reasonable to meet” during this cycle because current ridership
and demand levels, as well as potential cost-effectiveness criteria, are insufficient to warrant
additional service hours. The City of Manteca will further evaluate the demand for establishing
service to the southeast area of the city in the next Short Range Transit Plan update (2013).
There is also an unmet need for adding fixed-route transit service and additional DAR service on
weekends. However, the unmet need “is not reasonable to meet” during this cycle because current
ridership and demand levels are insufficient to warrant additional service hours. The City of
Manteca will further analyze the need for fixed-route weekend service in the Short Range Transit
Plan update (2013).
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Current Input – City of Ripon
38B

The City of Ripon allowed for public testimony at the October 2, 2012 City Council meeting. No
public input regarding specific local unmet transit needs was provided at the meeting. However,
there was a comment regarding the available bus service in the City of Ripon
Discussion

Times supported
By the public

1) The current bus system does not provide enough service.

1

Comment #1 – This comment is operational in nature and does not represent an Unmet Need.

65BConclusion/Recommendations
There are no unmet transit needs identified for the City of Ripon during this cycle.

Current Input – City of Tracy
39B

The City of Tracy sponsored two public hearings. One was located at the Tracy Transit Station at
1:30 PM on October 16, 2012 and the second was held at the Tracy City Hall on October 16,
2012 at 7:00 PM. No public input regarding specific local unmet transit needs was provided at
the meeting. Additional comments were received via email, telephone or survey and are
identified below. Additional Interregional-related comments are addressed in Chapter 6.
Discussion

Times supported
By the public

1) Request a bus shelter be installed at Eaton and Bessie bus stop
Request additional Tracer bus stops near Golden Corral and Chevron gas
2) station

1
1

3) Request additional bus stops at MacArthur and Pombo Square
4) Request additional Tracer bus service on Saturdays
Request bus from Tracy Mall to Brentwood Park once BART extends to
5) Livemore

1
1

6) Request M-F public transportation from Tracy to Modesto
Would like cheaper, more frequent transportation from Modesto to Tracy
7)

1

1

1

Comment # 1 - #4 – These comments are operational in nature and do not represent Unmet
Needs. Comments have been forwarded to the City of Tracy for further evaluation.
Comment #5 – BART service has not extended to the Livermore area as of this UTN cycle. This
comment does not represent an Unmet Need.
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Comment #6 – This request is served by the existing transit system. SJRTD route 97 from Tracy
to DTC. Connect to SJRTD route 91 to Ripon. Take Ripon Transit to Vintage Faire Transit Center
in Modesto.
Comment #7 – This request is served by the existing transit system. City of Modesto Transit
(MAXX) provides service to City of Manteca ACE station with connection to Manteca Transit.
Manteca Transit route 1 to SJRTD Route 91 and connect to SJRTD route 90 to Tracy.

6BConclusion/Recommendations
There are no unmet transit needs identified for the City of Tracy during this cycle.

Current Input – City of Stockton
40B

67BSan Joaquin Regional Transit District (SJRTD):
The San Joaquin Regional Transit District (SJRTD) is responsible for providing transit services for
the Stockton Urbanized Area. The examination of unmet transit needs is correlated with the
specific RTD service.
The SJRTD sponsored four (4) public hearings in the City of Stockton at the following locations:





SJRTD Boardroom on November 13, 2012
San Joaquin Delta College on November 19, 2012
SJRTD Boardroom on November 20, 2011
SJRTD Boardroom on November 27, 2011

Unmet transit needs comments relating specifically to the Stockton Metropolitan Area fixed route
and ADA Dial-A-Ride services on the following pages. Evaluative outcomes associated with
countywide, intercity, and interregional transit services are discussed in Chapter 6.
SJCOG held Unmet Transit Needs public hearings at the December 5, 2012 SSTAC meeting.

Fixed Route Services: Stockton Metropolitan Area Fixed Route
10B

Comments received for the SMA Fixed Route services through public comment, surveys, emails,
and letters from SMA residents are provided below.
Discussion
1)

Times supported
By the public

3)

It is too dark to walk to the bus stop at Sherwood Mall for the 6:30am bus
Why is there no bus commute from Weston Ranch or Stockton to Tracy
Depot?
Improved route planning for RTD as current route does not provide safe
street crossing or accessibility

1

4)

Route 55 does not run often enough

1

2)
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5)

Add more bus stops in French Camp

1

6)

Schedule UTN hearings at more convenient meeting times

1

7)
8)

Request additional services for route 63
Request extended times for routes 61 and 80 north

1
1

9)

Request extended times for southbound route 745 and Hopper

1

10) Challenge validating bus passes and rude bus drivers

1

11) Change SJRTD leadership and stop hearings

1

12) Need more room for bike rack capacity, strollers, and shopping carts

1

13) Shelter at Shima Parking lot needs more lighting for night safety
14) Be sure that all ramps are working and drivers know how to operate them

1
1

15) SJRTD needs articulated buses

1

16) Improve frequency on routes 43 and 44

1

17) County yard buses need to be cleaned more frequently

1

18) Change route 745 weekend route to match route 61weekday route

1

19) Request service from Cheney Circle, Stockton to South B Street, Stockton

1

20) Our street to school

1

21) There are no SJRTD routes in my neighborhood

1

22) Request more SJRTD evening services

5

23) Request more SJRTD weekend services

6

24) Reinstate route 63 to serve Weberstown Mall as early as 5:40am
Reinstate early morning SJRTD bus service from DTC to Manteca to better
25) accommodate school schedules

1
1

26) Reinstate early morning SJRTD bus service from Stockton DTC to Tracy

1

Comments #1 -- #18 – These comments are operational in nature and do not represent an
Unmet Need. Comments have been forwarded to SJRTD for further evaluation.
Page 39

Chapter 5 Evaluation by
Local Jurisdiction

ANALYSIS AND DETERMINATION OF UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2013-2014
Comment #19 – There is no Cheney Circle in Stockton, California. Not specific enough to
represent an Unmet or operational need.
Comments #20 -- #21 – No address provided in comments. Not specific enough to represent an
Unmet or operational need.
Comment #22 – The need for increased evening transit services represents an Unmet Transit
Need.
Comment #23 – The need for increased weekend transit services represents an Unmet Transit
Need.
Comment #24 – The SJRTD does not currently offer this service. It is considered an Unmet Need.
Comment #25 – The SJRTD does not currently offer this service. It is considered an Unmet Need.
Comment #26 – The SJRTD does not currently offer this service. It is considered an Unmet Need.

Conclusion/Recommendations
There are no unmet transit needs identified for the Stockton Metropolitan Area Fixed Route Service
during this cycle. There is an unmet need for greater SMA weekend coverage and service hours.
However, these unmet needs are “not reasonable to meet” during this cycle because the City of
Stockton already dedicates 100% of the Local Transportation Fund (LTF) General Apportionment to
SJRTD for SMA services. Eight comments were received regarding the SJRTD Stockton Metropolitan
Area (SMA) weekend service restructuring that occurred in October 2011 as a result of declining
revenue streams. Weekend service consists of seven routes which includes two intercity routes.
Additional comments addressed cancelation of former routes, less frequency on existing routes, and
existing routes no longer serving as many destinations as previously provided. These comments are
considered Unmet Needs. However, these unmet needs are “not reasonable to meet” during this cycle
because the City of Stockton already dedicates 100% of the Local Transportation Fund (LTF)
General Apportionment to SJRTD for SMA services. Eight comments were received regarding the
SJRTD Stockton Metropolitan Area (SMA) weekend service restructuring that occurred in October
2011 as a result of declining revenue streams.

Stockton Metropolitan Area Dial-A-Ride (DAR)
1B

The San Joaquin Regional Transit District (RTD) is responsible for providing Dial-a-Ride services
for the Stockton Urbanized Area. The examination of unmet transit needs is correlated with the
specific RTD service.
As stated earlier, RTD held sponsored three (3) public hearings in the City of Stockton. No public
input regarding specific local unmet transit needs relating to Dial-a-Ride services were provided
at the meeting. One comment was submitted via mail.
1) Request service from Lockeford to DT Stockton 7:00am Monday-Friday
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Comment #15 – This comment is addressed by the existing transit system and does not
represent an Unmet Need. SJRTD GP DAR currently offers this service.

68BConclusion/Recommendations
There are no unmet transit needs identified for the Stockton Metropolitan Area Dial-A-Ride.

Page 41

Chapter 5 Evaluation by
Local Jurisdiction

ANALYSIS AND DETERMINATION OF UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2013-2014
CHAPTER 6
EVALUATION OF INTERCITY, REGIONAL, &
INTERREGIONAL TRANSIT
In addition to providing transit service to the Stockton urbanized area, the San Joaquin Regional
Transit District (SJRTD) is responsible for providing intercity, regional, and interregional
transportation. Similar to Chapter 5, Chapter 6 evaluates potential unmet transit needs pursuant to
the definition and qualifying criteria contained in Chapter 5. The evaluation relies heavily on the
specific comments received through public input at the following three (3) SJRTD sponsored public
hearings:
 Lathrop Community Center, November 14, 2012
 Old Lockeford School House, November 25, 2012
 Farmers and Merchant Bank, Linden, November 29, 2011
The comments received through the public hearings and other avenues of communication (e.g., email,
phone calls, and surveys) were assessed in combination with the following:
 SSTAC members.
 Demographics of those that would most likely depend on public transit.
 Information used to make a determination of the adequacy of the existing public and
specialized transportation services.
 Analysis of potential alternative public and specialized transportation service improvements.
 Specific comments received through the public input process.
Comments received for Intercity, regional, and interregional transportation are provided in the
respective sections below.

Intercity
12B

Discussion
1)
2)
3)

Times supported
By the public

There is a need for improved transit connectivity between SJRTD and
the City of Manteca
Request additional SJRTD bus stops at MacArthur and Pombo Square in
the City of Tracy
Request SJRTD route 90 to provide service to Tracy Transit Station

1
1
1

Comment #1 – This comment is operational in nature and does not represent an Unmet Need.
Comment has been forwarded to SJRTD and City of Manteca for further review.
Comments #2 – This comment is operational in nature and does not represent an Unmet Need.
Comment has been forwarded to SJRTD and City of Tracy for further review.
Comment #3 – This request is served by existing transit system. Customer can take SJRTD route 90 to
Tracy Wal Mart. Connect to Tracy Tracer for direct service to Tracy Transit Station.
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69BConclusion/Recommendations
There are no unmet transit needs identified for Intercity Transit during this cycle.

Non-Taxi Paratransit Services (Regional)
Current Input
42B

No public comment was received in regard to Non-Taxi Paratransit Services (Regional).

70BConclusion/Recommendations
There are no unmet transit needs identified for Non-Taxi Paratransit Services during this cycle.

County-Wide General Public Dial-A-Ride (GP/DAR)
No public comment was received in County-wide General Public Dial-A-Ride during this cycle.

Conclusion/Recommendations
Interregional Transit
15B

Discussion
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)

Times supported
By the public
1

Request Tracy to Palo Alto service M-F at 5:45am
Request service from Galt to Delicato Family Vineyards 8am to 8pm
Monday through Friday
Request to add 8:00am Stockton to Sacramento service to better serve
needs of Livermore/Pleasanton Tri-Valley residents commuting to
Sacramento?
Request new commuter bus to go from Stockton to the new state
building in Elk Grove
Request service from Highway 99 to downtown Sacramento at 7:00am
seven days a week
Request service from Stockton to Midtown Sacramento. Current SJRTD
stop in downtown Sacramento is too far to walk to Midtown.
Request service between Lathrop and Pleasanton/Dublin Bart station
Request shuttle bus or some type of transportation from Lodi to
Sacramento

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Comment #1 – This request is served by existing transit system. Customer can take 4:51am or
6:06am ACE Train to San Jose Diridon Transit Center. Connect to Northbound Caltrain for direct
service to Transit Center in Palo Alto.
Comment #2 – Requested service area begins outside of San Joaquin County and does not represent
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an Unmet Need. Comment has been forwarded to the Sacramento County transit agency.
Comment #3 – Requested service area begins outside of San Joaquin County and does not represent
an Unmet Need. Comment has been forwarded to the City of Livermore transit agency.
Comment #4 – This comment is not specific enough to represent an Unmet or operational need.
Comment #5 – This comment is not specific enough to represent an Unmet or operational need.
Comment #6 – This comment is operation in nature and does not represent an Unmet Need. Current
SJRTD service from Stockton to downtown Sacramento offers bus stops within a ¼ mile of Midtown
Sacramento. Comment has been forwarded to SJRTD for further evaluation.
Comment #7 – This comment is served by the existing transit system. SJRTD route 150 provides
service from Lathrop to the Pleasanton/Dublin Bart station.
Comment #8 – This comment is served by the existing transit system. SJRTD route 163 provides
service from Lodi to Sacramento.

73BConclusion/Recommendations
There are no unmet transit needs identified for Interregional Transit services during this cycle.

Other Transit Services
16B

No public comment was received in regard to Other Transit Services.

73BConclusion/Recommendations
There are no unmet transit needs identified for Other Transit Services during this cycle.
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STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

Regional Housing Needs Allocation

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Information

DISCUSSION:
SUMMARY:
San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) is beginning the Regional Housing Needs
Assessment (RHNA) for the 5th housing element cycle beginning in March/April 2013. This
responsibility is assigned to SJCOG by state housing element law, and SJCOG undertakes this
process prior to each housing element cycle. Attachment A includes a RHNA Fact Sheet for the
Management and Finance Committee’s review.
Recent legislation, Senate Bill 375 (SB 375) (Steinberg, 2008) and SB 575 (Steinberg, 2009),
affect the RHNA and fifth housing element cycle in several ways. The main differences for this
cycle include:
1. The timing of the RHNA process;
2. Required coordination/consistency with the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and its
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) per SB 375; and,
3. The length of the housing element cycle which will cover the time period from January 1,
2014 to April 30, 2023.
Once the county-wide RHNA targets are determined, SJCOG is required to develop the
methodology to allocate to each member agency a share of the regional housing need totaling the
RHNA for each income category. Once approved, member agencies are required to update their
housing element to plan to accommodate its entire RHNA share by income category. This is due
within 18 months after the adoption of the RTP which is scheduled for October 24, 2013.
FISCAL IMPACT:
For SJCOG, the RHNA process involves approximately 12 months and identified in SJCOG’s
Overall Work Program. The majority of the work will be conducted during fiscal year 2014.
BACKGROUND:
Pursuant to Government Code (GC) 65584 applicable to the RHNA process, the California State
Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) are required to determine the
RHNA, by income category, for Council of Governments (COGs). The allocation methodology

must be coordinated and consistent with the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and
accompanying Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) per SB 375 for the length of the housing
cycle.
The RHNA targets to be provided to COG’s are based on:
1. State Department of Finance (DOF) population projections; or,
2. If within 3% of the DOF forecast, the COG’s regional population forecasts used in preparing
Regional Transportation Plans (RTP).
In comparing the San Joaquin
Council of Governments (SJCOG)
population forecasts with the latest
DOF Forecasts, SJCOG is with in the
3% margin. Therefore, the RHNA
housing targets will be based on the
same assumptions being used to
develop the RTP which will assist in
maintaining consistency between the
two (2) efforts.

SJCOG vs. DOF Population Forecasts
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The RHNA process will allocate, consistent with the outcomes of the SCS process, the total
number of housing units by income category – very low, low, moderate, and above moderate for
each of the 7 incorporated cities and unincorporated county. In turn, all member agencies are
required to amend their General Plan (GP) to account for the RHNA outcomes in their General
Plan’s housing element.
By state law, the allocation must be received by the California Department of Housing and
Community Development (HCD) by April 24, 2014. Member agencies are required to incorporate
the allocation into an updated general plan housing element, which must be submitted to HCD 18
months after the RHNA is adopted by the SJCOG Board of Directors
COMMITTEE ACTIONS:
No actions to date. An advisory committee consisting of member agency Community
Development Directors and/or their designee will be established. This committee will also
interface with the steering committees associated with developing the RTP’s Sustainable
Community Strategy.
SCHEDULE:
Based on the RTP adoption date of October 24, 2013, the applicable due dates for the RHNA
process and for regional jurisdictions to update their housing elements (per GC 65588) are found in
the attached Attachment B entitled “SJCOG RHNA Time Line”.

NEXT STEPS:
SJCOG Staff will be forming a RHNA Advisory Committee.
ATTACHMENTS:
1. Attachment A: Frequently Asked Questions
2. Attachment B: SJCOG RHNA Time Line

Prepared by: Michael A. Swearingen, Senior Regional Planner
M:\Staffrpt\2013\M&F\RHNA.doc

San Joaquin Council of Governments
Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA)
FAQ Sheet
This Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) sheet addresses the Regional Housing Needs Allocation
(RHNA) for the SJCOG region. This document will be periodically updated and the most recent
version will be available on the SJCOG/RHNA Website:
Background Information
What are the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) and Regional Housing Needs
Plan (RHNP)?
The State of California, through the Housing and Community Development Department (HCD),
will issue a Regional Housing Needs Determination to for the San Joaquin County region for the
planning period. HCD calculates the regional determination using information provided by the
California Department of Finance. The regional determination includes an overall housing need
number, as well as a breakdown of the number of units required in four income distribution
categories, as further defined below.
Based on the regional determination provided by HCD, SJCOG must develop a Regional Housing
Needs Allocation (RHNA) and a Regional Housing Needs Plan (RHNP). These state-mandated
documents allocate a projected share of the regional determination to each of the cities and the
unincorporated area of San Joaquin County. The RHNA establishes the total number of housing
units that each city and county must plan for within the eight-year planning period. Based on the
adopted RHNA, each city and county must update its housing element to demonstrate how the
jurisdiction will meet the expected growth in housing need over the eight-year planning period.
What is SJCOG’s role in the RHNA Process?
California’s Housing Element Law (Government Code, §§ 65580 et seq.) mandates that SJCOG
develop and approve a RHNA for the region. It is SJCOG's responsibility to coordinate with HCD
prior to its determination of the regional housing need. Once SJCOG receives the regional
determination, including the overall need number and the income category distribution, it must
adopt a methodology for distributing the regional growth number throughout the region. The
methodology is the basis for the final RHNA that SJCOG ultimately adopts.
What are the two types of allocation in the RHNA?
1. Overall Allocation: SJCOG receives a total housing unit number for growth during the
planning period for the SJCOG region from HCD. SJCOG is required to distribute this regional
housing growth number to the jurisdictions within the region for the period from January 1, 2014
to April 30, 2023.
2. Income Category Distributions: HCD also provides a household income distribution of the
total regional housing unit number. As defined by state law, four income categories make up this

distribution: very low income (less than 50 percent median family income [MFI]); low income (50
to 80 percent MFI); moderate income (80 to 120 percent MFI); and above moderate income (above
120 percent MFI). The total housing unit growth SJCOG allocates to each jurisdiction must be
further allocated into the four household income categories.
What are the four income categories and what do they mean for cities and counties?
The four economic categories, as listed above, must be addressed in a jurisdiction’s housing
element. Specifically, accommodations must be made to ensure that the jurisdiction provides
sufficient zoning capacity to accommodate the projected housing need in each income category. It
is important to note that each jurisdiction is responsible for providing sufficient zoning capacity
for the units allocated to all four economic income categories, but is NOT responsible for the
construction of these units. The intent of the Housing Element Law is to ensure that jurisdictions
do not impede the construction of housing in any income category. Other factors, such as market
forces, are well beyond a jurisdiction’s control and have considerable influence over whether or
not housing units in each income category are actually constructed.
Procedural Questions
What’s the RHNA timeline?
The timelines for the RHNA process changed after the State of California passed Senate Bill 375
in 2008. One key goal of SB 375 is to better coordinate transportation planning with land use and
housing planning. For this reason, the RHNA process is now tied to the adoption of every two
cycles of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). Essentially, as a result, RHNAs must be
adopted every eight years, following the adoption of the update of the RTP. This also means that
each city and county will update its Housing Element every eight years instead of every five years,
as it was before SB 375. Because of the transition period created by SB 375, this RHNA period
will be more than exactly eight years – it will cover the period from January 1, 2014 to April 30,
2023.
The SJCOG RTP is scheduled to be adopted October 24, 2013 by the SJCOG Board. Under SB
375, this date determines the related RHNA timeline.
Generally, what factors are used to determine the RHNA?
State law requires SACOG to consider the following factors, to the extent sufficient data is
available, when developing its RHNA methodology:



Existing and projected jobs and housing relationship;
Opportunities and constraints to development of additional housing, including:
o Lack of capacity for sewer and water due to federal or state laws, regulations or regulatory
actions, or supply and distribution decisions made by a sewer or water service provider that
preclude the jurisdiction from providing necessary infrastructure for additional
development during the planning period;

o Availability of land suitable for urban development or for conversion to residential use, the
availability of underutilized land, and opportunities for infill development and increased
residential densities (SACOG may not limit its consideration based on the jurisdiction’s
existing zoning ordinances and land use restrictions);
o Lands preserved or protected from urban development under existing federal or state
programs, or both, designed to protect open space, farmland, environmental habitats, and
natural resources on a long-term basis;
o County policies to preserve prime agriculture lands within an unincorporated area;
o Distribution of household growth assumed for a comparable period in the regional
transportation plan and opportunities to maximize the use of public transportation and
existing transportation infrastructure;







Agreements between a county and cities in the county to direct growth toward incorporated
areas of the county;
Loss of units contained in assisted housing developments;
High housing cost burdens;
Housing needs of farmworkers;
Housing needs generated by the presence of a private university or a campus of the California
State University or the University of California; and,
Any other relevant factors, as determined by SJCOG.

Where is the RHNA process now and what’s next?
The DOF recently released new population forecasts in late January 2013. The RHNA targets to
be provided to COG’s are based on:
3. State Department of Finance (DOF) population projections; or,
4. If within 3% of the DOF forecast, the COG’s regional population forecasts used in preparing
Regional Transportation Plans (RTP).
SJCOG is with in the 3% margin; therefore, the RHNA housing targets will be based on the same
assumptions being used to develop the RTP which will assist in maintaining consistency between
the two (2) efforts. SJCOG Staff will be meeting with HCD staff in February 2013 to conduct an
initial consultation process. The full consultation process involves the following:
Government
Code
65584.01(b)

65584.01(c)(1)(A)
65584.01(c)(1)(B)
65584.01(c)(1)(C)

Consultation Requirements (paraphrased):
Assumptions / Methodology / Data Elements
Population projections
- DOF
- Regional Transportation Plan forecast
Anticipated household growth associated with projected population increases
Household size data and trends in household size
The rate of household formation, or headship rates, based on:
- age,

65584.01(c)(1)(D)

65584.01(c)(1)(E)
65584.01(c)(1)(F)

(d)(1)

- gender,
- ethnicity,
- other established demographic measures
- the vacancy rates in existing housing stock
- the vacancy rates for healthy housing market
functioning and regional mobility
- housing replacement needs
Other characteristics of the composition of the projected population
The relationship between jobs and housing, including any imbalance between
jobs and housing
Region’s existing and projected need reflecting the achievement of a feasible
balance between jobs and housing using employment projections in applicable
regional transportation plan

Attachment B
SJCOG RHNA Time Line
Key Tasks Outline

Enter Planned RTP Adoption Date: MM/DD/YYYY
A

B

Government
Code

Date

10/24/2013
65588(e)(5)

10/23/2012

65588(e)(2)

04/26/2015

65584 (b) & (c)
65584.02(a)(1)

04/24/2013

E COG issues proposed RHNA methodology

65584.04(a)

04/24/2013

F COG adopts RHNA Methodology

65584.04 (h)

06/24/2013

G COG issues DRAFT Allocation of RHNA

65584.05 (a)

08/25/2013

65080(b)(2)(F)(iv)

08/29/2013

65584.05 (b)

10/24/2013

65584.05 (c)

12/23/2013

COG Notifies HCD & Caltrans of RTP Adoption Date

C
Housing Element Due Date (within 18 mos. of RTP adoption)
HCD - COG consultation re: Regional RHNA. Consultation meeting
D (65584 c 1) is 26 months (Feb. 2013) prior to the housing element due
date. HCD issues RHNA Determination.

H COG/MPO releases DRAFT RTP w/SCS accommodating RHNA
I
Local jurisdictions may request revision of Draft RHNA Allocations
J
COG accepts, modifies or rejects the local jurisdiction’s revision request
K

65584.05 (d) & (e)

03/22/2014

Jurisdictions may APPEAL (revised)
COG responds TO APPEALS of Draft RHNA and holds concurrent
L hearings

65584.05 (e)

03/22/2014

M COG issues proposed FINAL RHNA Plan concurrent with Response

65584.05 (f) & (h)

05/21/2014

65584.05 (h)

11/26/2013

COG adopts Final RHNA (consistent w/SCS development pattern ),
either: (a) upon completion of request for revisions if none received,
OR
N
(b) within 45 days after "T" AND
at least one year prior to H.E. due date (Row ‘E’)

O

HCD review/approval of Final RHNA Plan within 60 days of adoption
(a) is the date if adopted without revisions & appeals, and
(b) is the date if adopted after revisions/appeals

07/05/2014
65584 (b)
65584.05(h)
(b)

04/25/2014
(a)

01/25/2014
09/03/2014

