SAN JOAQUIN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
MANAGEMENT AND FINANCE COMMITTEE
ERNIE’S FOOD & SPIRITS
1351 N. Main Street, Manteca, CA 95336
HOSTED BY: CITY OF ESCALON
Wednesday, February 18, 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 January 21, 2015

Action

4. Draft Fiscal Year 2015/16 Overall Work Program (OWP)

Action

5. San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission Request for Local
Transportation Fund Apportionment: Compromise Proposal

Action

6. FY 2015/16 Local Transportation Fund

Action

7. FY 2015/16 Estimated State Transit Assistance Revenue &
Apportionment Schedule

Action

8. Regional Transportaton Impact Fee (RTIF) Funding for San Joaquin
Regional Transit District ( SJRTD) Regional Transportation Center

Action

9. San Joaquin One Voice® Regional Project Submissions

Action

10. SJCOG Public Participation Plan Update

Information

11. Executive Director’s Report
12. Other Matters of Business

13. Adjourn to next regular scheduled meeting on Wednesday, March 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
January 21, 2015

MINUTES
1.

The meeting was called to order at 12:05 p.m. by Chair Kurt Wilson.
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;
Brian Schmidt, SJRRC Director of Operations; Monica Nino, County Administrator; Steve
Schwabauer, Lodi City Manager; Kevin Werner, Ripon City Administrator; Kurt Wilson,
Stockton City Manager; Andrew Chesley, SJCOG Executive Director; Steve Dial, Deputy
Executive Director; Diane Nguyen, SJCOG Deputy Director; Rosie Gutierrez, SJCOG Office
Services Supervisor.
Other Attendees:
Harry Mavrogenes, Airport Director; Bob Schiffler, SJRRC Controller.
Committee Members Not Present:
Steve Salvatore, City of Lathrop.

2. Public Comment:
None.
3. Approve Minutes of November 19, 2014:
It was moved/seconded (Schwabauer/Brown) to approve the minutes of November 19, 2014.
Motion passed unanimously by voice vote.
4. Strengthening the Workforce through Extended & Continuing Education
Jessica Irish, CSU Stanislaus Marketing Specialist presented a presentation on the CSU
Stanislaus University Extended Education. Ms. Irish gave a brief overview on what the
University Extended Education provides. Ms. Irish stated they are designed to increase
accessibility to students to meet the existing and emerging educational and workforce needs of
the region. Chuck Gonzales, CSU Stanislaus Executive-in-Charge stated the focus is to create
something that is affordable, a modal that works and to be able to build lifelong friendships.
Jessica Irish announced the save the date for “Meet the CEO” with SCU Stanislaus President on
February 23, 2015 from 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. to share his visions.

5. Local Transportation Fund – San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission
Andrew Chesley stated this month this item is for discussion only and Board will take action
next month.
Steve Dial discussed the background of the Local Transportation Fund (LTF) and stated the
SJCOG is designated by the Transportation Development Act (TDA) to administer LTF
including adopting a revenue estimate and apportioning those revenues pursuant to the TDA.
Mr. Dial stated the table on page 3 of the staff report shows the funds distribution. The San
Joaquin Regional Rail Commission is requesting an increase in its LTF apportionment of $4
million in order to meet increased budget demands including a doubling of UPRR trackage
rights, increased insurance requirements and maintenance operations. Mr. Dial stated in order to
have a better picture staff is recommending this request be approved for only FY 2015-16
pending the completion and adoption of the Regional Transit Systems Plan (RSTP).
A discussion followed regarding the LTF distribution, the SJRRC maintenance facility, and
existing policy. Member expressed concern regarding the SJRRC past loans and if this was
going to be 1 time only.
Troy Brown stared more information will be helpful and will need more time to digest this.
Karen McLaughlin requested information explaining how SJRRC got to where they are. Donna
DeMartino discussed the 2005 SJCOG Board staff report on the new legislation that the San
Joaquin County Rail Commission became eligible to claim Local Transportation Funds directly
from the fund and SJRRC financial records. Ms. DeMartino stated if this is approved it’s going
to have a huge impact on SJRTD and the whole region, so SJRTD opposes and will wait till the
RSTP is competed.
This item was for discussion only, no action was taken.
6. SJCOG Board Appointments
Andrew Chesley briefly discussed this item stating the COG Board makes the appointments to
the SJRRC. The SJRRC consists of six members and the four sitting COG Appointees are:
Supervisor Steve Bestolarides, SJC
Supervisor Kathy Miller, SJC
Mayor Bob Johnson, City of Lodi
Vice Mayor Steve Dresser, City of Lathrop
Mr. Chesley stated at the Executive Committee meeting they took action and unanimously
recommended the vacancies to be filled by:
Councilmember Vince Hernandez, City of Manteca
Mayor Mike Maciel, City of Tracy
Mr. Chesley stated Commissioners can only be locally elected officials presently serving on a
city council or the Board of Supervisors. There are no other specifications in the Joint Powers

Agreement. The JPA for the Rail Commission requires commissioners to serve a four year term
from the time they are appointed. However, this has produced some quirky situations leaving the
Commission on a couple of occasions with quorum challenges. Therefore, staff would like to
create two sets of four year terms that would coincide with elections to minimize the potential for
quorum and representation issues. Staff will recommend to the Board to adopt three
commissioners terms to end January 2017 and three commissioners terms to end January 2019.
This should bring some rationality to the term dates.
This item was for information only, no action was taken.
7. 2015 Active Transportation Program Cycle 2
Diane Nguyen presented this item stating the call for projects for the 2015 ATP Cycle 2 will be
issued in March of this year. Cycle 2 will be for funding 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. Ms. Nguyen encouraged
project sponsors begin the application process as soon as possible for potential new project grant
applications.
This item was for information only, no action was taken.
8. Public Health Profile: Signs of Costly Epidemic: The personal Health risks and economic
impacts of the chronic disease crisis
Ms. Nguyen briefly discussed this item stating Public Health advocates feel transportation is a
strong role for health. The attached Public Health Profile provides an overview of five individual
chronic diseases that have been identified as having significant impact in both the San Joaquin
Valley region and San Joaquin County. Once the RTP was completed the Board directed a
“working group” be formed to assist with implementation. Staff presented the draft Public Health
Profile and the 2014 RTP Working Group provided supportive feedback. The next step is to
follow the appropriate channels for review prior to presenting the information to the SJCOG
Board. Staff will continue to evaluate how best to incorporate public health into the SJCOG
planning process.
This item was for information only, no action was taken.
9. Executive Director’s Report
Mr. Chesley stated there will be more discussion on the Local Transportation Fund in the coming
months.
10. Other Matters of Business:
None.
11. Adjournment
There being no further business to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1:40 p.m. to
Wednesday, February 18, 2015.

February 2015
M&F

STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

Draft Fiscal Year 2015/16 Overall Work
Program (OWP)

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Recommend to Board Adoption of Draft
FY 2015/16 Overall Work Program for the
Purpose of Submitting to Federal and State
Agencies

DISCUSSION:
SUMMARY:
A formal draft of the Overall Work Program (OWP) is being prepared and will be submitted to the
Board at the February 26, 2015 meeting. This staff report provides a summary of revenue
highlights for FY 2015/16 as well as significant changes proposed for next year’s work program.
The proposed draft document is available at www.sjcog.org
RECOMMENDATION:
Recommend to Board the adoption of Draft FY 2015/16 Overall Work Program for the purpose of
submitting to federal and state agencies.
FISCAL IMPACT:
Approval of the Draft OWP will identify $8,122,842.00 in revenue for SJCOG operations in FY
15/16. This is a reduction of $519,876.54 from the fiscal year 2014/15 amended OWP (amendment
2 on the September 2014 agenda). This is a preliminary estimate that undoubtedly will change
between the adoption of the draft of OWP this month and the adoption of the final OWP in March.
BACKGROUND:
The Overall Work Program is a management tool identifying the tasks and products that the San
Joaquin Council of Governments will undertake to deliver during fiscal year 2015/16. The OWP
also identifies the funding sources and staff resources necessary to complete the overall work
program.

The Overall Work Program is broken down into work elements that are unique to specific subject
areas. For example, one work element is dedicated to the preparation and update of the Regional
Transportation Plan. Each work element:
 identifies work previously completed under that work element
 the purpose of that work element in the subject matter,
 tasks to be undertaken,
 a listing of products and the schedule for delivery of those products,
 the funding sources for each work element,
 the responsible agency,
 and the level of effort (staff allocation) required to undertake and deliver those tasks and
products.
Revenue
For purposes of this draft, net SJCOG revenues are estimated to decrease by approximately
$519,876.54 from the amended FY 2014/15 OWP, from $ 8,642,718.54 to $ 8,122,842.00 or a 6.0%
decrease. By the time of the final approval of the OWP, this amount will undoubtedly change. As
noted below, several significant work efforts are completed or near completion with the funding
sources for them having been spent down, thus, revenue associated with funding those work
products has decreased. Because a significant amount of work was being undertaken by
consultants and other professional services, there is no impact on staffing. Significant revenue
sources:









Federal Highways PL funds are programmed nearly $55,000 higher than the current year.
Federal Transit Administration MPO Planning funds are $12,000 higher.
The Stanislaus Association of Governments and Merced County Association of
Governments (MCAG) are expected to once again contract with SJCOG’s Commute
Connection to operate a Transportation Demand Management program in their respective
areas. The draft OWP includes $270,000 of combined CMAQ funds from both agencies.
While the current allocation of STIP for Planning and Program Management is expected to
be nearly exhausted, there will be a new allocation for 2015/16 at the same funding level of
$200,000.
Freeway Service Patrol on I-205 will continue to be fully funded. And, the draft OWP
continues funding for Freeway Service Patrol through on the I-5 and Route 99 construction
projects.
SJCOG continues to receive a return on vehicle registration SAFE (Service Authority for
Freeway Emergencies) funds to be used for Freeway Service Patrol match.
In the areas of staff augmentation, a portion of the Calaveras COG technical support
contract and a portion of the City of Manteca support contract remain available for
continued provision of services in FY 15-16.

Again, the net change between the proposed draft and the currently adopted OWP is a decrease of
$519,876.54.

Overall Work Program
Highlights of projects, activities, and/or planning documents at or nearing completion in FY
14/15 OWP period:













Measure K Renewal Ordinance and Expenditure Plan Amendment Process.
Unmet Transit Needs Report.
Implementation of the first Three-County Travel Demand Model (covering San Joaquin,
Stanislaus, and Merced Counties).
Regular meetings of the newly formed Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy Working Group.
Continue to participate in High Speed/Higher Speed Regional Rail work groups and the
Rail Joint Powers Authority.
Completion of Annual Reports for Commute Connection, Measure K, Freeway Service
Patrol, and Regional Transportation Impact Fee.
Participation with Valley Councils of Government (COG’s) on interregional modeling,
transportation planning, and legislative issues.
Representation of SJCOG with California Councils of Governments, Regional
Transportation Planning Agencies Group, and Self-Help Coalition.
Completion of the Congestion Management Program Technical Analysis and
Conformance Evaluation.
Completion of the Caltrans grant funded Interregional Transportation Demand
Management Action Plan.
Completion of amendments to the Federal Transportation Improvement Program and the
Federal-Aid Annual Obligation Report.
Programming of projects for the first cycle of Active Transportation Program, Federal
Transit Administration 5310 Projects.

Project Delivery- construction of state highway projects that will continue in Fiscal Year
2015-16 OWP:
 North I-5 Widening, SR 99 Manteca Widening, and SR 99 Stockton Widening, and
Crosstown Freeway Extension.
Major New Studies and Products Proposed for the Fiscal Year 2015-16 include:
 Update of the Congestion Management Program.
 Publications of census and research information, in collaboration with the University of the
Pacific, for the “Regional Analyst/Regional Spotlight”
 Update of the Public Participation Plan.
 Commuter Travel Study.
 Route 99/120 Project Study Report/Project Report (PSR/PR)
 Highway 99 Project Initiation Document (PID)
 Update of the Regional Transit Systems Plan
 Updated Transit Memorandums of Understandings (MOUs) with transit operators in San
Joaquin County, defining roles and responsibilities

 2016 Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) which programs State
Transportation Improvement Program funds
 Updated Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
The above new initiatives are in addition to on-going programs and services, which will be
continued in FY 2015/16 by SJCOG such as Commute Connection, Freeway Service Patrol,
RTP Continuing Implementation, Transit Planning and Transportation Development
Administration and Implementation of the Measure K/R Programs and the One Voice®
Program. This ongoing work also includes substantial coordination of regional planning,
programming and air quality planning with the other seven MPO’s in the San Joaquin Valley.
Draft FY 2015-16 OWP Review Process
The full draft OWP package will be presented to the SJCOG Board on February 26, 2015 for
adoption in draft. It will then be submitted for review by Caltrans, the Federal Highway
Administration and the Federal Transit Administration. Under a slightly revised process, there
may or may not be a Metropolitan Planning Organization Program review meeting in March.
At that meeting, SJCOG will discuss this year’s activities and the FY 2015/16 work program.
SJCOG’s member agencies and partners are encouraged to review the draft and submit
comments during the month of February.
Comments will be considered in preparing the final FY 2015-16 OWP. Also at the March
SJCOG Board meeting, the FY 2015/16 Annual Financial Plan will be presented for adoption.

Transportation Expenditures by Funding Source
February 26, 2015
Fiscal Year 2015-16 Draft

WORK ELEMENT

601.01 Regional Transportation Plan
601.02 Regional Planning Studies
602.01 Transportation Improvement Plan

FHWA-PL

FHWA-PL

FTA 5303

FTA 5307

Partnership
Planning

STANCOG

MCAG

SACOG

CT

CT(FSP)

CT(FSP)

Manteca SR
99

FY 15/16

Unobligated
carryover

FY 15/16

TRACY

SJV Goods
Movement

COG

COG

COG

STIP PPM
14/15

10-6088(046)
6088 (048)

Construction

Proj. Mgmt

305.0800
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603.023 Transit Planning FTA 5304 (SJRTD)
603.03 Trans. Air Quality Planning/Modeling
603.04 Goods Movement

203.0
50.0

125.000
200.0

603.041 Goods Movement /Partnership Planning
701.01 Technical Assistance
801.01 Intergovernmental Coordination
801.02 Projections & Forecasts

801.05 Regional Planning
801.06 Valley MPO Coordination

53.0
10.0
37.0

5.0

172.0

75.0

68.0
40.0
29.0

40.0

30.0
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801.03 Aviation and Land Use
801.04 Congestion Management Prog/Sys
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-
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90.0

20.0

180.0

90.0

90.0

5.0
3.00

-

45.0

20.0

103.0

78.0

139.0

10.0
107.0

561.0

801.09 Habitat Implementation
901.01 Measure K Administration

44.0

901.02 Regional Transportation Impact Fee

137.0

901.03 Smart Growth
1001.01 COG OWP Management & Admin.

110

11.50
225.0

1001.02 TDA Administration
1001.03 Community Involvement

5.500

30

5.0

1101.01 Transportation Demand Management

195.0

75.0

150.0

195.0

75.0

150.0

13.0
9.018

961.19

15.0

1101.03 TDM Partnership Planning Grant
1201.01 Freeway Service Patrol

Total

1,253.58

90.00

SJCOG FTA 5303 Toll Credit Match
SJCOG FHWA PL Toll Credit Match
162.41458
TRACY FTA 5307 Toll Credit Match

11.66045

308.7390

100.0

200.0

200.0
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100.0

724.171

100.0

40.0004
25.0

Page 65

113.0
40.0

478.0

470.0
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883.0

225.0

50.0

137.0

961.19

30.0

128.0

561.0

172.0

69.1620

TOTAL

607.1290
86.4510
468.00
615.00
501.9010
509.9820
70.00
275.00
168.00
250.00
154.00
248.00
233.00
13.00
102.00
561.00
186.50
181.00
10.00
367.50
225.00
48.00
1,405.2080
937.1710
8,222.842
8,222.842

FY 2015/2016 FHWA Metropolitan Transportation Planning Process Certification
In accordance with 23 CFR 450, Caltrans and ______________________________________________,
Metropolitan Planning Organization for the ___________________________________ urbanized area(s)
hereby certify that the transportation planning process is addressing the major issues in the metropolitan
planning area and is being conducted in accordance with all applicable requirements of:
I.

23 U.S.C. 134, 49 U.S.C. 5303, and 23 CFR 450 Subparts B and C;

II.

In nonattainment and maintenance areas, sections 174 and 176 (c) and (d) of the Clean Air Act, as
amended (42 U.S.C. 7504, 7506 (c) and (d)) and 40 CFR part 93;

III.

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Title VI Assurance executed by California under
23 U.S.C. 324 and 29 U.S.C. 794

IV.

49 U.S.C. 5332, prohibiting discrimination on the basis of race, color, creed, national origin, sex,
or age in employment or business opportunity;

V.

Section 1101(b) of the MAP-21 (Pub. L. 112-141) and 49 CFR part 26 regarding the involvement
of disadvantaged business enterprises in USDOT funded projects;

VI.

23 CFR part 230, regarding the implementation of an equal employment opportunity program on
Federal and Federal-aid highway construction contracts;

VII.

The provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12101 et seq.) and 49
CFR parts 27, 37, and 38;

VIII.

The Older Americans Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 6101), prohibiting discrimination on the basis
of age in programs or activities receiving Federal financial assistance;

IX.

Section 324 of title 23 U.S.C. regarding the prohibition of discrimination based on
gender; and

X.

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C. 794) and 49 CFR part 27
regarding discrimination against individuals with disabilities.
__________________________
MPO Authorizing Signature
__________________________
Title
__________________________
Date

____________________________
Caltrans District Approval Signature
____________________________
Title
____________________________
Date

FTA FISCAL YEAR 2015 CERTIFICATIONS AND ASSURANCES
FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR 2015 CERTIFICATIONS AND ASSURANCES FOR
FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS
(Signature pages alternative to providing Certifications and Assurances in TEAM-Web)
Name of Applicant: ____________________________________________________________
The Applicant agrees to comply with applicable provisions of Groups 01 – 24. ______
OR
The Applicant agrees to comply with applicable provisions of the Groups it has selected:
Group

Description

01.

Required Certifications and Assurances for Each Applicant.

______

02.

Lobbying.

______

03.

Procurement and Procurement Systems.

______

04.

Private Sector Protections.

______

05.

Rolling Stock Reviews and Bus Testing.

______

06.

Demand Responsive Service.

______

07.

Intelligent Transportation Systems.

______

08.

Interest and Financing Costs and Acquisition of Capital Assets by Lease.

______

09.

Transit Asset Management Plan and Public Transportation Agency Safety Plan.

______

10.

Alcohol and Controlled Substances Testing.

______

11.

Fixed Guideway Capital Investment Grants Program (New Starts, Small Starts, and Core
Capacity) and Capital Investment Program in Effect before MAP-21 Became Effective.

______

12.

State of Good Repair Program.

______

13.

Fixed Guideway Modernization Grant Program.

______

14.

Bus and Bus Facilities Formula Grants Program and Bus and Bus-Related Equipment and
Facilities Grant Program (Discretionary).

______

15.

Urbanized Area Formula Grants Programs/ Passenger Ferry Grants Program/Job Access and
Reverse Commute (JARC) Formula Grant Program.

______

16.

Seniors/Elderly/Individuals with Disabilities Programs/New Freedom Program.

______

17.

Rural/Other Than Urbanized Areas/Appalachian Development/Over-the-Road Bus
Accessibility Programs.

______

18.

Tribal Transit Programs (Public Transportation on Indian Reservations Programs).

______

19.

Low or No Emission/Clean Fuels Grant Programs.

______

20.

Paul S. Sarbanes Transit in Parks Program.

______

21.

State Safety Oversight Grant Program.

______

22.

Public Transportation Emergency Relief Program.

______

23.

Expedited Project Delivery Pilot Program.

______

24.

Infrastructure Finance Programs.

______

FTA FISCAL YEAR 2015 CERTIFICATIONS AND ASSURANCES
FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR 2015 FTA CERTIFICATIONS AND ASSURANCES SIGNATURE PAGE
(Required of all Applicants for FTA funding and all FTA Grantees with an active Capital or Formula Project)
AFFIRMATION OF APPLICANT
Name of the Applicant: ____________________________________________________________________________
Name and Relationship of the Authorized Representative: _________________________________________________
BY SIGNING BELOW, on behalf of the Applicant, I declare that it has duly authorized me to make these
Certifications and Assurances and bind its compliance. Thus, it agrees to comply with all Federal statutes and
regulations, and follow applicable Federal guidance, and comply with the Certifications and Assurances as indicated on
the foregoing page applicable to each application its Authorized Representative makes to the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) in Federal Fiscal Year 2015, irrespective of whether the individual that acted on his or her
Applicant’s behalf continues to represent it.
FTA intends that the Certifications and Assurances the Applicant selects on the other side of this document should
apply to each Project for which it seeks now, or may later seek FTA funding during Federal Fiscal Year 2015.
The Applicant affirms the truthfulness and accuracy of the Certifications and Assurances it has selected in the
statements submitted with this document and any other submission made to FTA, and acknowledges that the Program
Fraud Civil Remedies Act of 1986, 31 U.S.C. 3801 et seq., and implementing U.S. DOT regulations, “Program Fraud
Civil Remedies,” 49 CFR part 31, apply to any certification, assurance or submission made to FTA. The criminal
provisions of 18 U.S.C. 1001 apply to any certification, assurance, or submission made in connection with a Federal
public transportation program authorized by 49 U.S.C. chapter 53 or any other statute
In signing this document, I declare under penalties of perjury that the foregoing Certifications and Assurances, and any
other statements made by me on behalf of the Applicant are true and accurate.
Signature____________________________________________________________

Date: _________________

Name_______________________________________________________________
Authorized Representative of Applicant
AFFIRMATION OF APPLICANT’S ATTORNEY
For (Name of Applicant): ________________________________________________________________________
As the undersigned Attorney for the above named Applicant, I hereby affirm to the Applicant that it has authority under
State, local, or tribal government law, as applicable, to make and comply with the Certifications and Assurances as
indicated on the foregoing pages. I further affirm that, in my opinion, the Certifications and Assurances have been
legally made and constitute legal and binding obligations on it.
I further affirm that, to the best of my knowledge, there is no legislation or litigation pending or imminent that might
adversely affect the validity of these Certifications and Assurances, or of the performance of its FTA Project or
Projects.
Signature____________________________________________________________

Date: _________________

Name_______________________________________________________________
Attorney for Applicant
Each Applicant for FTA funding and each FTA Grantee with an active Capital or Formula Project must provide an
Affirmation of Applicant’s Attorney pertaining to the Applicant’s legal capacity. The Applicant may enter its signature
in lieu of the Attorney’s signature, provided the Applicant has on file this Affirmation, signed by the attorney and dated
this Federal fiscal year.

Fiscal Year 2015/2016 California Department of Transportation
Debarment and Suspension Certification
As required by U.S. DOT regulations on governmentwide Debarment and Suspension
(Nonprocurement), 49 CFR 29.100:
1) The Applicant certifies, to the best of its knowledge and belief, that it and its contractors,
subcontractors and subrecipients:
a) Are not presently debarred, suspended, proposed for debarment, declared
ineligible, or voluntarily excluded from covered transactions by any Federal
department or agency;
b) Have not, within the three (3) year period preceding this certification, been
convicted of or had a civil judgment rendered against them for commission of
fraud or a criminal offense in connection with obtaining, attempting to obtain, or
performing a public (Federal, state, or local) transaction or contract under a public
transaction, violation of Federal or state antitrust statutes, or commission of
embezzlement, theft, forgery, bribery, falsification or destruction of records,
making false statements, or receiving stolen property;
c) Are not presently indicted for or otherwise criminally or civilly charged by a
governmental entity (Federal, state, or local) with commission of any of the
offenses listed in subparagraph (1)(b) of this certification; and
d) Have not, within the three (3) year period preceding this certification, had one or
more public transactions (Federal, state, and local) terminated for cause or default.
2) The Applicant also certifies that, if Applicant later becomes aware of any information
contradicting the statements of paragraph (1) above, it will promptly provide that
information to the State.
3) If the Applicant is unable to certify to all statements in paragraphs (1) and (2) of this
certification, through those means available to Applicant, including the General Services
Administration’s Excluded Parties List System (EPLS), Applicant shall indicate so in its
applications, or in the transmittal letter or message accompanying its annual certifications
and assurances, and will provide a written explanation to the State.

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DEBARMENT AND SUSPENSION CERTIFICATION
FISCAL YEAR 2015/2016
SIGNATURE PAGE
In signing this document, I declare under penalties of perjury that the foregoing certifications and
assurances, and any other statements made by me on behalf of the Applicant are true and correct.

Signature

Date

Printed Name

As the undersigned Attorney for the above named Applicant, I hereby affirm to the Applicant
that it has the authority under state and local law to make and comply with the certifications and
assurances as indicated on the foregoing pages. I further affirm that, in my opinion, these
certifications and assurances have been legally made and constitute legal and binding obligations
of the Applicant.

I further affirm to the Applicant that, to the best of my knowledge, there is no legislation or
litigation pending or imminent that might adversely affect the validity of these certifications and
assurances or of the performance of the described project.
AFFIRMATION OF APPLICANT’S ATTORNEY

For
Signature

Printed Name
of Applicant’s Attorney

(Name of Applicant)
Date

February 2015
Management and Finance

STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission
Request for Local Transportation Fund
Apportionment: Compromise Proposal

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Motion to Recommend Approval of the
Agreement Negotiated With the San Joaquin
Regional Rail Commission:

Proposed Agreement:
 Increase San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission’s allocation for FY 2014-15 to
$1,300,000 up $646,471 from exiting allocation using new 2014-15 LTF Revenue
Estimate. The amount available for other claimants increases $983,827
 Adopt the FY 2015-16 LTF Revenue Estimate at $25,600,000, same as the amended FY
2014-15 Revenue Estimate.
 Allocate to SJRRC $1,300,000 from the FY 2015-16 LTF Revenue Estimate. This is
approximately $600,000 more than would have been expected, but considerably less than
the original request of $4,000,000.
 Waive SJRRC’s 2016 Measure K debt service payment reducing expenditures by
$1,900,000, leaving SJRRC close to being made whole in FY 2015-16.
 Program $350,000 in Regional Transportation Impact Fees to the San Joaquin Regional
Transit District for the construction of the Operations and Maintenance Facility off North
Filbert Street. This would free up a like amount of local match for operations.
 Through the development of the Regional Transit Systems Plan update, regional transit
funding will be analyzed and policies to assist the Board with future funding developed.

DISCUSSION:
The month of January produced a good discussion on the request from the San Joaquin Regional
Rail Commission and spurred the exploration of another alternative to the $4.0 million request
for Local Transportation Funding. This short term compromise proposal is articulated above in
the recommendation. It takes advantage of our annual adjustment of Local Transportation Fund
revenue which shows receipts are running well ahead of projections. It significantly softens the
blow for the coming fiscal year’s Local Transportation Fund. It frees up operating dollars for the
Rail Commission by deferring payment of a Measure K loan into the future. It programs
regional transportation impact fee dollars to offset a loss of funding to SJRTD.
This is not a resolution of the bigger question which is how to balance the future requests of the
Regional Rail Commission with the needs of the Local Transportation Fund to finance public

transit operations and improvements throughout San Joaquin County. That is a question that will
be addressed in the development of the Regional Transit Systems Plan.
During January there were a number of points raised. A few of those are addressed here below.

Legal Opinion as to What Discretion the SJCOG Board of Directors has Regarding the
SJRRC LTF Funding Request (See attached opinion):
The opinion from the third party legal firm of Miller & Owen is very straightforward. By statute
the San Joaquin COG Board of Directors must approve the claim from a rail passenger entity that
meets the requirements for operations and capital expenses. The opinion is attached. The
opinion does state in the last paragraph that there is nothing in the statute that precludes some
negotiation with the Regional Rail Commission on their request. And in fact, that is what
SJCOG staff has done with this question. It is also important to point out that there are other
constraints on the Regional Rail Commission in requesting funding from the Local
Transportation Fund. SJRRC receives funding from numerous sources managed and controlled
by the San Joaquin Council of Governments and all these are balanced to meet the Commission’s
funding needs.
Alameda and Santa Clara Counties
The San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission has not requested any portion of their anticipated
budget increase be funded by Alameda or Santa Clara Counties. Rail Commission staff points
out that there are several reasons for this. One is that per previous agreements with Alameda and
Santa Clara Counties, the funding source for the ACE service has been well defined and LTF
was not included as part of that agreement. A second explanation is that Alameda and Santa
Clara combined produce (in years prior to this request) $6.2 M of local funding to $4.09 M of
San Joaquin local funding. The characterization of this has been somewhat less than precise over
the past couple months, but it is safe to say that over half (55%) of the riders on ACE are San
Joaquin residents, and they account for a far larger percentage of the passenger miles traveled.
(There are Stanislaus County residents as well.) With this in mind the Rail Commission staff has
not wanted to “rock the boat” with our neighbors to the west who have been paying a higher
share compared to their residents’ ridership totals. Another perspective on this is that the service
is not just for employed residents but also serves businesses in Alameda and Santa Clara with
much needed labor and provides congestion benefits for Bay Area highways. Quantifying these
in a local funding breakdown is neither simple, nor for this exercise, is likely to be resolved in a
timely or satisfying manner. Agreements are already in place so SJCOG staff has left this out of
the mix for this immediate funding resolution, but it is an issue that will be discussed in the
Regional Transit Systems Plan.
ACE Service Expenses
What happened that caused the Rail Commission to ask for more funding? The ACE Annual
Operating Budget has jumped over the past three years from $17.5 million in 2012-13 to $22.2
million in 2014-15. The ridership on ACE has gone from 1.44 million to an estimated 2.0
million during that time. This is a 38% increase and is the result of both successful marketing
and the addition of a fourth train. The Commission is estimating it will hold its budget to just

over $22.3 million. This is still very much a draft. The challenge the Commission has faced is
that about $3.4 million in carryover Measure K has been exhausted, and they will need to make
up that difference in the next fiscal year. According to the Commission and based on our
examination, the Rail Commission has exhausted all of its available carryover funds and finds
itself turning to the LTF that it has refrained from increasing its claim for the past five years.
(ACE points out that they have not been taking the agreed upon amount of LTF funding even
though they had the legal right to do so and an agreement with the COG Board to do so. They
voluntarily took the same cut in LTF funding that all jurisdictions did over the last six years.)
The recent cost increases over the past three years have been:
•
•
•
•
•

Trackage rights fees to the railroad
New maintenance facility operations
Insurance cost which is tied to significant ridership increase.
Expanded shuttle cost operations tied to ridership increase.
Rail service operations and maintenance tied to ridership increase.

Were these cost increases anticipated? For the most part yes. In fact the Rail Commission
informed their Board of Directors over a year ago they would likely be asking for more LTF
dollars though the amount and timing was not certain. Will these costs continue annually into
the future? Once again, for the most part yes.
Attached to this report is a power point presented by the Rail Commission to the SJCOG Board
in January.
Conclusion:
This compromise proposal is short term in nature. It however patches together an agreement that
makes the apportionment of 2015-16 Local Transportation Funds possible and effective in
meeting the public transit needs of San Joaquin County’s providers.
To make the compromise effective the SJCOG Board will need to take action to:
1. Amend the 2014-15 Local Transportation Fund apportionment.
2. Adopt the 2015-16 Local Transportation Fund apportionment
3. Program $350,000 of Regional Transportation Impact Fee (Transit share) to the San
Joaquin Regional Transit District
4. Take a separate action to defer one year of Measure K interest payment for the San
Joaquin Regional Rail Commission.

Prepared by: Andrew T. Chesley, Executive Director

January SJCOG Board Meeting

SAN JOAQUIN REGIONAL RAIL COMMISSION
REQUEST FOR RAIL RELATED
LTF PROGRAM REVENUES

D Fully eligible in 2001 ~02 as the top priority transit claimant
in San Joaquin County, based upon the state program
criteria

❑ SJRRC Eligibility for LTF Revenues

❑ The above activities are funded in priority order before Article 4 and
Article 8 claims

• Community transit services~Public transportation

• Pedestrian and bicycle projects(< or = to 2%)
• Passenger rail service operations and capital improvements
(< or = to apportionment)

• Planning and programming (< or = to 3%)

• Claims for administration (As necessary)

❑ As outlined in PUC Section 99233, the LTF is intended to be allocated in a
specific priority order:

0

Background

,~~~.~L~~..

!~ In 2002, SJRRC agreed to continue claiming the county area
planning funds (<$700,000) until such time that additional
trains were running. This was largely based upon the protest
by SJRTD that such status would impact the bus program. Local
Jurisdictions also sought to protect streets and roads (pothole)
funding for as long as possible, given the state priority for
transitioning from road funding to transit funding

Background

O

O Based upon protest by SJRTD and local jurisdictions, SJRRC
agreed to a compromise solution to take funding "off the
top", but remain at the County funding amount and
incrementally increase to $1.bm, subject to the available
increases in the overall LTF program.

D In 2005, SJRRC made an increased request on the LTF
program based upon the success of the initial ACE trains plus
the 3rd train, for an additional $1 M~year (A total of $ l .bm)

SJ RRC Eligibility for LTF Revenues

Background

a It was agreed in these 2005 discussions that SJRRC would only
seek ad d itiona I LTF funding above the $1.6M when new
service was added

Background

Only come back when you have exhausted these
strategies

Push off any expenses to a future date when the LTF issue
can be resolved

Leverage everything you can-without LTF

Use up everything you have-without LTF

v Impacts of 2008 recession and requests by the region for
SJRRC to refrain from claiming more LTF funding:

SJRRC Eligibility for LTF Revenues

Background

~~~
~~

❑ Industry standard rates based upon ridership were
deferred until 201 314. Negotiated rates on RRC loss
history, rather than ridership increases actual exposure

❑ Rail Liability Insurance

❑ Defer required maintenance facility construction

❑ 4t" train payments deferred 15 months

❑ 3rd train payments deferred 10 years

UPRR Trackage Rights:

Expenses Deferred Through Negotiations

..
..:,~.

~~
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The Transit and Rail Programs Should be Considered Proportionally

Today's Environment

~~;.

;<.

~~"

Providing Connections to Other
Counties

42.7M Annual Passenger Miles*

1.44M Annual Trips*

$17.5M Annual ACE Operating Budget

Both are critical to San Joaquin County for internal transportation options and
external connections to the major economic centers

Each generating federal revenues from Passenger Miles

Providing Internal Trips for Stockton
And San Joaquin County

24.1 M Annual Passenger Miles

4.3M Annual Trips

$29.3M Annual Operating Budget

Major San Joaquin County Transit and Rail
Programs Should be Considered Proportionally

55.1 M Annual Passenger Miles

24.7M Annual Passenger Miles

$0.65M in LTF
$3.44 in MK
$4.09M
+ $6.2M from Bay Area

2.OM Annua I Trips

4.4M Annual Trips

$12.9M in LTF
$ 4.8M in MK
$17.7M

$22.2M Annual ACE Operating Budget

$33.2M Annual Operating Budget

1415 Budget Snapshot and local operating funding
available to each program

.~r

227
509
1 87
l,l 1 2
2,484

Vasco Rd
Livermore
Pleasanton
Fremont
Alameda Total

❑

❑

Total Morning Ridership

San Joaquin County Ridership - 55%
San Joaquin County Local Contribution — 1 8.5% of the Operating Subsidy
compared to Bay Area Local Contribution of 28%

1 89

Stockton
Lap~Man
Tracy
San Joaquin Total

272
546
554
1,372

❑ Morning ACE Ridership by Station (Dec. 17, 2014

20152016 Impact of SJRRC Request

~~ ~~ ~.
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❑ SJCOG has offered a tempora ry fix for 15~16 to
avoid any SJ RTD service cuts

❑ ~ 1.9M impact to SJ RTD $33M Budget = 6% of the
tots I Operating Revenues

SJRRC has worked with SJCOG for 1 8 months on
this issue and the COG staff recommendation is to
support the SJ RRC request

2015 2016 Impact of SJRRC Request

~~.

-___

B

SJ RRC has the obligation to seek an adequate level
of funding in accordance with the Transportation
Development Act and deliver the programs
identified in the Measure K Strategic Plan

❑ The LTF program was established by the state to
fund passenger rail as a priority and is the primary
source of discretionary funding available to SJRRC

~ SJRRC Understands the difficulty of this decision and
also seeks to achieve a better balance of local
funding for the 2 major transit programs

a~

Rail service operations and maintenance associated with
ridership increases

~ Shuttle costs due to significant ridership increases

o Insurance costs tied to significant ridership increases

❑ New maintenance facility operations

~ Trackage Rights fees

~ Of the additional $3.2M being requested (Net of the SJCOG
Planning subvention of $99,000), new and deferred expenses
consist of:

New Expenses Vs. Deferred
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Andrew T. Chesley, Executive Director
San Joaquin Council of Governments
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Christiane E. Layton and Jennifer V. Gore
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DATE:

February 5, 2015

RE:

Local Transportation Fund Claim by San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission

QUESTION PRESENTED

Does the San Joaquin Council of Governments(SJCOG)have the discretion to deny or reduce
the amount allocated to the San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission(SJRRC)in response to
SJRRC's Local Transportation Fund claim made under the Transportation Development Act?
SHORT ANSWER

No. The Transportation Development Act(TDA), as well as the Caltrans TDA Guidebook and
SJCOG's adopted TDA Administrative Procedures, require SJCOG to prioritize Local
Transportation Funds to rail operator SJRRC above other TDA Article 4 claimants.
BACKGROiJND

The TDA provides funding to be allocated to transit and non-transit related purposes that comply
with regional transportation plans. There are two funding components under the TDA:(1)the
Local Transportation Fund (LTF), which is derived from a general '/a cent sales tax collected
statewide, and(2)the State Transit Assistance fund (STA), which is derived from the statewide
sales tax on diesel fuel. The TDA is codified in the California Public Utilities Code, Section
29530, et seq.l
SJRRC has been classified as a rail operator under the TDA since 2004. (Pub. Util. Code, §
99210.1.) For Fiscal Year 2015/2016, SJRRC is increasing the amount of its requested LTF
allocation and is submitting a claim to SJCOG for approximately $4 million to cover operating
costs and capital improvements. This is a significant increase from SJRRC's Fiscal Year
2014/2015 LTF claim, which was approximately $670,000.

'All further statutory references are to the Public Utilities Code unless otherwise indicated.

LTF Claim by San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission
February 5, 2015
Page 2 of6

APPLICABLE LAW AND GUIDANCE

TDA law empowers regional transportation planning agencies(TPAs), including SJCOG,to
determine the amount of LTF to be allocated to each TDA claimant.(Pub. Util. Code, § 99230.)
As set forth in the SJCOG staff report dated January 2015, the law states that LTF shall be
allocated by the local TPA for the purposes specified in TDA sections 99233.1 to 99233.9, in the
sequence provided in those sections.(Pub. Util. Code, § 99233, emphasis added.) A brief
summary ofthose sections, in the priority order they are listed, is as follows:
(1) Section 99233.1 provides that the TPA must first allocate to the county and the TPA the
necessary funds for administering the TDA.
(2) Section 99233.2 provides that the TPA shall next allocate funds to the TPA for the
conduct of the transportation planning and programming process. This section provides
different percentages for specified TPAs in the State, but does not include a specific
percentage for SJCOG.
(3) Section 99233.3 provides that 2% ofthe remaining LTF shall then be made available to
counties and cities for bicycle and pedestrian uses. This section, however, also provides
explicit discretion to the TPA to find that the money could be used to better advantage for
certain statutory purposes to develop a balanced transportation system.
(4) Section 99233.4 next requires that allocations be made for rail passenger service
operations and capital improvements pursuant to sections 99234.5, 99234.7, or 99234.9.
Sections 99234.5 and 99234.7 relate to services in specific counties, and are inapplicable
here. However, section 99234.9 generally provides that any county, city, county
transportation commission, or operator2 may file claims with the TPA for rail passenger
service operation expenditures and capital improvement expenditures.(Pub. Util. Code, §
99234.9, emphasis added.) Unlike sections 99233.1, 99233.2, 99233.3, 99233.5, and
99233.7, there is no cap placed on the amount offunds that shall be allocated to rail
services under section 99233.4.
(5) Section 99233.5 next provides that up to 10% of the remaining money for the area under
the jurisdiction of a transit development board.created pursuant to Public Utilities Code
Section 120000, et seq. shall be allocated to the transit development board and the TPA
to carry out their duties.

2 Having been designated as an "operator" in 2004 for operation ofcommuter rail services, SJRRC is eligible for an
allocation offunds under section 99233.4. (Pub. Util. Code,§ 99210.1.)
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(6) Section 99233.7 then provides that up to 5% of the remaining money in the LTF shall be
made available to cities, counties, and operators for Article 4.5 claims3 (in areas where
Article 8 claims may not be filed). Those funds may then be made available to designated
consolidated transportation service agencies(CTSAs). However, this section provides
discretion to the TPA or a county transportation commission to find, after considering
such claims, that the allocations of such funds could be used to better advantage for
Article 4 claims. It is our understanding that no CTSA has been designated in San
Joaquin County.
(7) Section 99233.8 next provides for the allocation of funds to operators for Article 4
claims.4
(8) Finally, section 99233.9 provides for the allocation of funds to counties and cities for
Article 8 claims.5
The most recent. version of the "TDA Guidebook," issued by Caltrans in Apri12013, also
includes the following "Frequently Asked Question"(FAQ), related to the allocation process that
is instructive in this case:
Question: Can LTF be allocatedfor administrative purposes before the apportionment to
areas?
Answer: Yes. As outlined in PUC Section 99233,the LTF is allocated in a specific
priority order. Claims for administration, planning and programming,
3 Article 4.5 claims include claims for community transit services linking infra-community origins and destinations,
including such services for those (such as the disabled) who cannot use conventional transit services.(Pub. Util.
Code,§ 99275.)
4 Article 4 claims include claims for the following purposes:(a)the support of public transportation systems;(b)aid
to public transportation research and demonstration projects; and (c)contributions for the construction of grade
separation projects specified in section 99318.3.(Pub. Util. Code,§ 99260.)
'
Article 8 claims are claims filed by counties and cities for the following purposes, and by transit districts for the
purposes specified in subdivisions(c)to (fl:
(a) Local streets and roads, and projects which are provided for use by pedestrians and bicycles.
(b) Passenger rail service operations and capital improvements.
(c) Payment to any entity under contract with a county, city, or transit district for public transportation or for
transportation services for any group (as determined by the TPA)requiring special transportation
assistance.
(d) Payments to counties, cities, and transit districts for administrative and planning costs.
(e) Payments for capita] expenditures to acquire vehicles and related equipment, bus shelters and benches, and
communication equipment.
(fl Acquisition or lease of vans and related equipment for a farmworker vanpool program for specified
farmworker transportation.
(Pub. Util. Code, § 99400.)
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pedestrian and bicycle projects, passenger rail projects, and Consolidated
Transportation Service Agency activities are funded in priority order before
Article 4 and Article 8 claims. Article 4 claims are funded before Article 8
claims (see page 16).
(Caltrans, TDA Guidebook(April 2013) p.5.)
At page 16 of the Caltrans TDA Guidebook, referenced in the answer to the FAQ cited above,
Caltrans includes a table of the purposes and priorities for LTF. Row 4 of this table addresses rail
passenger service claims. It states that the amount available for such claims is less than or equal
to the entire region's LTF apportionment.(Caltrans, TDA Guidebook(Apri12013) p.16.)
Consistent with this Caltrans guidance, the SJCOG's "Transportation Development Act
Administrative Procedures in San Joaquin County," dated October 2013, states that, prior to
allocating funds among all eligible jurisdictions, certain LTF monies will be deducted by the
SJCOG Board "off the top" for TDA Administration, the County Auditor-Controller, and the
Regional Rail Commission.
DISCUSSION

To determine whether SJCOG has any discretion in the amount of funds allocated for rail
passenger service, we must analyze the TDA statutory language using well-settled principles of
statutory construction. Under these principles, the first step is to look to the words of the statute,
giving them their plain, commonsense meaning, and according significance to every word,
phrase, and sentence in pursuing the legislative purpose.(State Farm Mut. Auto. Ins. v.
Garamendi(2004)32 Ca1.4th 1029, 1043.) Ifthe language of the statute is unambiguous, then
the plain language ofthe statute must control.(Voices ofthe Wetlands v. State Water Resources
Control Board(2011)52 Cal.4th 449, 519.)
Here, the plain language of the TDA statutes is clear. Section 99233 establishes a priority for the
allocation of LTF funds, stating clearly and unambiguously that LTF funds shall be allocated in
the sequence established in Sections 99233.1 to 99233.9. (Pub. Util. Code, § 99233, emphasis
added.) The section allocating funds for rail passenger service unquestionably precedes the
section allocating funds for Article 4 claims submitted for the support of public transportation
systems.(Compare Pub. Util. Code, § 99233.4, with Pub. Util. Code, § 99233.8.)
Furthermore, unlike sections 99233.1, 99233.2, 99233.3, 99233.5, and 99233.7,there is no cap
placed on the amount of funds that shall be allocated to rail services under section 99233.4.
Similarly, unlike sections 99233.3 and 99233.7, no discretion is granted to the TPA under section
99233.4 to determine that the allocations of funds under those sections could be used to better
advantage for the purposes stated in Article 4. Because the Legislature clearly knew how to cap
an allocation and also how to provide discretion to a TPA in determining an amount to be
allocated, but failed to use such language in section 99233.4, we must interpret this to require
that rail service be funded before other Article 4 claims.(See, e.g., Yao v. SuperioN Court(2002)
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104 Cal.App.4~' 327, 332(where the Legislature makes express statutory distinctions, the reader
must presume it did so deliberately, giving effect to the distinctions, and should not read statutes
to omit expressed language or include omitted language.)
Under these principles of statutory construction, SJCOG must comply with the plain language of
the statute and give effect to the priority order established by the Legislature when it enacted the
TDA statutes. SJCOG has no discretion under the TDA to deny SJRRC's LTF claim, either in
part or in fulL6
Also, a failure to grant priority to SJRRC's LTF claim would be improper because it would
ignore the guidance provided by Caltrans in its TDA Guidebook. The courts give significant
deference to the statutory interpretation and guidance of the responsible administrative agency,
such as Caltrans.(See, e.g., LamaY Central Outdoor, LLC v. California Department of
Transportation (2013) 221 Ca1.App.4th 810, 823 (giving significant deference and upholding
Caltrans' interpretation of statutes regulating the placement of billboards near highways and
interstates).) As explained above, Caltrans has opined that LTF claims "for administration,
planning and programming, pedestrian and bicycle projects,passenger railprojects, and
Consolidated Transportation Service Agency activities are funded in priarity order before Article
4 and Article 8 claims.(Caltrans, TDA Guidebook(April 2013) p.5, emphasis added.)
In the event that SJCOG were to deny SJRRC's LTF claim, in part or in full, SJRRC could avail
itself of the process set forth in section 99242, which allows a claimant to file an appeal with the
Secretary of the California State Transportation Agency(CaISTA), along with supporting
documentation. (Pub. Util. Code, § 99242.) The Secretary would then conduct an investigation
and evaluation of the disagreement between SJRRC and SJCOG. Once the investigation and
evaluation were complete, the Secretary would notify both parties of his findings, which SJCOG
would then be required to implement.
OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

Section 99230 does provide that the TPA - in determining the amount to be allocated to each
LTF claimant -shall consider the needs of each claimant for the purposes for which LTF is
intended. (Pub. Util. Code,.§ 99230.) While this section does not allow SJCOG to ignore the

6 While the plain language ofthe statute is clear, making it unnecessary to look to legislative history, the legislative
history for section 99234.9 is also instructive in this case. In 1993,the Legislature approved Assembly Bill 1188,
amending section 99234.9 to allow local agencies to claim TDA funds for constructing and maintaining intermodal
transportation facilities associated with commuter and intercity rail passenger services.(Assem. Bill No. 1188
(1993-1994 Reg. Sess.) §1 ("AB 1188").)In describing existing TDA law at that time, each bill analysis for AB
1188 stated that existing law authorized the use ofTDA funds for commuter and intercity rail operations and capital
expenditures, and that such funds "are to be made available `offthe top', countywide, prior to allocation ofthe
remainder of TDA funds."(See e.g, Senate Transportation Com., Analysis of Assem. Bill No. 1188 (1993-1994
Reg. Sess.); see also Sen. Rules Com., Off. Of Sen. Floor Analyses, 3d reading analysis of Assem. Bill No. ll88
(1993-1994 Reg. Sess.).)
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priority order explicitly established in Sections 99233 through 99233.9, it does suggest that
SJCOG must determine that each claimant is eligible to claim the funds allocated.
In making such a determination, SJCOG should consider:
Has SJRRC met its required fare box recovery ratio under the applicable statute and/ or
regulation?
Can SJRRC substantiate an increase in its operating budget in excess of 15% by
providing the necessary information required under section 99266 and under California
Code of Regulations section 6632?(Cal. Code Regs., tit. 21, § 6632(requiring an
operator to provide a statement identifying and substantiating the reason or need for an
increase in operating budget in excess of 15 percent above the preceding year or a
substantial increase or decrease in scope of operations or capital budget provisions for
major new fixed facilities).)
Is SJRRC eligible, under section 6634 of the California Code of Regulations, for all of
the operating costs it is claiming?(Cal. Code Regs., tit. 21, § 6634(providing that no
operator shall be eligible to receive TDA funds during the fiscal year for operating costs
in an amount that exceeds its actual operating costs less specified sums, such as actual
fare revenues and federal operating assistance received).)
Are there routes to be added or extended by SJRRC within the service area of a
contiguous transit district, such that the consent of the affected transit district is required
under section 99286 before TDA funds can be allocated for such purposes? (Pub. Util.
Code, § 99286.)
('ntv~i .r r~T~ty
Provided that SJCOG has established that SJRRC is eligible to claim all of the funds it has
requested, SJCOG has no discretion under the Transportation Development Act to deny
SJRRC's LTF claim, either in part or in full.
However, given the impact on the local transit district and the cities within the County due to the
significant increase in SJRRC's claim, perhaps there is room for voluntary negotiation between
the parties for a more gradual increase in the funding request from SJRRC.

February 2015
M&F

STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

FY 2015-16 Local Transportation Fund

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

By Motion Recommend Staff
Recommendations Regarding Interim
Resolution to SJRRC Request and FY 14-15
Amended LTF Revenue Estimate and
Apportionment Schedule and FY 15-16 LTF
Revenue Estimate and Apportionment
Schedule

Previously, the San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission (SJRRC) informed SJCOG the
Commission would request an increase in its Local Transportation Fund (LTF) allocation to
$4,000,000 in FY 2015-16 because of increased expenses. Fulfilling this request has the impact of
reducing LTF available for other LTF recipients (claimants) including San Joaquin Regional
Transit District, the County of San Joaquin, Escalon, Lathrop, Lodi, Manteca, Ripon and Tracy.
SJCOG staff informed the Board of the SJRRC request at the January meeting and told the Board
the Transportation Development Act does not give the Board discretion in addressing this request.
SJCOG staff was charged with developing a solution that recognized SJRRC’s request but
mitigated the impacts on the other claimants. Following up on that direction, staff recommends the
following provide SJRRC additional LTF while reducing expenses for FY 2015-16 and provide all
other claimants with additional revenue in FY 2014-15 that can be carried over to FY 2015-16:








Amending the FY 2014-15 LTF Revenue Estimate increasing the total to $25,600,000 or
$1,715,020 more based upon expected actual receipts.
Increase SJRRC’s allocation for FY 2014-15 to $1,300,000 up $646,471 from exiting
allocation
The amount available for other claimants increases $983,827
Adopt the FY 2015-16 LTF Revenue Estimate at $25,600,000, same as the amended FY
2014-15 Revenue Estimate.
Allocate to SJRRC $1,300,000, approximately $600,000 more than would have been
expected.
Because the special assessment for the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan was for one
year only in FY 2014-15, there is an additional $180,000 to allocate and apportion: $3,600
by formula to Bicycle and Pedestrians and the remaining $176,400 to the other claimants.
Waive SJRRC’s 2016 Measure K debt service payment reducing expenditures by
$1,900,000, leaving SJRRC close to being made whole in FY 2015-16.



Through the development of the Regional Transit Systems Plan update, regional transit
funding will be analyzed and policies to assist the Board with future funding developed.

Approval of these steps does not eliminate the need for additional funding for all regional transit
systems. This plan allows more time for the completion of the Regional Transit Systems Plan
update that will evaluate all transit and transit resources with recommendations on funding transit
on a regional basis without any claimant receiving less funding next year than this year1.

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 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

1

Due to changes in the population basis for each claimant between January, 2013 and January, 2014, Escalon and
Lodi will receive less than FY 14-15. See table 2 in the FY 2015-16 Revenue Estimate and Apportionment Schedule

capital improvements pursuant to Section 99234.5, 99234.7, or 99234.9.2
These funds are taken “off the top” prior to apportioning the remaining funds to other claimants.
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 San Joaquin Regional
Rail Commission (SJRRC) 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, SJRRC will share in the decrease with the other claimants. Due to the recession, SJRRC
is just now getting back to the original apportionment levels in 2005.
The SJRRC Executive Director reported to the Commission about 16 months ago that certain
expenditures were going to be either newly incurred (maintenance facility) or significantly
increased (trackage rights) and SJRRC was going to request an increase in the annual LTF
allocation. SJCOG staff worked the Commission to maximize their use of Measure K and
restructured two Measure K loans into one and lengthened the amortization schedule. These two
actions delayed the need for the request until FY 2015-16.
Throughout the subsequent months, SJCOG performed due diligence pursuant to TDA on the
prospective request to determine what that amount was going to be and the Commission’s
eligibility for the funds.
2

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.

Fully understanding the impact on the other claimants of any increase in the SJRRC request, the
goal was to phase in the increase to minimize the impacts. In October, SJRRC determined it
needed $4,000,000 in FY 2015-16.
In 2004, when SJRRC legislatively was classified a rail operator, there was concern rail could
claim the entire LTF pot. As stated above, an agreement was negotiated providing SJRRC an
allocation base from which to start with a process to increase that allocation. The SJCOG Board
approved that apportionment policy for that year and subsequent years.
However, while SJRRC agreed to that policy, at that time, under those circumstances, statute
remains giving them priority and access to more LTF. A review of the current Transportation
Development Act guidebook provides claims by rail operators had a higher priority for LTF than
claimants for other purposes including transit and streets and roads and that the amount available
for such claims is “less than or equal to the entire region’s LTF apportionment.3

FISCAL IMPACT
Adoption of the FY 2014-15 Amended Revenue Estimate of $25,600,000 increases the LTF pot
$1,715,020 allowing capacity to begin to address SJRRC’s request without reducing
apportionments to other claimants either in FY 2014-15 or FY 2015-16. Because sales tax revenue
does not appear to be growing, the recommended revenue estimate for FY 2015-16 remains at
$25,600,000. Therefore, all claimants will be receiving approximately the same as in the FY
2014-15 amended Revenue Estimate.

3

Caltrans, TDA Guidebook (April 2013) p.16.

FY 2015-16 Local Transportation Fund Estimate & Apportionment
In February 2014, the SJCOG Board adopted a Local Transportation Fund (LTF) revenue estimate
for Fiscal Year 2014-2015 of $23,884,980 and an apportionment schedule which distributes the
funds to LTF recipients. This revenue estimate considered economic conditions at the time and
historical trends. The original estimate has been exceeded by the actual FY13-14 revenues of
$24,531,678. LTF receipts for the first six months of the fiscal are $12,798,254. As a result, the
FY14-15 is proposed to be revised to $25,600,000, 4.4% higher than the FY13-14 actual revenue
level.
Adopting a revised revenue estimate, will allow LTF claimants to submit claims for the remainder
of the fiscal year that will more accurately reflect actual revenues that are due to be received. Table
1 identifies the new estimate of $25.6 million and the “off the top” expenditures. The amount
going to the San Joaquin Auditor Controller remains the same at $2,000. The allocation for SJCOG
to administer the Transportation Development Act (TDA), along with the Airport Land Use
Special Assessment also remains the same at $225,000 and $180,000 respectively.
Pursuant to the TDA and SJCOG policy, 2% is allocated to member agencies for bicycle and
pedestrian facility projects. This amount is increased to $488,500. The 3% planning
apportionment for SJCOG also increases to $768,000.
The San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission (SJRRC) apportionment has increased to $1,300,000
from $653,529 as one step in addressing SJRRC’s request for additional LTF.
The remainder of the fund estimate, $22,636,500, reflecting an increase of $938,827 is then
apportioned to member agencies based upon population. The exception is that San Joaquin
Regional Transit District receives all City of Stockton funds less the Stockton’s bicycle and
pedestrian allocation and a portion of the County of San Joaquin’s funds to provide transit services
in the unincorporated metropolitan area and rural San Joaquin County.
All claimants share in the additional $938,827 as detailed in Table 2.
FISCAL IMPACT
The estimate given to the Board in February 2014 has increased by $1,715,020. Tables 1 and 2
attached display the revised apportionments.
Claimants who have not submitted claims for 2014-15 will be able to submit claims based upon the
revised schedule. For claimants who have previously filed claims approved in this fiscal year, the
revenue will be available for FY15-16 claims and will be considered previous year’s unclaimed
apportionment.
RECOMMENDATION
Recommend to the SJCOG Board to adopt the attached Local Transportation Fund final revenue
and apportionment schedule for Fiscal Year 2014-15.

TABLE 1
LOCAL TRANSPORTATION FUND
REVENUE ESTIMATE AND RECOMMENDED OVERALL APPORTIONMENT AMD #1
FISCAL YEAR: 2014-15
ESTIMATED REVENUE FY 2014-15

$

FY 14-15 Est
Fr Orig FY 14-15
25,600,000 $
1,715,020

RECOMMENDATIONS
I. LESS ADMINISTRATIVE ALLOCATIONS
COUNTY AUDITOR*

2,000

0

COG TDA ADMINISTRATION*

225,000

0

AIRPORT LAND USE (Special Assessment) *

180,000

0

A. COG TRANSPORTATION PLANNING
3% PLANNING
APPORTIONMENT**

768,000
24,425,000

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

51,451
1,663,569

488,500

33,271

1,300,000

646,471

II. BALANCE AVAILABLE FOR
2014-15 BY AREA
GENERAL PURPOSES (TRANSIT, STREETS, ETC.)**

*Upon adoption by the COG Board, these amounts are fixed and
will be apportioned "off the top" unless reapportioned through Board action
**These amounts will vary with actual revenues received.
See Table 2 for breakdown of 2% bicycle/pedestrian funds and general purpose revenues.

22,636,500

983,827

TABLE 2
LOCAL TRANSPORTATION FUND AREA APPORTIONMENT
FISCAL YEAR: 2014-15

Original FY 14-15
POPULATION
CLAIMANTS

BIKE/PED

GENERAL

TRANS.

TOTAL

BIKE/PED GENERAL

ESTIMATE*

%

APPT.

APPT.

PLANNING

APPT.

APPT.

APPT.

0
13,276
44,111
49,019
58,908
10,205
5,059
100,301
0
207,622

13,525,160
615,179
2,044,036
2,271,458
2,729,720
472,902
234,450
743,595
1,300,000
0

433,953
19,738
65,583
72,879
87,583
15,173
7,522
23,858
41,710
0

13,959,113
648,193
2,153,729
2,393,357
2,876,210
498,280
247,032
867,754
1,341,710
207,622

0
904
3,004
3,339
4,012
695
345
6,831
0
14,141

587,830
26,737
88,838
98,722
118,639
20,553
10,190
32,318
646,471
0

TOTAL

SAN JOAQUIN REGIONAL
415,706

0.59749

LATHROP

TRANSIT DISTRICT

18,908

0.02718

LODI

62,825

0.09030

MANTECA

69,815

0.10034

TRACY

83,900

0.12059

RIPON

14,535

0.02089

7,206

0.01036

22,855

0.03285

SAN JOAQUIN REG. RAIL COMM

0

0.00000

STOCKTON

0

0.00000

ESCALON
UNINCORPORATED**

COUNCIL OF GOVT'S
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING
TOTAL

768,000

0.00000
695,750

SAN JOAQUIN RTD

1.00000

488,500

23,936,500

768,000

POP.

PCT.

GENERAL APPT

295,707

0.7113

CO. OF SAN JOAQUIN

47,625

0.1146

CO. OF SAN JOAQUIN - CAT

72,374

0.1741

--------

--------

415,706

1.00

308,687
49,715
75,551
--------------433,953

CITY OF STOCKTON

TOTAL

*State Department of Finance population estimates (January, 2013).
**Unincorporated population not used in SJRTD calculation
Total Unincorporated population (used to
determine bike/ped apportionment)=

142,854

25,193,000

587,830
27,641
91,842
102,061
122,651
21,248
10,534
39,150
646,471
14,141

FY 2015-16 Local Transportation Fund Estimate & Apportionment
LTF REVENUE ESTIMATE
SJCOG staff recommends that the Board adopt, as its official LTF revenue estimate for Fiscal
Year 2015-2016, the sum of $25,600,000.
JUSTIFICATION
The $25,600,000 estimate is the same as the amended revenue estimate for FY 2014-2015 of
$25,600,000. Pursuant to Section 6620 of the California Code of Regulations, the San Joaquin
County Auditor-Controller shall issue the revenue estimate for the coming year, has been
requested to, and has confirmed the revenue estimate.
SJCOG staff believes the $25,600,000 estimate is justified for the following reasons:
1)
Current fiscal year estimate. After six months or halfway through the year, current
year LTF revenue is 49.5% of the amended revenue estimate. Because the last three quarters of
sales tax revenue have been flat and with the decline in gasoline prices (a generator of sales tax),
staff prudently estimates FY 2015-16 revenue to be about that of the adopted estimate or
$25,600,000.
2)
Recent LTF History. FY 07/08 declined 3.2% and, FY 08-09 also declined 11.02%
and FY 09-10 declined another 14.6%. Fiscal Year 2010-11 increased 8.6% and FY 2011-12
increased 11%. FY 2012-13 grew at just under 5%. FY 2013-14 grew 4.19% over the previous
year and FY 14-15 is essentially flat.
LOCAL TRANSPORTATION FUND APPORTIONMENTS
Once the revenue estimate is adopted, the LTF apportionments follow according to procedures
specified in the Transportation Development Act. The funds are to be allocated for the designated
purpose in the sequence stated in the TDA.
Pursuant to TDA statute 99233.1, there shall be allocated to the county and the
transportation-planning agency such sums as are necessary to administer this chapter. The TDA
administrative expenses of the County Auditor and SJCOG must be broken out. 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.


The San Joaquin County Auditor has notified SJCOG that the office's expenses will be
$2,000, the same as last year.



SJCOG is requesting $225,000 to administer TDA funds, the same amount as the past

non-Triennial Performance Audit year. This amount funds the external independent
auditor’s work and SJCOG staff expenses. The primary expense is the independent auditor
at $175,000 this year. About $100,000 is the SJCOG financial statements and $75,000 for
the TDA compliance and fiscal audits of the nine claimants. One-third of the Chief
Accountant’s time and one-third of the Staff Accountant’s time; over $50,000 of staff time,
is spent in the TDA process including preparing the revenue estimate and apportionment
tables, assisting member agencies in preparation of their claims, payment of claims and
internal accounting for all TDA funds.


In FY 14-15, the Board allocated an additional $180,000 for the completion of the Airport
Land Use Compatibility Plan. There will be no special allocation in FY 15-16. The result
is an additional $180,000 for apportionment for General Transportation Purposes.

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; $768,000. The transportation planning funds are for SJCOG to use as a
match for approximately $4,000,000 in federal and state funds as well as undertaking projects
lacking outside funding. LTF is the source of all SJCOGs participation in the various Valleywide
activities and initiatives.
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. That equates to
$488,500 for bicycle/pedestrian projects. If a community determines that these funds are better
used to meet other transportation needs, then it may pass a resolution to that effect. The SJCOG
Board then may allocate these funds for that purpose.
Pursuant to Section 99233.4, the San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission (RRC) can claim for
service operations and capital improvements. By law, these funds are taken off the top prior to
apportioning the remaining funds to other claimants.


SJRRC has requested an increase in the amount allocated to the commission for FY
2015-16. As a portion of the solution to provide additional LTF and/or reduce
expenditures in FY 15-16, SJRRC’s allocation under this action remains the same as the
revised FY 14-15 allocation, $1,300,000.


Pursuant to Section 99231, the total remaining funds, $22,812,900 are available for general
transportation purposes and apportioned to claimants based upon population. Actual Local
Transportation Funds received will be more or less than the apportionment depending on whether
total revenues received are more or less than anticipated. The specific apportionments for each
claimant are shown in the attached Table 2.


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). Stockton and the County, however, receive their
population-based apportionment of the 2% bicycle/pedestrian funds. At the bottom of
Table 2, the composition of SJRTD's
apportionment is detailed.

RECOMMENDATION
Recommend to the Board approving the Local Transportation Fund estimate of $25,600,000 for
FY 2015-16. Further, that the Board adopts the apportionment schedule as identified in Tables 1
and 2, attached.

TABLE 1
LOCAL TRANSPORTATION FUND
REVENUE ESTIMATE AND RECOMMENDED OVERALL APPORTIONMENT
FISCAL YEAR: 2015-16
2014-15 AMD 1
25,600,000 $ 25,600,000 $

-

2,000

2,000 $

-

225,000

225,000 $

-

ESTIMATED REVENUE FY 2015-16

$
RECOMMENDATIONS

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

A. COG TRANSPORTATION PLANNING
3% PLANNING
APPORTIONMENT**

768,000

768,000 $
24,425,000 $

180,000

492,100

488,500 $

3,600

1,300,000

1,300,000 $

24,605,000
B. COUNTY AND CITIES
2% BICYCLE/PEDESTRIAN**
APPORTIONMENT
C. SAN JOAQUIN REGIONAL RAIL
COMMISSION ***
II. BALANCE AVAILABLE FOR
2015-16 BY AREA
GENERAL PURPOSES (TRANSIT, STREETS, ETC.)**

*Upon adoption by the COG Board, these amounts are fixed and
will be apportioned "off the top".
**These amounts will vary with actual revenues received.
*** Per TDA taking off the top $1,300,000
See Table 2 for breakdown of 2% bicycle/pedestrian funds and general purpose revenues.

22,812,900

22,636,500 $

-

176,400

TABLE 2
LOCAL TRANSPORTATION FUND AREA APPORTIONMENT
FISCAL YEAR: 2015-16

AMD 1 FY 14-15
POPULATION
CLAIMANTS

ESTIMATE*

%

BIKE/PED

GENERAL

TRANS.

TOTAL

BIKE/PED

GENERAL

APPT.

APPT.

PLANNING

APPT.

APPT.

APPT.

TOTAL

0
457
-32
1,451
56
82
-69
905
0
751
3,600

67,284
21,457
-643
68,214
3,730
3,989
-3,115
15,484
0
0
176,400

67,284
21,914
-675
69,665
3,785
4,071
-3,185
16,389
0
751
180,000

SAN JOAQUIN REGIONAL
423,400

0.59582

0

13,592,444

432,922

14,025,366

LATHROP

TRANSIT DISTRICT

19,831

0.02791

13,733

636,636

20,277

670,646

LODI

63,651

0.08957

44,078

2,043,393

65,082

2,152,554

MANTECA

72,880

0.10256

50,469

2,339,673

74,519

2,464,661

TRACY

85,146

0.11982

58,964

2,733,449

87,061

2,879,473

RIPON

14,855

0.02090

10,287

476,891

15,189

502,367

7,206

0.01014

4,990

231,335

7,368

243,693

23,645

0.03327

101,206

759,079

24,177

884,462

SAN JOAQUIN REG. RAIL COMM

0

0.00000

0

1,300,000

41,405

1,341,405

STOCKTON

0

0.00000

208,372

0

0

208,372

ESCALON
UNINCORPORATED**

COUNCIL OF GOVT'S
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING
TOTAL

0.00000
710,614

SAN JOAQUIN RTD

1.00000

768,000
492,100

24,112,900

768,000

POP.

PCT.

GENERAL APPT

300,899

0.7107

CO. OF SAN JOAQUIN

47,625

0.1125

CO. OF SAN JOAQUIN - CAT

74,876

0.1768

--------

--------

423,400

1.00

307,666
48,696
76,560
--------------432,922

CITY OF STOCKTON

TOTAL

*State Department of Finance population estimates (January, 2014).
**Unincorporated population not used in SJRTD calculation
Total Unincorporated population (used to
determine bike/ped apportionment)=

146,146

25,373,000

February 2015
M&F

STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

Fiscal Year 2015-2016 Estimated State
Transit Assistance Revenue and
Apportionment Schedule

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Recommend to the Board Approval of the
FY15-16 Estimated STA Revenue and
Apportionment Schedule

DISCUSSION:
The office of the State Controller’s released the preliminary revenue estimate of the State
Transit Assistance (STA) funds to be allocated to San Joaquin Council of Governments on
January 30, 2015. The total revenue estimate for San Joaquin County is $4,379,662. The
estimate is comprised of $3,594,412 in Section 99313 funds and $785,250 in Section 99314
funds. It is anticipated that these estimates could change when the SCO issues final STA
revenue apportionments.
BACKGROUND
The regional allocation of 99313 funds is based upon the ratio of population of San Joaquin
County to the total population of the state while the allocation of 99314 funds is based on the
ratio of Article 4 Claimants (SJRTD, SJRRC, Lodi, and Ripon) fare revenue to the total fare
revenue of the state. The population estimates are issued from the California Department of
Finance.
The FY 2015/16 apportionment of Section 99313 funds to individual transit operators is based
on the SJCOG Board STA Policy adopted on June 24, 2010. The adopted STA Policy, as
recommended by the STA Policy Review Committee, allocates Section 99313 funding through
a modified ridership formula based on the latest audited ridership for the state fiscal year. That
percentage is then adjusted to reflect a minimum funding allocation of $5,000 (rather than a
percentage allocation) to the Cities of Escalon and Ripon while holding the ridership percentage
constant for the City of Lodi (to reflect the 100% use of LTF funds for transit) and increasing the
SJRRC’s baseline percentage by five percent (to reflect length of interregional trips and split of
FTA 5307 funds between SJRRC and RTD).

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Recommend to the Board approval of the STA revenue estimate issued by the State
Controller. Attached are tables detailing the FY 2015-16 STA Revenue Estimate and
apportionments.

FISCAL IMPACT:
These funds are a primary component in transit service delivery throughout the County. Adoption
of this apportionment schedule allows the funds to be claimed by eligible recipients. This action
will provide $4,379,662 in regional and local transit funding in San Joaquin County

TABLE 1
STATE TRANSIT ASSISTANCE FUND APPORTIONMENTS
FISCAL YEAR: 2015-2016 (1-30-15)
STA Apportionment Estimate
ESTIMATED REVENUE

FY 2015-16

PTA 99313

3,594,412

PTA 99314

785,250

Total

4,379,662

RECOMMENDATIONS

I. LESS PUC 99314 ALLOCATIONS

SJRTD
LODI
RIPON
SJRRC

PTA
550,800
34,981
61
199,408

II. BALANCE AVAILABLE FOR APPORTIONMENT

BY AREA - PUC 99313
A. REGIONAL APPORTIONMENT
2% COG TRANSIT PLANNING

3,594,412

71,888

B. REGIONAL TRANSIT
SYSTEM PURPOSES

Note: STA allocation estimate based on State Controller's Office apportionment letter dated January 30, 2015.

3,522,524

TABLE 2
APPORTIONMENT OF FISCAL YEAR 2015/16 STA REVENUE

CLAIMANTS

Ridership

Ridership %

FY 13/14

FY 13/14

Allocation %

Transit Appt.

Area Appt.

TOTAL Agency

Transit Plng

PUC 99313

PUC 99313

PUC 99314

APPT.

Appt. (PUC 99313)

4,492,883

74.56%

74.625%

$ 2,621,205

550,800

3,172,005

53,646

LODI *

218,819

3.63%

3.634%

$

127,662

34,981

162,643

2,613

MANTECA

75,399

1.25%

1.252%

$

43,989

0

43,989

900

TRACY *

127,908

2.12%

2.124%

$

74,623

0

74,623

1,527

RIPON

2,226

0.04%

0.0000%

$

5,000

61

5,061

0

ESCALON

3,325

0.06%

0.0000%

$

5,000

0

5,000

0

SJRRC

1,105,640

18.35%

18.364%

$

645,045

199,408

844,453

13,202

RIDERSHIP

6,026,200

100.0%

100.000%

3,522,524

785,250

4,307,774

RTD

SJCOG
TRANSIT PLANNING
TOTAL

TOTAL

71,888
100.00%

Source: 1 Audited FY 13/14 ridership figures
² SJRRC ridership reflective of the 58% of passengers from San Joaquin County.
* FY 12/13 ridership information used. FY13/14 audited ridership not available at this time

3,522,524

785,250

4,307,774

71,888

4,379,662

February 2015
Management & Finance

STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

Regional Transportation Impact Fee (RTIF)
Funding for San Joaquin Regional Transit
District (SJRTD) Regional Transportation
Center

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

(1) Approve $350,000 in Regional Share
RTIF Funds to the SJRTD Regional
Transportation Center

SUMMARY:
The Regional Transportation Impact Fee Program (RTIF) has a regional share apportionment
that includes two categories--a transit category and a highway/interchange category. SJCOG
staff is proposing that $350,000 from the “regional share” RTIF funds (from the transit category)
be provided to the SJRTD as part of a total $51.1 million funding package for the Regional
Transportation Center. The project is designed to expand capacity and upgrade/consolidate
operations and maintenance functions. The first phase of the facility broke ground in March
2014 with a Fuel and Wash/Maintenance building. The project was included in the 2011 RTIF
Update Capital Projects List, including a required “fair share” analysis, and is listed in the
project list for the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan. The “fair share” analysis quantifies the
percentage of the total project cost that the RTIF can support. Public transit improvements must
also be a “capital expenditure designed to improve an existing or provide a new service or
facility that connects at least two or more cities or regions.” Meeting these criteria provides the
basis for the allocation/programming of RTIF funding, either retained by a local jurisdiction or
from the 15% regional share available for programming at the discretion of the SJCOG Board, to
the project.

RECOMMENDATION:
Recommend that the SJCOG Board approve the $350,000 in RTIF funding from the regional
share “transit category” for the San Joaquin Regional Transit District’s Regional Transportation
Center project.

FISCAL IMPACT:
The recommended action will result in the expenditure of $350,000 from the 15% regional share
of the RTIF program. As of June 2014, an approximate net of $5.583 million has been retained
by SJCOG for programming to highway and transit projects.

RTIF “Regional Share”
SJCOG oversees a “regional share” component of the RTIF funding. As indicated earlier in the
staff report, the net funding available in the “regional share” is $5.583 million, which is a total
amount representing programmed and unprogrammed funds. The “regional share” is further
divided between transit and highway projects. Of the total 15%, 5% is designated for transit and
10% for highway, interchange, and regional roadway projects.

Transit
Category (5%)
$1.861 Million

RTIF Regional
Share (15%)
Highway &
Interchange
Category
(10%)

$5.583
Million

$3.722 Million

Of the total available for transit projects, Table A identifies projects previously funded or
currently programmed in this subcategory. If the SJCOG Board approves the proposed funding
request, the remaining unprogrammed transit “regional share” would be approximately
$537,950.

TABLE A:

TRANSIT REGIONAL SHARE BALANCES

Project (Transit)
Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Hammer
Triangle Project
Cabral Station Improvement
Project
PROPOSED Regional
Transportation Center Project

Project
Sponsor
SJRTD

Board approved
Funding Amount
$800,000

ACE

$173,410

SJRTD

$350,000

Remaining Transit “Regional
Share” Unprogrammed

$537,590*

Of the total available in the Highway/Interchange/Roadway subcategory, Table B identifies the
programming commitments and remaining balance.
TABLE B: HIGHWAY/INTERCHANGE/ROADWAY REGIONAL SHARE BALANCES
Project
Navy Drive/BNSF Undercrossing Project
SR 99/Austin Road Interchange
Improvements (subject to SJCOG Board
approval in October 2014)
Remaining Highway, Interchange,
Regional Roadway Share Unprogrammed

Project
Sponsor
Port of
Stockton
Manteca

Funding Amount
$1,673,000
$ 350,000

$1,487,000*

*Work is on-going for a proposed economic incentive program that would potentially allocate up to $1 million
annually for transportation related incentives for job creating entities seeking to locate in San Joaquin County. The
funding for this program could come from both the transit and highway funds depending on the projects approved.

BACKGROUND:
Per the RTIF Operating Agreement, SJCOG is responsible for establishing and maintaining the
RTIF Capital Project List. A capital project must be included in the fiscally constrained project
list for the currently adopted Regional Transportation Plan and in the RTIF capital project list.
The modernization and expansion of the Regional Transportation Center is included in both the
2014 RTP and the capital project list for the 2011 RTIF. The project also meets the requirement,
outlined in the current RTIF Operating Agreement, that transit capital projects improve an
existing or provide a new service or facility that connects at least two or more cities or regions.

The full funding package of over $51 million includes Federal Transit Administration,
Proposition 1B, and Measure K funding. It was also a Regional Priority for the 2014 One Voice
trip. The One Voice project synopsis is attached to the staff report.

NEXT STEPS:
Upon SJCOG Board approval of $350,000 in RTIF regional share project funding, a cooperative
agreement will be executed with the SJRTD.
Prepared

by: Kim Anderson, Senior Regional Planner

Regional Transportation Center

Request:

$14,500,000

Local Match:
Total Project Cost:

$36,621,793
$51,121,793

The Regional Transportation Center
(RTC) will replace an aging, overcrowded
facility originally designed for a fleet of only
50 buses, less than half of RTD’s fleet of 133
buses. RTD has expanded beyond the capacity of
its current facilities and requires a consolidated
facility to maintain and expand efficient operations.
While RTD has delivered innovative projects to improve
services for the public, transportation demands have
exceeded available resources, and RTD struggles to
provide efficient transit services within the limitations and
constraints of its outdated infrastructure.

Donna DeMartino, General Manager / CEO • San Joaquin Regional Transit District
P.O. Box 201010 • Stockton, CA 95201 • (209) 937-8400 •mayor@stockton.gov

Funding will be used to fully fund the
project and avoid the need for long-term
financing and/or loans against future local
Measure K sale tax revenues.

Regional Transportation Center
The RTC will put people to work today
in a community that desperately needs
jobs and will support an efficient
transportation network that will get them to work
tomorrow. The project’s direct benefits to job creation
and the local economy include a projected creation of
900+ new jobs, new construction jobs for the area’s
unemployed, and new long-term jobs made possible by
reduced maintenance and operational costs.


To reduce project costs and maximize
available funding, RTD designed the RTC
using the Orange County Transportation
Authority’s maintenance and operations facility as a
template. Additional aspects of the project that
demonstrate RTD’s commitment to the efficient use of
funds include construction phasing that avoids
potential temporary relocation costs of up to
$2,000,000, cost-saving operation practices build into
the design of the facility, and an enhanced ability to
provide transportation services, contributing to the
region’s economic competitiveness.


The RTC project is a long-tem livability investment that would enable RTD to
deliver expanded convenient transit options for a growing number of residents. The RTC
will promote livable communities through vehicle
congestion relief and improved air, planned
infill redevelopment of RTD’s current, obsolete Metro facility, expanded coordination of human service transportation,
Park-and-Ride lot at the intersection of two major arterials, and
development adjacent to an
existing Class 3 bikeway.


The
RTC facility
and its resulting operational
changes will support environmental sustainability through support of
RTD’s ongoing Environmental Management efforts and ISO 14001 compliance,
elimination of pollution created by driving
vehicles between facilities, and reduction of
deadhead miles due to proximity to highways.


RTD’s ability to meet
current and future demand is
hampered by having to operate
from three separate and unsuitable
facilities. The construction of the RTC is consistent with
the goal of maintain a state of good repair and will
support RTD’s strategic goals through more efficient
maintenance, fueling, and washing of buses, capacity
to increase fleet size, higher security of staging areas,
and improved emergency response capabilities.


The RTC will put people to work
today and support an efficient
transportation network to get them to
work tomorrow. This transportation
infrastructure project is scheduled to break ground
March 2014. RTD has demonstrated project-readiness
through a design/build plan that will ensure operational
continuity and avoidance of relocation costs.
Additionally, the design phase, environmental clearance, site acquisitions, and award of the construction
contract have all been completed.


February 2015
Management & Finance

STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

San Joaquin One Voice® Regional Project
Submissions

RECOMMENDED ACTION: (1) Approval of the Regional Project Requests
for the 2015 San Joaquin One Voice® Program
and (2) Selection of SJCOG Priorities
DISCUSSION:
SUMMARY:
Attached is the proposed Regional Project Requests that have been submitted by the
jurisdictions, transit agencies, and interested organizations to be presented during the annual San
Joaquin One Voice® trip in Washington, D.C.
The County and the city of Stockton submitted three requests for federal funding. The cities of
Tracy, Lathrop, Manteca, and Ripon all submitted two requests and the city of Lodi submitted
one request. Additionally, there are requests from the San Joaquin Rail Commission, the San
Joaquin Regional Transit District, the Stockton East Water District, the Port of Stockton, and the
Ripon Community Athletic Foundation, for a total of 21 projects.
From this pool of projects, the SJCOG Board historically endorses 2-3 projects as overall
priorities for the region. Last year (2014), the regional priority projects selected by the SJCOG
Board were: Altamont Corridor Capital Improvements (SJRRC), Antone Raymus Parkway
(Manteca), and the Stockton Metropolitan Airport – Capital Improvements (County).
The staff recommendation for the 2015 regional priorities will be verbally presented to the M&F
at the meeting.
RECOMMENDATION:
Recommend to the Board the approval of the regional legislative requests for the 2015 San
Joaquin One Voice® federal program and the selection of SJCOG priorities.
FISCAL IMPACT:
No impact to SJCOG OWP. Earmarks are not expected in the 2015 budget; however funding
allocations are available from departments and through grants. The status of requests for federal
funding for some projects will not be known until next fiscal year.

BACKGROUND:
The One Voice® trip to Washington, D.C. has been in effect for 14 years. Our efforts are
positively recognized at the federal level and we have a great story about what we have
accomplished through our collaborative approach and the working relationships established with
our federal representatives. We can directly point to $105 million in additional federal revenues
that has come to San Joaquin County as a result of the One Voice® effort. That doesn’t talk
about the indirect dollars that have come here from other activities that local jurisdictions have
been able to capitalize on, such as Neighborhood Preservation funds.
Annually, 35-40 elected officials, business leaders, and community advocates from our region
participate in the program and many have found it to be an excellent team building opportunity.
The trip is an excellent opportunity for elected officials and business leaders to promote and
learn about the needs in other communities throughout San Joaquin County.
From the beginning, our process has been geared towards securing earmarks. However, we have
new challenges associated with that, since earmarks are no longer available from Congress. We
have adjusted our program to elevate our time with the Administration and have geared ourselves
more towards problem solving, programs, and policy issues (Buy America Program,
Transportation Funding, etc.). We still highlight our projects where possible and make every
effort to educate the participants on funding opportunities that may be available through
discretionary grant and incentives programs.
SJCOG distributed a call for projects in October 2014. The City of Stockton and the County of
San Joaquin were asked to submit three projects, while the other jurisdictions, the Port, and the
transit agencies were asked to submit two projects. Outside organizations were encouraged to
submit a project, but were required to secure the endorsement of a local jurisdiction.
SCHEDULE:
Date
March 18, 2015
April 8, 2015
April 19-23, 2015

Milestone
Hotel Reservation Deadline
Pre-trip Planning Session, 1:00 p.m.
Travel to Washington, D.C.

ATTACHMENTS:
1.

Draft 2015 SJCOG Regional Project Summary List

Prepared By: Nicole Gorham, Public Information Officer

2015 One Voice® Project Summary

Federal
Request

Total Project
Cost

City of Lathrop
$

Louise Avenue/Interstate 5 Interchange Improvement Project

5,000,000

$

24,500,000

Funds will be used to complete the final design phase and will fund the majority of the Land Acquisition for this project. This project would widen
Louise Avenue to three through lanes in each direction, accommodating a new left turn onto the northbound on ramp, create a new loop on ramp
to southbound I-5, widen all off ramps with new signaled intersections, construct retaining walls, and auxiliary lanes in both directions.
$

Lathrop Road/Interstate 5 Interchange Improvement Project

5,000,000

$

38,300,000

Funds would cover the Regional Impacts and the portion that the City cannot legally require of growth. This project would widen Lathrop Road to
three lanes in each direction, create new loop onramps to Interstate 5, widen off-ramps, construct retaining walls to accommodate the roadway
widening, and will accommodate traffic volumes for a forecast year of 2035.

City of Lodi
$

Grape Bowl Improvements Phase 4

2,420,000 $

2,418,125

Since 2009, over $4.1 million dollars has been invested to upgrade ADA access at the Grape Bowl. Notwithstanding this considerable investment,
the City continues to be exposed to ADA-related claims. This project is intended to complete the remaining ADA improvements not yet
constructed due to funding restrictions. The Phase 4 improvements include completing the ADA seating and ramp improvements to the south side
lower concourse that were eliminated from the Phase 3 project due to a lack of funding, constructing ADA ramps to the north side upper and
lower concourse and installing ADA seating at the north side upper and lower concourse.

City of Manteca
TBD

Antone Raymus Expressway/State Route 99 Interchange

TBD

Funding will be used for the replacement of the existing Austin Road/SR99 interchange with the new Antone Raymus Expressway/SR99
Interchange between the cities of Manteca and Ripon.

Manteca Family Entertainment Zone Infrastructure Improvements

$
1,500,000 $
4,500,000
Funding will be used for roadway improvements to extend Daniels Street from the current terminous to connect with McKinley Avenue adjacent
to the new McKinley/Highway 120 interchange improvement. The roadway extension will provide access to a new Manteca Conference Center
and an adjacent 140 - acre property to be developed with new sport tournament and public recreation facilities and commercial improvements.
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2015 One Voice® Project Summary

Federal
Request

Total Project
Cost

City of Ripon
Ripon Multi-Modal Station

TBD

TBD

TBD

TBD

Project Details Pending

Ripon Surface Water Project

Funds will be used for construction of a five-mile pipeline that would connect Ripon’s water distribution system to the South San Joaquin Irrigation
District (SSJID) transmission main. This conjunctive use project would allow Ripon to supplement a portion of the City’s current water supply
(groundwater) with a surface water supply.

County of San Joaquin
$

Stockton Metropolitan Airport Capital Improvement Program

18,831,895

$

20,772,000

Funding will be used for improvement projects to enhance airport safety, security, capacity, and environmental concerns. Projects will include
runway improvements, replacing security access controls per TSA, terminal improvements, and equipment replacement.

State Route 4 Corridor Improvements

$

5,000,000 $

20,000,000

Funding will provide highway safety, needed additional capacity and operational improvements critical to goods movement and economic
development, commute traffic, and recreational access to the Delta in both San Joaquin and Contra Costa counties. Funding would allow for
widening of SR4 from a two-lane road to four lanes.

Grant Line Corridor Improvement Project

$

21,600,000

$

24,000,000

Funding will greatly improve the facilitation and movement of goods to and from a major warehousing industrial complex to accommodate jobcreating economic development in the area as well as enhance roadway safety and operations. A proposed alignment to the south of the Banta
community as well as a widening of the existing alignment through the town of Banta are being evaluated.

City of Stockton
$

North Stockton I-5 Interchange and Widening

2,550,000 $

428,500,000

Funding for this project will improve the I-5 freeway and interchanges to provide intermodal connections and serve increased traffic resulting from
population growth and an improving regional economy. This request will provide for the completion of the engineering design for Phase 2
widening of I-5 from Hammer Lane to Eight Mile Road and the I-5/Otto Drive Interchange.

Lower Sacramento Road Corridor

$

20,000,000

$

20,000,000

Funding would replace two existing two-lane bridges on Lower Sacramento Road at Bear Creek and Pixley Slough with six-lane and four-lane
bridges respectively. The project will remove bottlenecks to expanding the capacity of the Lower Sacramento Road corridor between Lodi and
Stockton.
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2015 One Voice® Project Summary
Miner Avenue Downtown Improvement

Federal
Request
$

20,000,000

Total Project
Cost
$

22,300,000

Funding would reduce the number of vehicle lanes from four to two, add landscape medians, and introduce a new separately striped bicycle
facility on Miner Avenue between Center Street and the Cabral Rail Station. The reduction in lanes will allow for wider sidewalks, curbside planters,
and designated sidewalk areas for potential cafe seating in the future.

City of Tracy
I-205 Lammers Road Interchange Improvements

$
5,000,000 $
63,000,000
Construction of the interchange at Lammers Road and I-205 is necessary to relieve traffic congestion from I-205 corridor to the City of Tracy and
Mountain House area including the recently annexed 1,700 acres of industrial, commercial and retail developments in the City of Tracy east of the
Altamont Pass. Completion of this project will open up economic development opportunities in this area. At the regional level, this project will
reduce traffic congestion by ultimately connecting Byron Road and Highway 4 in Contra Costa County to I-580 and I-205. Construction is scheduled
for early 2016 after acquisition of right of ways.

New MacArthur Drive Above Grade Crossing

$

5,000,000

$

28,000,000

The project involves construction of a new above grade crossing over the UPRR Mococo line instead of an at-grade crossing at the new MacArthur
Drive alignment to eliminate interruption to vehicular traffic from the increased use of the Mococo line and the switch yard by UPRR. The new
alignment of MacArthur Drive from Mt. Diablo to Eleventh Street intersects the UPRR existing switch yard which was proposed to be relocated to
clear the originally proposed at grade crossing. However, with increase in railroad traffic due to activation of Mococo line by UPRR, the switch
yard location will remain unchanged and the recommended above grade crossing will separate the vehicular and pedestrian traffic from the
increased freight train traffic.

Port of Stockton
$

West Complex Access Improvements

2,092,000

$

15,736,012

The West Complex access improvements will provide a continuous 4-lane, grade-separated facility from State Route 4 to the West Complex
entrance. The project consists of widening Navy Drive from 2 to 4 lanes from the BNSF railway undercrossing to Washington Street will improve
safety and air quality by eliminating an at-grade rail crossing at the West Complex entrance and reconfiguring a key intersection to maximize
throughput of Port-bound truck traffic.

Port of Stockton Overweight Corridor

$

1,400,000

$

4,400,000

Funds requested are for construction and construction engineering. This project will rebuild five miles of existing roadway to strengthen an
existing intermodal roadway to facilitate an international goods movement supply chain. The project would create an opportunity for the volume
of goods being transported by the MH580 Marine Highway to be increased by 20%. The job estimates on this project are 50 new rail/train jobs, 42
vessel jobs, and 18 labor jobs.
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Federal
Request

Total Project
Cost

San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission
TBD

Altamont Capital Corridor Improvements Track Extension Project

TBD

Specific projects have been identified for the Altamont Corridor which can greatly increase the effectiveness of this corridor for passengers as well
as improve the safety of the service. The Track Extension project builds a segment of track in Stockton to allow passenger trains to load and offload passengers without blocking the freight mainline or arterial streets.

San Joaquin Regional Transit District
$

Downtown/South Stockton BRT Expansion Project

6,800,000

$

6,800,000

This project will construct two Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) corridors: Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd in south Stockton and Fremont Street/Miner Avenue in
downtown Stockton . The BRT route along Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd. will cover 6.4 miles in each direction and will include approximately 14
stops (both directions). The proposed route along Fremont Street/Miner Ave will travel approximately 6.7 miles in each direction and has 16 stops
(both directions). The service will significantly improve service reliability and reduce overall travel time to key destinations along the corridors.
The service frequency will be 15 minutes at peak service hours and no more than 30 minutes during off-peak hours. Amenities such as pre-paid
fares, low-floor buses, signal priority, and passenger information displays all contribute to decreased travel time and added convenience for riders.

Ripon Community Athletic Foundation
$

Ripon High Stadium Project

1,200,000

$

1,200,000

After celebrating a grassroots-raised $1.8 million donated infrastructure install in 2014, the community of Ripon is fixing their community goal on
the replacing of bleachers and bathrooms. With these improvements, Ripon's central region location will provide a much needed venue serving
both as a cultural hub and a state-of-the-art athletic facility encouraging community and family connection for large events.

Stockton East Water District
Farmington Dam - Farmington Groundwater Recharge & Seasonal Habitat Program

$
2,500,000 $
33,333,333
This is a Environmental Infrastructure & Environmental Restoration Project. Congress provided a construction start in FY 2002, continual annual
appropriations through FY 2005; and an Omnibus Bill appropriation in 2009. A continued annual appropriation for the Farmington Program is
requested to be included in 2016 House Energy and Water Bill. The Farmington Program will help preserve the local agricultural economy, whose
annual value is estimated to be over $2.9 billion, and the drinking water supply for over 300,000 residents, and commercial and industrial
economy of the Stockton metropolitan area.
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STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

SJCOG Public Participation Plan Update

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Information

DISCUSSION:
SUMMARY:
SJCOG’s Public Participation Plan (PPP) highlights opportunities for San Joaquin County
residents to comment on the agency’s key plans and programs. It includes goals and strategies to
help increase public engagement in the planning process and helps meet federal and state
planning regulations, including SAFETEA-LU and SB 375. The current version was adopted in
2011 and updated in 2014 to satisfy state and federal requirements for a transparent and inclusive
public process.
This document informs interested residents on how to engage in the range of SJCOG’s planning
work and funding allocations, and includes as a primary focus public engagement opportunities
for the Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) — the
region’s comprehensive long-range transportation and land use blueprint.
SJCOG staff will release a draft update to the PPP in June. This staff report provides an overview
of the anticipated process and schedule for this public engagement effort.
Proposed Approach
The 2011 PPP was adopted prior to the launch of the 2014 RTP/SCS, which included a lengthy
public engagement process culminating in the adoption of the 2014 RTP/SCS in June 2014. An
updated PPP will highlight planning and decision making milestones, along with public
engagement opportunities for the upcoming 2016-2040 RTP/SCS, as well as other SJCOG
planning, policy, and decision making efforts.
Inputs to the new plan include or will include:
 Reviewing lessons learned/best practices from 2014 RTP/SCS public engagement
activities
 Meeting with representatives from community-based organizations, especially those
serving low-income and traditionally under-represented populations for input and
suggestions for improving public engagement
 Reaching out to local governments (cities, transit agencies, county) and the public to hear
their ideas





Hosting an online survey (now live at:
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/PublicParticipationPlanSurvey)
Surveying members of the public via social media, transit partners, and community
forums
Holding a public workshop (date yet to-be-determined)

Draft Public Participation Plan Schedule
Updating the PPP can be viewed as a key first step to making the public engagement process
transparent and accessible. Key dates leading up to the adoption of the Draft PPP are listed
below.
February – May 2015

June – July 2015
August 2015

September 2015

Solicit input and comments from local
agencies, community groups, and the public;
update plan after review and evaluation of
input received
Circulate updated plan for public comment;
hold public workshop
Collect, review, address, and incorporate (as
appropriate) all comments into a final Draft
Plan
Present Final Draft to SJCOG Committees for
approval and to SJCOG Board for adoption

RECOMMENDATION:
Information only.
FISCAL IMPACT:
None at this time.
BACKGROUND:
Throughout its history, SJCOG has engaged in a public involvement process in developing its
regional transportation plans and programs. SJCOG’s PPP serves as a guide for SJCOG’s public
involvement process as well as the continuing, comprehensive and coordinated planning process
among stakeholders to ensure early and ongoing opportunities for broad-based participation by
the general public, agency stakeholders, partners, and affected and interested parties in the
development and review of regional plans and programs.
SJCOG’s current plan was adopted in 2011 and updated in 2014 to implement changes to federal
transit law that resulted in new public participation requirements associated with the
development of the Program of Projects (POP) for transit operators that are recipients of Federal
Transit Administration (FTA) Section 5307 funds.
Prepared by Nicole Gorham, Public Information Officer

