SAN JOAQUIN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
MANAGEMENT AND FINANCE COMMITTEE
ERNIE’S FOOD & SPIRITS
1351 N. Main Street, Manteca, CA 95336
HOSTED BY: CITY OF TRACY
Wednesday, January 21, 2015
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 November 19, 2014

Action

4. Strengthening the Workforce through Extended & Continuing
Educaton – Guest Speaker Jessica Irish, CSU Stanislaus

Presentation

5. Local Transportation Fund - San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission

Discussion

6. SJCOG Board Appointments
(No staff report)

Information

7. 2015 Active Transportation Program Cycle 2

Information

8. Public Health Profile: Signs of Costly Epidemic: The personal
Health risks and economic impacts of the chronic disease crisis

Information

9. Executive Director’s Report
10. Other Matters of Business
11. Adjourn to next regular scheduled meeting on Wednesday, February 18, 2015

Chair: Steve Salvatore
City of Lathrop

Vice Chair: Kurt Wilson
City of Stockton

SAN JOAQUIN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
MANAGEMENT AND FINANCE COMMITTEE
Meeting held at
Ernie’s Food & Spirits
1351 N. Main Street, Manteca, CA 95336
November 19, 2014

MINUTES
1.

The meeting was called to order at 12:10 p.m. by Chair Steve Salvatore.
Attendance and Self Introductions:
Tammy Alcantor, Escalon City Manager; Troy Brown, Tracy City Manager; Donna
DeMartino, SJRTD General Manager/CEO; Karen McLaughlin, Manteca City Manager;
Stacey Mortensen, SJRRC Executive Director; Monica Nino, County Administrator; Steve
Salvatore, Lathrop City Manager; Steve Schwabauer, Lodi City Manager; Kevin Werner,
Ripon City Administrator; Andrew Chesley, SJCOG Executive Director; Diane Nguyen,
SJCOG Deputy Director; Rosie Gutierrez, SJCOG Office Services Supervisor.
Other Attendees:
Harry Mavrogenes, Airport Director.
Committee Members Not Present:
Kurt Wilson, Stockton City Manager.

2.

Public Comment:
None.

3.

Approve Minutes of September 17, 2014:
It was moved/seconded (Brown/McLaughlin) to approve the minutes of September 17, 2014.
Motion passed unanimously by voice vote.

4.

Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) Programming of Regional Share Allocation
Diane Nguyen presented this item stating the RSTP is a federal funding program and gave a
brief background on the program. Ms. Nguyen stated the topic of this item is the 25% set aside
share. COG staff is recommending the use of the RSTP set aside share to fund three projects.
 SR 99/SR 120 Operational Improvements Project (Engineering);
 SR 99/Victor Road Improvements (Engineering);
 McHenry Avenue Widening (Construction)
Ms. Nguyen stated this will involve advancing future year money to the program through FY
2021/222.
Staff’s recommendation is to approve these three projects and amounts requested of $10,499,000
from the regional set aside share of the program and acknowledging that it would be from future
allocations.

Mr. Chesley stated the SR 99/120 is a Measure K project and right now there are no MK dollars
for the highway program, so the rest of the highway projects are to be funded from other
resources.
Mr. Brown asked about how these projects were selected. Mr. Chesley explained that the RTP is
not based upon the ranking of 1-27, but instead, it’s based upon when dollars will be available
for the projects and how to match them with the greatest need. In this case, these three projects
were identified because they allow the region to leverage money elsewhere.
Mr. Schwabauer commented on the Hwy 99/Victor Road issue stating it’s one of their highest
call for fire service.
It was moved/seconded (McLaughlin/Mortensen) to approve the three projects for programming.
Motion passed unanimously by voice vote.
5. Measure K Strategic Plan Amendment for Stockton Metropolitan Airport Improvements
Diane Nguyen passed out a letter from SJ County stating it was received after the mailout. Ms.
Nguyen stated the item before you is seeking to add the SJ Metropolitan Airport improvements
to the Measure K Strategic Plan. Ms. Nguyen gave a brief background on the Stockton
Metropolitan Airport Improvements being added to the Measure K Expenditure Plan by SJCOG
Board back in June 2014.
Ms. Nguyen stated staff received a request for the Airport for $9.7 million for facility
improvements. Table 1 of the staff report shows the impact to the local jurisdictions in
programming $9.7 million with Measure K funds. Mr. Chesley added this impact would be for
the next 30 years.
COG staff is recommending the $9.7 million for the facility improvements. Andy Chesley
indicated there is no MK money and Steve Dial said he sees MK money flowing in 2021. So in
order to fund the MK funds for the Airport project is to add it to the MK Strategic Plan in 2021
when there is money available.
Mr. Schwabauer asked how you would fund the project if the money is not available. Mr.
Chesley stated on a cash flow basis would be from the local street repair. This is not on a
programming basis the programming is different. Mr. Chesley stated this is staff’s best estimate
and if the Board approves an earlier investment of dollars the effect of that would be the check
written would be money backed by LSR. Mr. Chesley stated it’s possible that there could be cost
savings on the highway program. Mr. Chesley stated the other factor is in our bonding which is
backed up by the LSR program. Mr. Chesley stated these are some of the reasons why this
request was put in 2021.
Stacey Mortensen commented with the sales tax renewal she would have expected a facility like
the Airport would have been included in the Measure K effort. Secondly, what does “Off the
Top” mean and third these types of projects that are important regional facilities would leverage
money but it looks like this is more 100% locally funds as opposed to leveraging. Mr.
Mavrogenes explained the Airport has a $25 million capital improvement program and part of it

is relying on this funding, but the bulk of it is going to be through FAA. Mr. Mavrogenes stated
the projects are going to be separated that will most likely be approved by FAA and trying to
balance in that way. The leverage is that we are using local money for the other federal funds.
Kevin Werner since the Airport is now included in the MK Expenditure Plan and should this
request be considered a one-time project. If not, in the future, will there be other requests to
come off the top with additional reduction. Mr. Chesley stated the Expenditure Plan was for the
project defined by the County for the Airport and that was a series of projects totaling $9.7
million.
Mr. Mavrogenes passed out a letter from the Board of Supervisor and stated there are two
airlines that have indicated interest and the Airport is exploring cargo service. Mr. Mavrogenes
stated they are prioritizing the FIS Facility which is the key in getting international service. We
believe we can deliver that facility for $5.7 million and it is shoveled ready.
Ms. Nguyen asked the County whether Kevin Werner’s question had been answered. She asked
if the County anticipates any future requests. Mr. Mavrogenes said at this time we don’t have
any other projects planned. Ms. Nino stated as far as the future it comes as an operational issue
from the County from an affordability perspective. Ms. Nino stated no future capital requests
could be accommodated due to operational limitations. Mr. Mavrogenes stated he is always
looking for other funding and will try to keep other resources available.
Mr. Chesley stated we are being prudent in terms of what we are doing, but there could be some
money available to eliminate the impact of LSR. Ms. Nino asked how the highway funds are
evaluated. Mr. Chesley answered every two years, however internally it’s reviewed regularly.
Mr. Chesley explained the reason why this item is on the agenda and stated the SJCOG Board
will have four new board members in January. Mr. Chesley stated the recommendation is to
include it in the MK Strategic Plan in 2021 for $9.7 million.
Some M&F members expressed concern on the impact among all jurisdictions with the $9.7
million “off the top”.
It was made/seconded (Brown/Werner) to approve the Measure K Strategic Plan Amendment
that adds the Stockton Metropolitan Airport Improvements sooner than 2021 if funds become
available. Motion passed with SJRTD casting a no vote.
6. Fiscal Year 2013/14 Regional Transportation Impact Fee (RTIF) Program Annual Report
Ms. Nguyen presented this item stating this is a requirement in our RTIF for staff to prepare an
annual report. It’s an assessment of the RTIF funds that are collected and the projects that it went
to. Because of the requirement staff is asking for an action to approve the report.
It was moved/seconded (Schwabauer/McLaughlin) to accept the Fiscal Year 2013/2014 RTIF
Annual Report. Motion passed unanimously by voice vote.

7. Strategic Growth Council’s Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities Program Call for
Projects
Mr. Chesley discussed this item stating with the cap and trade programming a component of that
is the money now that is being raised on how to distribute the State of California identified
program. There is a large chunk of it going to HSR but another chunk is going to affordable
Housing and Sustainable projects for Communities.
The draft guidelines were released in September for the Strategic Growth Council. Strategic
Growth Council was created six or seven years ago and has a Board composed of secretaries of
the five departments in the State of California. There were 220 comments received on the draft
guidelines and has extended the deadline for comments because of the challenges.
Mr. Chesley gave examples of comments received and stated they are changing their thresholds.
Mr. Chesley stated he is hopeful when the new guidelines come out in December that it will
show some changes.
This item was for information on, no action was taken.
8. Executive Director’s Report
None.
9. Other Matters of Business:
Ms. Mortensen announced SJRRC is looking for a Plant Superintendent and encouraged the
members to pass it on.
Ms. Mortensen stated we cannot expand ACE down into the valley deeper unless we have sales
tax partners and ridership looks good deeper down in the valley. Ms. Mortensen reported on the
tour to the 49er Stadium with Stanislaus and Merced. From that the business community said
you need more business people to get on this and be part of the campaigns in the county. Ms.
Mortensen stated Harry Mavrogenes, Mike Amman and some of the others coordinate a large
group of 80 people. It was a good opportunity to sit and talk about issues and comments and how
we could approach some solutions it was very successful. The 80 people were given an
assignment on the way home to intermingle with the passengers on what their experience was
like. Ms. Mortensen stated we are convinced that you have to get people tangibly to experience
it. Ms. Mortensen thanked Harry Mavrogenes, Mike Amman and the others for their help. Ms.
Mortensen there was a lot of compliments to SJCOG and to the elected officials for the delivery
of projects.

10. Adjournment
There being no further business to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1:25 p.m. to
Wednesday, January 21, 2015.

1/2015
Management & Finance

STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

Local Transportation Fund-San Joaquin
Regional Rail Commission

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Discussion

For FY 2015/16, the San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission is requesting an increase in its Local
Transportation Fund (LTF) apportionment to $4,000,000, up from the FY 2014/15 apportionment
of ~$670,000 in order to meet increased budget demands including a doubling of UPRR trackage
rights, increased insurance requirements and maintenance operations.
Pursuant to the Transportation Development Act (TDA), rail passenger operators are given
priority over certain other uses of LTF, i.e., other transit services and local street repair
expenditures.
The TDA does not provide guidelines to determine to how much rail operators can take “off the
top”.

DISCUSSION:
BACKGROUND
The Local Transportation Fund (LTF) is an important source of transit, roads and streets funding in
San Joaquin County. Revenues to the LTF are derived from 1/4 cent of the 7 1/4 cents retail sales
tax collected statewide. The 1/4 cent is returned by the State Board of Equalization to each county
according to the amount of tax collected in that county. The San Joaquin Council of Governments
is designated by the Transportation Development Act (TDA) to administer LTF including
adopting a revenue estimate and apportioning those revenues pursuant to the TDA.
LOCAL TRANSPORTATION FUND APPORTIONMENTS
February of each year, SJCOG adopts the revenue estimate and apportionments are prepared
according to priorities and procedures specified in the Transportation Development Act. The funds
are to be allocated for the designated purpose in the sequence stated in the TDA.
The following apportionments are taken “off the top”, that is, subtracted from the revenue estimate
total, before the remaining is distributed to the other claimants for transit and streets and roads
purposes.
Pursuant to TDA statute 99233.1, allocations for the TDA administrative expenses of the
County Auditor and the planning SJCOG. Pursuant to statute, the County

Auditor-Controller maintains the TDA Trust Fund and writes the payment checks. SJCOG
controls and administers TDA funds, and acts as the policy making body on TDA issues.
Pursuant to TDA statute 99233.2, the planning agency receives funding for planning and
programming activities in the fiscal year. SJCOG policy is to apportion 3% of estimated
revenues for transportation planning.
Pursuant to TDA statute 99233.3, 2% of the total funds remaining (after the TDA
administrative and planning expenses are deducted) are allocated for bicycle/pedestrian
projects.
Pursuant to Section 99233.4, Allocations shall be made for rail passenger service
operations and capital improvements pursuant to Section 99234.5, 99234.7, or 99234.9.
These funds are taken “off the top” prior to apportioning the remaining funds to other
claimants. Section 99234.9:
Any county, city, county transportation commission, or operator may file claims
with the transportation-planning agency for rail passenger service operation
expenditures and capital improvement expenditures, including construction and
maintenance of intermodal transportation facilities. These funds may be used as the
entity's required contribution toward the cost of providing these services or capital
improvements.
This is the section allowing SJRRC to claim operating and capital funds “off the top”.
Pursuant to Section 99231, the total remaining funds, are available for general transportation
purposes and apportioned to claimants based upon population.





By statute, the San Joaquin Regional Transit District (SJRTD) is the primary claimant for
TDA funds within the SJRTD boundaries. Since the City of Stockton is completely within
the SJRTD boundaries, it (Stockton) has no population estimate for general transportation
purposes. Since a portion of the Stockton Metropolitan Area is unincorporated and that
population lives within the SJRTD boundaries, the Transit District's population estimate
includes them as well. Additionally, SJRTD and the County have negotiated an agreement
transferring the operation of County Area Transit over to SJRTD. Per their agreement,
SJRTD is to receive 76% of the County’s LTF funds (excluding bicycle/pedestrian funds
and the SJCOG planning allocation).
The County of San Joaquin receives its population-based share minus that population
attributed to the unincorporated Stockton urbanized area and 76% of the County’s general
apportionment by contract.
Escalon, Lathrop, Lodi, Manteca, Ripon and Tracy receive their population-based share.

CURRENT SJRRC APPORTIONMENT POLICY
At its July 2005 meeting, the SJCOG Board adopted a policy providing the RRC with a base of
$666,866 which would inflate by 2.5% above the increase in the LTF revenue estimate annually
until reaching an annual cap of $1,600,000. However, this policy also dictates that in years where

the revenue estimate does not increase or decreases, RRC will share in the decrease with the other
claimants. Due to the recession, RRC is just now getting back to the original apportionment levels
in 2005.
FISCAL IMPACT
The net amount available for general purposes, that is, funds available for transit and local street
purposes after the deductions for administration, bicycle and pedestrian, planning and rail services,
will be decreased by $4,000,000. The fiscal impact is more dramatically felt by San Joaquin RTD
because the District receives nearly 60% of the general purpose funds. As an example, should the
revenue estimate for FY 2015/16 be the same as the amended FY 2014/15 revenue estimate, the
funds distribution would be:
FY 14-15 Amd. 1

FY 15-16

Revenue Estimate

$

County Auditor

$

(2,000) $

SJCOG TDA Admin $

(225,000) $

ALUC Spec. Assessment
$

(180,000) $

SJCOG Planning

$

(768,000) $

$

24,425,000 $

24,605,000 $

180,000

Bicycle/Pedestrian

$

(488,500) $

(492,100) $

3,600

SJRRC

$

(700,209) $

(4,000,000) $

3,299,791

Transit, Streets, Etc. $

23,236,291 $

20,112,900 $

(3,123,391)

SJRTD

$13,883,531

$11,983,723

-$1,899,808

Escalon

$240,662

$203,955

-$36,707

Lathrop

$631,479

$561,288

-$70,192

Lodi

$2,098,196

$1,801,549

-$296,647

Manteca

$2,331,644

$2,062,763

-$268,882

$485,432

$420,449

-$64,983

25,600,000

$

25,600,000

YoY Change

$
(225,000) $
(2,000)

-

(768,000)

$

-

Balance Available

Ripon
Stockton
Tracy
Unincorporated

$0

$0

$0

$2,802,048

$2,409,934

-$392,114

$763,298

$669,239

-$94,059

FUTURE YEARS’ APPORTIONMENT
SJCOG staff is recommending this request be approved for only FY 15-16 pending the completion
and adoption of the Regional Transit Systems Plan (RTSP). The RTSP is underway at this time.

Included in the scope of the RTSP is an identification of all sources of transit funding in the county
with a recommendation on how to more efficiently program the various sources. The RTSP will
be completed prior to the next LTF cycle and is expected to have some degree of impact on the
apportionment of LTF.
However, even with the RTSP, the SJRRC will likely need to request more LTF than in the past.

January 2015
M&F

STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

2015 Active Transportation Program Cycle 2

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Information Only

SUMMARY:
The California Transportation Commission (CTC) has released a Discussion Draft of the proposed
2015 Active Transportation Program (ATP) Cycle 2 Guidelines. The call for projects for the 2015
ATP Cycle 2 will be issued on March 26, 2015. Cycle 2 will be for funding in Fiscal Years
2016/17, 17/18, and 18/19, with approximately $359.1 million anticipated to be available in the
statewide competition, and approximately $2.9 million for the regional SJCOG competition.
Proposed changes between the Cycle 2 and previous Cycle 1 guidelines are detailed below.
RECOMMENDATION:
Information Only.
FISCAL IMPACT:
None at this time.
BACKGROUND:
The Active Transportation Program (ATP) was created in 2013 by Senate Bill 99 and Assembly
Bill 101 to promote the increased use of active modes of transportation, such as biking and
walking. The ATP has two separate grant components – a statewide competition awarded by the
CTC, and a Regional competition with funding awarded by Metropolitan Planning Organizations
(MPOs) in urban areas with populations greater than 200,000, which includes SJCOG.
The ATP consolidates funding from the federal Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP), the
federal Safe Routes to School (SRTS) program, the state Safe Routes to School (SR2S) program,
and the state Bicycle Transportation Account (BTA). Consistent with the federal TAP
requirements, the ATP Guidelines distribute the total annual funding capacity between three
separate programs with 10% going to small urban/rural areas with populations of 200,000 or less,
40% going to Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO) in urban areas with populations greater
than 200,000 and 50% going to a statewide program. All funding must be competitively awarded
with the requirement that 25% of the funds in each program benefit disadvantaged communities.

During ATP Cycle 1, the SJCOG region received a total of approximately $7.5 million for 12
projects in Fiscal Years 2014/15 and 2015/16. During the Statewide portion of the program, four
projects from the City of Stockton received approximately $3 million in ATP funds. During the
MPO portion of the program, the SJCOG Board approved eight projects from the cities of Lathrop,
Lodi, Ripon, Stockton, Tracy, and the County of San Joaquin to receive a combination of $2.97
million in ATP funds and $1.5 million from the 25% regional share of Regional Surface
Transportation Program (RSTP) funds. The CTC adopted these recommendations on November
12, 2014.
The latest Discussion Draft of the 2015 ATP Cycle 2 Guidelines is available for review on the
CTC’s website at http://www.catc.ca.gov/programs/ATP.htm. Compared to the previous 2014
Guidelines, the significant changes include:


Project applications will be submitted directly to the CTC instead of Caltrans. Caltrans
will be shifting to implementing the adopted program, including performing eligibility and
deliverability reviews of the projects, and recommending allocations.



Projects for Active Transportation Plans must be community wide and benefit
predominantly disadvantaged communities (community wide may be interpreted as
benefiting an entire neighborhood, city, et cetera but not just a single street or school).
Applications for plans may not be combined with applications for infrastructure or other
non-infrastructure projects.



The requirement for an 11.47% local match for non-SRTS and non-Disadvantaged
Community projects was removed. Local matching funds are still encouraged, but not
required. Matching funds still cannot be expended before ATP funds are allocated for the
same phase, and still must be spent concurrently and proportionally to the ATP funds.



The scoring category of Public Participation and Planning has been decreased from a
range of 0-15 points to 0-10 points



A new scoring category, Leveraging of non-ATP Funds, has been added, which has a range
of 0 to 5 points.



MPO contingency project lists (in the event of cost savings or failure to deliver a project)
have been clarified. The contingency project list will be in effect for any given cycle only
until adoption of the next statewide ATP cycle.



A local agency may expend an amount allocated for environmental, design, right of way, or
construction for another allocated project component, provided that the total expenditure
shifted to a component in this way is not more than 20 percent of the amount actually
allocated for either component. This means that the amount transferred by a local agency
from one component to another may be no more than 20 percent of whichever of the
components has received the smaller allocation from the Commission

On December 2nd a workshop was held in Sacramento to discuss the new draft Cycle 2 guidelines,
which include some suggested changes to the draft guidelines from participants and CTC staff. A
second workshop was held at the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) on
Thursday January 8th to further refine the draft guidelines. The California Transportation
Commission will provide input on the draft guidelines to their staff at their January 22nd meeting.

SCHEDULE:
ATP Cycle 2 Schedule (subject to change)











ATP Guidelines Hearing
CTC adopts ATP Guidelines
Statewide ATP Call for Projects begins
Project applications due to CTC
MPOs submit optional guidelines to CTC
CTC action on MPO guidelines
CTC staff recommendations for statewide ATP projects
CTC adopts statewide ATP projects
MPO project recommendations due to CTC
CTC adopts MPO project recommendations

January 22, 2015
March 26, 2015
March 26, 2015
May 31, 2015
May 31, 2015
June 25, 2015
September 15, 2015
October 22, 2015
November 15, 2015
December 10, 2015

NEXT STEPS:
The final Cycle 2 guidelines will be adopted no later than March 26th, the date on which the Call
for Projects for the Statewide portion of the program will be issued. SJCOG staff recommends that
project sponsors begin the application process as soon as possible for potential new project grant
applications, or for improving unsuccessful applications from the previous cycle.

ATTACHMENTS:
1) Draft 2015 Active Transportation Program Fund Estimate

Prepared By: David Ripperda, Regional Planner

State of California
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

California State Transportation Agency

Memorandum
To:

CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS
CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

CTC Meeting:

January 22, 2015

Reference No.:

4.4
Informational Item

Prepared by:

Steven Keck, Chief
Division of Budgets

From:

NORMA ORTEGA
Chief Financial Officer

Subject:

DRAFT 2015 ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM FUND ESTIMATE
RECOMMENDATION:
The California Department of Transportation (Department) requests the California Transportation
Commission (Commission) review and comment on the Draft 2015 Active Transportation Program
(ATP) Fund Estimate provided at the January 22, 2015 Commission meeting. The Department will
work with Commission staff to implement necessary changes prior to the scheduled adoption of the
ATP Fund Estimate on March 25, 2015.
ISSUE:
The 2015 ATP Fund Estimate program capacities are based on Senate Bill (SB) 99 and Assembly
Bill (AB) 101, along with guidance from the Federal Highway Administration, Commission and
California State Transportation Agency.
In addition, the following assumptions were used to calculate the Draft 2015 ATP Fund Estimate
program capacities:
•

•
•
•
•
•

Distribution to Metropolitan Planning Organizations is based upon total population.
o Federal Transportation Alternative Program (TAP) funding distributed according to
Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21) guidance.
o Other federal funds distributed by total population.
Recreational Trails not subject to Federal TAP distribution guidelines.
Federal Highway Safety Improvement Program funds will not be used in the ATP.
95 percent obligation authority for all federal funding apportionments.
Population based on 2010 census data.
State and federal resources will remain stable throughout the fund estimate period.

The Department will work with Commission staff to incorporate any necessary updates or
amendments.

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California’s economy and livability”

CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS
CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Reference No.: 4.4
January 22, 2015
Page 2 of 2

BACKGROUND:
The ATP, as articulated in SB 99 and AB 101, was signed into law on September 26, 2013. It
replaced the existing system of small-dedicated grant programs, which funded Safe Routes to
Schools, bicycle programs, and Recreational Trails. The ATP divides approximately $120 million
for active transportation projects between the state and regions, subject to 2015 guidelines. The
intent of combining this funding is to improve flexibility and reduce the administrative burden of
having several small independent grant programs.

Attachment

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California’s economy and livability”

Reference No.: 4.4
January 22, 2015
Attachment

ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM (ATP)
DRAFT FUND ESTIMATE
($ in thousands)
2015-16
2016-17
RESOURCES

2017-18

3-Year
Total

2018-19

4-Year
Total

STATE RESOURCES
Beginning Balance
State Highway Account
State Resources Subtotal

$0
34,200
$34,200

34,200
$34,200

34,200
$34,200

34,200
$34,200

102,600
$102,600

$0
136,800
$136,800

FEDERAL RESOURCES
Transportation Alternative Program (TAP)
TAP Recreational Trails
Other Federal
Federal Resources Subtotal

$63,650
1,900
19,950
$85,500

$63,650
1,900
19,950
$85,500

$63,650
1,900
19,950
$85,500

$63,650
1,900
19,950
$85,500

$190,950
5,700
59,850
$256,500

$254,600
7,600
79,800
$342,000

$119,700
$119,700
DISTRIBUTION

$119,700

$119,700

$359,100

$478,800

TOTAL RESOURCES AVAILABLE
URBAN REGIONS (MPO Administered)
State
Federal
Urban Regions Subtotal

($13,221)
(34,659)
($47,880)

($13,221)
(34,659)
($47,880)

($13,221)
(34,659)
($47,880)

($13,221)
(34,659)
($47,880)

($39,663)
(103,977)
($143,640)

($52,884)
(138,636)
($191,520)

SMALL URBAN & RURAL REGIONS (State Administered)
State
Federal
Small Urban & Rural Regions Subtotal

($4,829)
(7,141)
($11,970)

($4,829)
(7,141)
($11,970)

($4,829)
(7,141)
($11,970)

($4,829)
(7,141)
($11,970)

($14,487)
(21,423)
($35,910)

($19,316)
(28,564)
($47,880)

STATEWIDE COMPETITION (State Administered)
State
Federal
Statewide Competition Subtotal

($16,150)
(43,700)
($59,850)

($16,150)
(43,700)
($59,850)

($16,150)
(43,700)
($59,850)

($16,150)
(43,700)
($59,850)

($48,450)
(131,100)
($179,550)

($64,600)
(174,800)
($239,400)

($119,700)

($119,700)

($119,700)

($119,700)

($359,100)

($478,800)

TOTAL DISBURSEMENTS

Note: Individual numbers may not add to total due to independent rounding.
Final dollar amounts may vary based on actual apportionment and obligational authority by FHWA or any changes in Federal guidance.

URBAN REGIONS
MTC Region
SACOG Region
SCAG Region
Fresno COG (Fresno UZA)
Kern COG (Bakersfield)
SANDAG (San Diego UZA)
San Joaquin COG (Stockton)
Stanislaus COG (Modesto)
Tulare CAG (Visalia)
Total

FEDERAL FEDERAL
TOTAL
STATE
TAP
OTHER
SHARES
$
5,252 $
1,915 $
2,908 $ 10,075
1,472
609
1,123
3,205
14,493
4,833
6,106
25,432
559
249
503
1,311
448
225
510
1,183
2,526
829
1,006
4,361
317
183
465
966
306
138
281
725
187
118
317
623
$ 25,559 $
9,100 $ 13,221 $ 47,880

Disadvantaged
Communities*

$

$

2,519
801
6,358
328
296
1,090
241
181
156
11,970

Note: Individual numbers may not add to total due to independent rounding.
Final dollar amounts may vary based on actual apportionment and obligational authority by FHWA or any changes in Federal
* Per Senate Bill 99, guidelines shall include a process to ensure no less than 25 percent of overall program funds benefit disadvantaged
communities.

January 2015
M&F Committee

STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

Public Health Profile: Signs of a Costly
Epidemic: The personal health risks and
economic impacts of the chronic disease
crisis

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Information Only

DISCUSSION:
SUMMARY:
This is a report regarding an SJCOG staff produced public health profile titled Signs of a Costly
Epidemic: the personal health risks and economic impacts of the chronic disease crisis. The
health profile is being submitted to the Management and Finance Committee (M&F) to solicit for
any comments and recommendations prior to being finalized and presented to the SJCOG Board.
FISCAL IMPACT:
No impact to SJCOG OWP.
BACKGROUND:
The 2014 Regional Transportation Plan & Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS)
document highlights several goals meant to improve the quality of life and enhance the
environment for both existing residents and future generations living in San Joaquin County.
The policy language meant to help facilitate these goals outlined several strategies that include
improving the connection between land use and transportation and enhancing public health
through active transportation projects.
To inform the public health discussion, staff produced an assessment of San Joaquin County’s
current health profile titled, Signs of a Costly Epidemic: The personal health risks and economic
impacts of the chronic disease crisis. This document provides an overview of five individual
chronic diseases that have been identified as having significant impact (i.e. prevalence and
mortality rates) in both the San Joaquin Valley region and San Joaquin County: heart disease,
stroke, diabetes, obesity and asthma. San Joaquin County’s health profile is ranked
comparatively with state figures, as well as among the counties that comprise the San Joaquin
Valley region in relation to these chronic diseases.

With these larger 2014 RTP goals in mind, staff presented the draft Public Health Profile to the
2014 RTP Working Group at their December 2014 meeting. Staff recommended, and the 2014
RTP Working Group concurred, that the next step for the Public Health Profile was to follow the
appropriate channels for review prior to presenting the information to the SJCOG Board.
Upon the M&F’s review of the attached Public Health Profile, staff is seeking the M&F’s
comments or guidance regarding the next potential following steps:




In recognition that there are elevated health risks affecting San Joaquin County residents,
what can we do as a public agency to help fulfill the goals outlined in the current RTP
related to “improving the quality of life for residents?”
Identify and develop health performance metrics relevant to San Joaquin County
residents that would assist in collecting quantifiable health data which could be used for
establishing baselines and monitoring purposes.
Enhance our interface with community members, local partners, and both public and
private agencies to be better engaged and informed of the health concerns of San Joaquin
County residents.

NEXT STEPS:
Utilizing feedback received from the M&F, staff will present a summary of the Public Health
Profile to the SJCOG Board for discussion. Staff will begin development of technical and/or
policies relating to further incorporation of public health into the SJCOG planning and
programming processes. In addition, staff will continue to work with the recently formed 2014
RTP Working Group regarding how to further incorporate public health considerations into
SJCOG’s next RTP/SCS implementation and development process. The ability to measure the
impacts of public health in the planning process continue to evolve over time, SJCOG staff will
continue to evaluate how best to incorporate public health into the SJCOG planning process.
ATTACHMENS:
1. Public Health Profile

Prepared by: Phillip Brennan, Regional Planner
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