SAN JOAQUIN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
MANAGEMENT AND FINANCE COMMITTEE
ERNIE’S FOOD & SPIRITS
1351 N. Main Street, Manteca, CA 95336
HOSTED BY: SAN JOAQUIN REGIONAL RAIL COMMISSION
Wednesday, May 20, 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 March 18, 2015

Action

4. Measure K Maintenance of Effort Update

Information

5. Active Transportation Program Cycle 2

Action

6. Affordable Housing Sustainable Communities Priority Project
Recommendation

Action

7. Annual Adjustment of the Regional Transportation Impact Fee (RTIF)
and Third Party Cost Estimate for FY 2015/16

Action

8. Executive Director’s Report
9. Other Matters of Business
10. Adjourn to next regular scheduled meeting on Wednesday, June 17, 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
March 18, 2015

MINUTES
1. The meeting was called to order at 12:06 p.m. by Chair Steve Salvatore.
Attendance and Self Introductions:
Tammy Alcantor, Escalon City Manager; Troy Brown, Tracy City Manager; Karen
McLaughlin, Manteca City Manager; Stacey Mortensen, SJRRC Executive Director; Monica
Nino, County Administrator; Steve Salvatore, Lathrop City Manager; Steve Schwabauer, Lodi
City Manager; Kevin Werner, Ripon City Administrator; Kurt Wilson, Stockton City Manager;
Andrew Chesley, SJCOG Executive Director; Steve Dial, SJCOG Deputy Executive
Director/CFO; Kim Anderson, SJCOG Senior Planner; Rosie Gutierrez, SJCOG Office
Services Supervisor.
Other Attendees:
Harry Mavrogenes, Airport Director.
Committee Members Not Present:
Donna DeMartino, SJRTD General Manager/CEO.
2. Public Comment:
None.
3. Approve Minutes of February 18, 2015:
It was moved/seconded (Brown/Mortensen) to approve the minutes of February 18, 2015.
Motion passed unanimously by voice vote.
4. Fiscal Year 2015-16 Preliminary State Transit Assistance Estimated Revenue and
Apportionment Schedule
Steve Dial presented this item stating it’s an estimate which part of it comes out of the State
Controller’s office. For San Joaquin County the total revenue is $4,379,662. The regional
component of that is $3,594,412 and the direct allocation to Transit Operators is $785,250.
Mr. Dial reviewed table 1 which identifies total funds available by allocation purpose and table 2
is specific apportionments for each claimant based upon ridership.
Mr. Schwabauer asked about the drop in allocation. Mr. Dial said it’s a budgeted amount and it
has always been a variable amount. It also depends on the actual state budget.

It was moved/seconded (Alcantor/Brown) to recommend to the Board adoption of the FY 201516 preliminary STA estimated revenue and apportionment schedule. Motion passed unanimously
(9/0) by voice vote.
5. Stockton Metropolitan Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan Update
Kim Anderson gave an update on this item stating the Stockton Metropolitan Airport has
received approval of its Airport Layout Plan allowing COG staff and its consultant to move
forward on completion of the Stockton Metro ALUCP update. The Planning Advisory
Committee will be form and an appropriate staff from each jurisdiction affected by the layout of
the airport safety zones for Stockton Metro (Stockton, SJ County, Lathrop and Manteca) will be
asked to participate. Ms. Anderson discussed the immediate issue with Forward Landfill’s
expansion plan and stated there could be some changes in those safety zones.
Mr. Salvatore asked about the timeframe process. Ms. Anderson stated it’s anticipated to be less
than 12 months. Ms. Nino asked how long would it remain in effect. Mr. Chesley answered it
would be between the next 10-20 years.
Mr. Mavrogenes stated the major concern from the Airport’s operation standpoint is future
residential development, but most of the area is industrial.
This item was for information only, no action was taken.
6. Bond Financing Plan for Stockton Metropolitan Airport Capital Improvements
Mr. Dial presented this item stating in June 2014 the Board amended the MK Expenditure Plan
and Ordinance to add SJC Stockton Metropolitan Airport capital improvements for terminal
expansion and modernization projects for $9.7 million. The COG Board directed the funds to
come “off the top” from MK sales tax revenues. However being there is no available sales tax
cash, SJCOG has been unable to fulfill this request immediately. However, there are available bond
proceeds that can be applied to this project as long as the county is willing to repay the interest
portion of the debt service Mr. Dial reviewed the pro forma amortization schedule handout
showing the encompassing five years of drawing down on the bond funds.
Mr. Wilson asked if there is no additional sales tax to take funds “off the top” was there a plan
for the excess capacity. Mr. Dial explained the program of projects that the Board approved with
anticipated bond proceeds.
Ms. Mortensen asked about how the projected PFCs keep going up. Mr. Mavrogenes explained
the annual enplanements and said the airport still has adequate resources.
There was much discussion among committee members on the principal, how the interest is
accrued and how it is paid back and the bond proceeds.
It was moved/seconded (McLaughlin/Mortensen) to recommend to the Board approval of the
proposal Bond Financing Plan for Stockton Metropolitan Airport Capital Improvements. Motion
passed unanimously (9/0) by voice vote.

7. Regional Transportation Impact Fee (RTIF) Economic Incentive Program
Ms. Anderson discussed this item stating over the past several years the SJCOG Board of
Directors has discussed the creation of a funding program to promote job development in San
Joaquin County. In October 2014 the Board has approved creating an economic incentive
program utilizing RTIF program funds to provide transportation project funding to encourage
job-creating firms to locate in San Joaquin County. Up to $1 million annually would be allocated
for economic incentives. Staff has recently retained a consultant to complete the technical
requirements to put the program in place and begin implementation. The draft program
guidelines are expected to be presented to the SJCOG Board at its March meeting.
Mr. Chesley noted we are not talking about competitive money; it will be first come first serve.
This item was for discussion only, no action was taken.
8. 2015 Regional Congestion Management Program and Regional Transportation Impact Fee
Program Updates
Ms. Anderson gave a brief update on this item stating both the RCMP and the RTIF program
require updates because they are closely align between the two programs. Staff is looking at a
joint advisory committee to kick-off the process. Meetings will be in subgroups as necessary for
each program’s requirements. Staff will be contacting local agency staff to determine the
implementation progress of mitigation measures on projects that were determine the proper staff
representatives for the RCMP/RTIF Advisory Committee.
This item was for information only, no action was taken.
9. Executive Director’s Report
Mr. Chesley announced the Board’s Legislative workshop will be held tomorrow March 19th at
7:30 a.m. to 9:00 a.m.
10. Other Matters of Business:
None.
11. Adjournment
There being no further business to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1:23 p.m. to
Wednesday, April 15, 2015.
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STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

Measure K Maintenance of Effort Update

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Information

.
DISCUSSION:
In November of 2013, the SJCOG Board of Directors adopted a revision to the Maintenance of
Effort (MOE) calculation. That action stated the resumption of the MOE requirement and local
agency compliance would begin again the year after Measure K sales tax revenues reach the
historical high ($47,000,000) two consecutive years. The MOE calculation would then be based
upon the average of the three years prior. The Management & Finance Committee had
significant input to that policy.
At the conclusion of FY 2014-15 on June 30th, Measure K sales tax revenues will have met or
exceeded $47 million for two consecutive years, triggering the resumption of MOE compliance.
At the conclusion of FY 2015-16, the MOE will be calculated using data from FY 2012-13,
2013-14, and 2014-15. To be in compliance, each city and the county shall have spent local
funds on transportation equal to or exceeding the average of those three years.
Attached is the Maintenance of Effort report for Fiscal Year 2013-14.1 The report is solely for
informational purposes because while Measure K sales tax exceeded $47,000,000, this was only
the first year of reaching the historical high. The report is good information for the cities and
county to see where they stand as MOE resumption approaches.
BACKGROUND
The maintenance of effort requirement is articulated in state statute. Public Utilities Code
Section 180001 (e) states:
(e) It is the intent of the Legislature that funds generated pursuant to this division be used
to supplement and not replace existing local revenues used for transportation purposes.
Further, Section 4 of the voter-approved Measure K Expenditure Plan states:

1

State Controller’s Annual Report of Financial Transactions for Streets and Roads

TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM PROCEDURES
It is the intent of the Legislature and the Authority that revenues provided from this
Ordinance be used to supplement existing revenues being used for transportation
improvements and programs. Each local jurisdiction receiving Local Street Repair Funds
pursuant to the Transportation Expenditure Plan shall meet the requirements in that
section.
Under state enabling legislation, a jurisdiction cannot redirect monies currently being
used for transportation purposes to other uses, and then replace the redirected funds with
local street maintenance and improvement dollars from the retail transaction and use tax.
To meet the requirements of state law, a jurisdiction must demonstrate maintenance or a
minimum level of local street and road expenditures…
Due to the severity of the economic recession, in September 2009, the SJCOG Board took the
extraordinary step to waive the Measure K and Measure K Renewal Expenditure Plan
requirement that recipients of Local Street Repair funds must comply with a Maintenance of
Effort (MOE) provision. The 2009 waiver language stated MOE compliance would resume
following the second year Measure K sales tax revenues exceeded the historical high of
$47,00,000 and MOE would be calculated based upon the local expenditures identified in the
2008 financial statements.
SJCOG convened a workshop on October 8, 2013 to discuss the issue. Representatives from
most of the agencies attended. The outcome of the workshop was a recommendation to modify
the MOE calculation language, bringing the level of local transportation spending closer to the
triggering date rather than 2008. The proposal coming out of the workshop and recommended
by Management & Finance, the Executive Committee and adopted by the Board determined that
once MK sales tax levels reach historical highs two years in a row, the maintenance of effort
calculation will be based upon the three most recent years.
This recommendation was made in the spirit of the MOE requirement while recognizing local
governments have not recovered to the extent historical local spending on transportation can be
achieved.
The Maintenance of Effort report prepared for the FY13-14 is solely informational; however,
Measure K sales tax receipts in FY 2014 exceeded $47,000,000 and are expected to do so again
in FY 2015 triggering the resumption of the MOE requirement. In other words, following FYE
June 2016, MOE compliance will be based upon local expenditures in years 2013, 2014 and
2015.
FISCAL IMPACT
Failure of a city or the county to be in compliance with the Maintenance of Effort requirement
results in the loss of Measure K Local Street Repair funds. Under the original restoration
scenario, i.e., prior to the November 2013 policy, all LSR recipients would have had a reduction
in those funds. If MOE compliance was required this year, 4 of eight recipients would be in

compliance. However, in FY 14-15, two more recipients will come into compliance as FY 201112 expenditures drop off. Depending upon local spending in FY 2014-2015, all recipients
conceivably could be in compliance.
APPEALS
Section 5.02.03 of the Measure K Expenditure Plan allows for a local jurisdiction to appeal the
MOE calculation.
5.02.03. Subject to Authority approval, if any local jurisdiction had extraordinary local
discretionary fund expenditures during any fiscal year it may determine that year’s minimum
expenditure base level of local discretionary funds by:
(a) subtracting those extraordinary expenses (including but not limited to Proposition 42
(2002) funding, assessment district contributions, development impact funds,
redevelopment agency contributions, or other non-recurring contributions) from its
total expenditures; or
(b) petitioning the Authority for special consideration. It is possible that a local
jurisdiction may need to revise its minimum expenditure base beyond the subtraction
of extraordinary expenses. In this instance, the Authority may allow the
establishment of a new base for that jurisdiction's Maintenance of Effort requirement.
A local jurisdiction petitioning the Authority under this provision must supply evidence of the
need for special consideration and the petition must be approved by a majority vote of the
Authority.
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INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANT’S REPORT
ON APPLYING AGREED-UPON PROCEDURES

To the Board of Directors
San Joaquin Council of Governments

We have performed the procedures enumerated below, which were agreed to by the
San Joaquin Council of Governments (the specified users), solely to assist you in
evaluating the San Joaquin County local jurisdictions’ compliance with the
Transportation Improvement Program Procedures, as prescribed in Section 4 of the
San Joaquin County Local Transportation Improvement Plan as of June 30, 2014.
This agreed-upon engagement was conducted in accordance with attestation
standards established by the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants. The
sufficiency of these procedures is solely the responsibility of those parties specified in
the report. Consequently, we make no representation regarding the sufficiency of the
procedures described below either for the purpose for which this report has been
requested or for any other purpose.
The requirements as specified in Section 4 of the San Joaquin County Local
Transportation Improvement Plan are as follows:
SECTION 4. “TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
PROCEDURES.”
“It is the intent of the Legislature and the Authority that revenues provided
from this Ordinance be used to supplement existing revenues being used for
transportation improvements and programs. Each local jurisdiction receiving
Local Street Repair funds pursuant to the Transportation Expenditure Plan
shall meet the requirements in that section.
Under state enabling legislation, a jurisdiction cannot redirect monies
currently being used for transportation purposes to other uses, and then
replace the redirected funds with local street maintenance and improvement
dollars from the retail transaction and use tax. To meet the requirements of
state law, a jurisdiction must demonstrate maintenance or a minimum level of
local street and road expenditures in conformance with one of the
requirements below.
A. Annual expenditures of general funds for transportation purposes shall
be an amount not less than the jurisdiction’s annual average of its
expenditures from its general fund during the 1987-88, 1988-89, and
1989-90 fiscal years, as reported to the State Controller. In calculating
the annual general fund expenditures three year average, any
unrestricted funds which the local jurisdiction may expend at its
discretion, including vehicle in-lieu tax revenues and revenues from fines
and forfeitures, expended for transportation purposes are expenditures
from the general fund.
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The Authority shall annually update the base year and preceding three year base period for
the establishment of an annual minimum based on the information available from the State
Controller’s Annual Report of Financial Transactions for Streets and Roads.
B. For any city incorporated after July 1, 1987, the Authority shall calculate the annual average
of general fund expenditures for transportation purposes for the period between July 1, 1987,
and June 30, 1990, that the city was incorporated.
C. If any local jurisdiction had extraordinary local discretionary fund expenditures during fiscal
year 1988-89, it may use, as a base for determining the minimum level of local discretionary
funds:
1. The net contribution obtained by subtracting those extraordinary expenses (including but
not limited to SB 300 funds, assessment district contributions, development impact funds,
redevelopment agency contributions, or other non-recurring contributions) from its total
expenditures; or
2. A petition to the Authority for special consideration. A local jurisdiction may need to revise
its minimum expenditure base beyond the subtraction of extraordinary expenses. In this
instance, the Authority may allow the establishment of a new base for that jurisdiction’s
maintenance of effort requirement. A local jurisdiction petitioning the Authority under this
provision must supply evidence of the need for special consideration.
The use of provisions C.1 or 2 of this Section by a local jurisdiction shall be subject to
Authority approval.
D. In November 2013, the Board of Directors approved a modification to the Maintenance of
Effort (MOE) waiver setting the calculation of the MOE as the most recent 3 years prior the
resumption of MOE compliance (2nd year after reaching historical sales tax high of
$47,000,000).
The Authority shall annually update the base year and preceding three year base period for
the establishment of an annual minimum based on the information available from the State
Controller's Annual Report of Financial Transactions for Streets and Roads.
The accompanying Calculation of Annual Average of General Fund Expenditures – Actual vs. Annual
Average by Jurisdiction and the Calculation of Annual Average General Fund Expenditures Threshold, as
listed in the table of contents, are used to meet the reporting requirements of Section 4 of the San
Joaquin County Local Transportation Improvement Plan. As a part of these agreed-upon procedures, we
traced the information provided for the year ended June 30, 2014, to the appropriate Annual Street
Report submitted to the State Controller’s Office by each jurisdiction.
We were not engaged to, and did not, perform an audit, the objective of which would be the expression of
an opinion on any jurisdiction’s maintenance of effort. Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.
Had we performed additional procedures, other matters might have come to our attention that would have
been reported to you.
This report is intended solely for the information and use of the San Joaquin Council of Governments and
the jurisdictions, and is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these specified
parties.
BROWN ARMSTRONG
ACCOUNTANCY CORPORATION

Bakersfield, California
March 31, 2015
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SAN JOAQUIN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
MEASURE K – LOCAL JURISDICTION MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT
CALCULATION OF ANNUAL AVERAGE GENERAL FUND EXPENDITURES –
ACTUAL VS. ANNUAL AVERAGE BY JURISDICTION
JUNE 30, 2014

Jurisdiction

June 30, 2014

County of San Joaquin
Actual General Fund Expenditures
Three Year Average Threshold Amount

$

Excess (Underexpended)

$

306,382

Escalon
Actual General Fund Expenditures
Three Year Average Threshold Amount

$

231,734
(233,908)

Excess (Underexpended)

$

(2,174)

Lathrop
Actual General Fund Expenditures
Three Year Average Threshold Amount

$

280,381
(74,785)

Excess (Underexpended)

$

205,596

Lodi
Actual General Fund Expenditures
Three Year Average Threshold Amount

$

Excess (Underexpended)

$

515,679

Manteca
Actual General Fund Expenditures
Three Year Average Threshold Amount

$

526,463
(811,396)

Excess (Underexpended)

$

(284,933)

Ripon
Actual General Fund Expenditures
Three Year Average Threshold Amount

$

(22,026)

Excess (Underexpended)

$

(22,026)

Stockton
Actual General Fund Expenditures
Three Year Average Threshold Amount

$

(231,142)

Excess (Underexpended)

$

(231,142)

Tracy
Actual General Fund Expenditures
Three Year Average Threshold Amount

$

794,044
(724,749)

Excess (Underexpended)

$

69,295

1991-2013
Prior
Cumulative Excess
(Underexpended)

1991-2014
Total
Cumulative Excess
(Underexpended)

$

4,384,357

$

4,690,739

$

95,580

$

93,406

$

2,412,340

$

2,617,936

$

96,143

$

611,822

$

3,954,462

$

3,669,529

$

22,025

$

$

41,962,887

$

41,731,745

$

1,006,276

$

1,075,571

5,901,466
(5,595,084)

1,781,991
(1,266,312)

See accompanying report.
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SAN JOAQUIN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
MEASURE K – LOCAL JURISDICTION MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT
CALCULATION OF ANNUAL AVERAGE GENERAL FUND EXPENDITURES THRESHOLD
JUNE 30, 2014

2014 Threshold Calculation
General Fund Expenditures by Year
For the Fiscal Year Ended
June 30, 2011
For the Fiscal Year Ended
June 30, 2012
For the Fiscal Year Ended
June 30, 2013
Three Year Total
Average Annual Expenditure
(Total/3) = 2014 Threshold

County of
San Joaquin

Escalon

$ 5,633,600

$ 225,909

5,480,469

Lathrop

Lodi

Manteca

-

$ 1,382,113

$ 1,090,716

238,194

-

1,063,781

768,606

-

-

720,660

5,671,183

237,620

224,354

1,353,041

574,866

-

-

781,831

16,785,252

701,723

224,354

3,798,935

2,434,188

66,079

693,425

2,174,247

$ 5,595,084

$ 233,908

74,785

$ 1,266,312

$

$

See accompanying report.
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$

811,396

Ripon

$

$

Stockton

66,079

22,026

$

$

Tracy

693,425

231,142

$

$

671,756

724,749

May 2015
M&F Committee

STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

Active Transportation Program Cycle 2

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Recommend that the SJCOG Board Approve
the SJCOG 2015 ATP Multi-disciplinary
Advisory Scoring Committee Composition

DISCUSSION:
SUMMARY:
The California Transportation Commission released the call for projects for the 2015 Active
Transportation Program (ATP) Cycle 2 in March 2015, for which applications are due June 1st.
Approximately $180 million is available statewide for funding for bicycle, pedestrian, and Safe
Routes to School projects in Fiscal Years 2016/17, 17/18, and 18/19. Approximately $2.9 million
is available for SJCOG’s ATP Regional Supplemental call for projects that will begin on June 1st.
As part of this regional call for projects, ATP guidelines require SJCOG to convene a
multi-disciplinary scoring committee to score applications and make funding recommendations.
Based on prior input from the SJCOG Board and other stakeholders, staff is proposing a similar
committee structure as in 2014, with the addition of three members: one public works and one
planning staff member from local jurisdictions, and a transit representative. The proposed
committee composition is shown in the table below.
Table 1: Proposed 2015 ATP Cycle 2 Multidisciplinary Advisory Scoring Committee Composition
Organization (1 member each)
Infill Developer
Local Public Works Staff
Disadvantaged Communities
Local Planning Staff
San Joaquin County Office of Education
Local Transit Operator Staff
San Joaquin County Public Health Services San Joaquin Bike Coalition

SJCOG staff will be approaching prior ATP committee members and local agency public works
and planning staff to assess interest and availability for serving on the committee.

RECOMMENDATION:
SJCOG staff requests the M&F Committee recommend that the SJCOG Board approve the
proposed composition of the 2015 SJCOG ATP Multi-disciplinary Scoring Committee as shown
in Table 1.

FISCAL IMPACT:
None at this time.

BACKGROUND:
Active Transportation Program
The Active Transportation Program (ATP) was created in 2013 by Senate Bill 99 and Assembly
Bill 101 to promote the increased use of active modes of transportation, such as biking and
walking. The ATP has two separate grant components – a Statewide competition awarded by the
California Transportation Commission, and a Regional competition with funding awarded by
Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) in urban areas with populations greater than
200,000, which includes SJCOG.
The ATP consolidates funding from the federal Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP), the
federal Safe Routes to School (SRTS) program, the state Safe Routes to School (SR2S) program,
and the state Bicycle Transportation Account (BTA). Consistent with the federal TAP
requirements, the ATP Guidelines distribute the total annual funding capacity in three categories,
with 10% going to small urban/rural areas with populations of 200,000 or less, 40% going to
Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) in urban areas with populations greater than
200,000 and 50% going to a statewide program. All funding must be competitively awarded with
the requirement that at least 25% of the funds in each program benefit Disadvantaged
Communities. A map of the Disadvantaged Communities in San Joaquin County as designated by
the ATP guidelines is included as Attachment 1.

ATP Cycle 1
During the Statewide portion of ATP Cycle 1, four projects from the City of Stockton received
approximately $3 million in ATP funds. As required by the State ATP Guidelines, the remaining
25 projects were scored by a multi-disciplinary scoring committee as shown in Table 2. The
Scoring Committee used their discretion in emphasizing geographic equity and “bang for the
buck” in making the programming recommendation. In doing so, eight projects were
recommended for funding that enabled every jurisdiction who applied to get some funding.

Table 2: 2014 ATP Cycle 1 Multidisciplinary Advisory Scoring Committee Membership
Name

Organization

Title

David Garcia

Ten Space
Development

Director of Community
Development

Katelyn Roedner Sutter

Catholic Charities

Nou Hendricks
William Mitchell
Kristine Williams

San Joaquin County
Office of Education
San Joaquin County
Public Health Services
San Joaquin
Bike Coalition

Environmental Justice
Program Manager
Research and Grant
Development Program Manager

Expertise
Infill
Development,
Bike/Ped
Advocacy
Disadvantaged
Communities
SRTS Grants

Director

Public Health

Executive Director

Bicycle
Advocacy

The SJCOG Board approved these eight projects from the cities of Lathrop, Lodi, Ripon, Stockton,
Tracy, and the County of San Joaquin to receive a combination of $2.97 million in ATP funds and
$1.5 million from the 25% regional share of Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP)
funds. The CTC adopted these recommendations on November 12, 2014. Subsequently, SJCOG
has programmed these twelve projects in its 2015 Federal Transportation Improvement Program
(FTIP), clearing the way for them to receive funding and begin initial project activities.

ATP Cycle 2
For ATP Cycle 2, SJCOG staff has provided technical assistance to local jurisdictions for the
preparation of grant applications, including providing GIS and mapping support, and providing
assistance related to Disadvantaged Communities and census data.
SJCOG staff has prepared GIS files of the ATP Disadvantaged Community Criteria for the entire
county, which are available for download at: http://www.sjcog.org/DocumentCenter/View/951
After receiving feedback from the SJCOG Board, staff, and stakeholders, SJCOG staff
recommends additions to the composition of the ATP Multidisciplinary Advisory Scoring
Committee for Cycle 2. The additions of local agency public work, planning, and transit staff
would make the ATP committee composition similar to that other MPOs around the state.
SJCOG staff will be approaching prior ATP committee members and local agency public works
and planning staff to assess interest and availability for serving on the committee. The committee
members will represent a diverse geography across the region, with members recusing themselves
for any applications from their own organization.

SCHEDULE:










Project applications due to Caltrans and SJCOG
SJCOG issues Regional Call for Projects
Regional Call for Projects Applications due to SCJOG
CTC staff recommendations for statewide ATP projects
SJCOG Multidisciplinary Scoring Committee convenes
CTC adopts statewide ATP projects
SJCOG board adopts regional ATP projects
MPO project recommendations due to CTC
CTC adopts MPO project recommendations

June 1, 2015
June 1, 2015
July 31, 2015
September 15, 2015
Late Sept/Early Oct. 2015
October 22, 2015
October 22, 2015
November 15, 2015
December 10, 2015

NEXT STEPS:
SJCOG staff will continue to assist local agency staff on any potential ATP project applications,
and will be forming the ATP Cycle 2 Multidisciplinary Advisory Scoring Committee once the
SJCOG Board approves the committee composition.

ATTACHMENTS:
1. Map of ATP Disadvantaged Communities in San Joaquin County

Prepared By: David Ripperda, Regional Planner

Active Transportation Program
Disadvantaged Communities, San Joaquin County
Thornton

Collierville

Clements
Acampo Coopers Corner

Woodbridge

Lockeford
Victor

Lodi

Morada
Linden

Glenwood

Stockton

Peters

Noble Acres

Farmington

French Camp

Lathrop

Manteca

Escalon

Mountain House

Banta
Stoneridge

Lammersville

Ripon

Tracy

New Jerusalem

Chrisman

Vernalis

Census Tracts

Census Tracts With Median Household Income <80% State Median
Schools with 75%+ Free or Reduced Price Meals
2 Mile Buffer from 75%+ FRPM Schools

CalEnviroScreen Top 25% Census Tracts

May 2015
M&F Committee

STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

Affordable Housing Sustainable
Communities Priority Project
Recommendation

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Approve the AHSC Priority Project
Recommendation

DISCUSSION:
SUMMARY:
In March 2015, the Strategic Growth Council (SGC) extended invitations to two applicants,
Domus Development, LLC and VCOR, LP to continue participation in the full application phase
of the Affordable Housing Sustainable Community (AHSC) grant program.
In addition, SGC invited MPOs to submit voluntary, advisory recommendations for regional
priority projects. The SJCOG board took action in February 2015 approving project
prioritization guidance. SJCOG convened the AHSC Project Prioritization Committee in April
2015. Using the board adopted prioritization guidance, the AHSC prioritization committee
recommends the SJCOG board approve the Domus Development LLC (Anchor Village) and
VCOR, LP (Grand View Village) projects as regional priority projects. Both projects exceed the
RTP/SCSs envisioned county-wide density of 9 units per acre at 74.1 units/acre and 110.2
units/acre respectively. Additionally information regarding each project can be found in both the
staff report below and attachments 1 and 2 to this staff report.
Next steps included in the AHSC process include forwarding the SJCOG board approved priority
project recommendation to the SGC for consideration in the AHSC program.
FISCAL IMPACT:
No impact to SJCOG OWP.
BACKGROUND:
In January 2015, the SGC put forward the Notice of Funding Availability for the AHSC
Program. The AHSC Program received $120 million in FY 14/15 funding from the Greenhouse
Gas Reduction Fund. The AHSC Program is intended to fund land-use, housing, transportation,
and land preservation projects that support infill and compact development which aid in reducing
greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) by improving mobility options resulting in potential decreases
in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and associated GHG and other emissions.

During the AHSC concept proposal stage, the SGC requested applicants consult with MPOs to
determine the consistency of the proposed project with the respective MPO’s RTP/SCS. SJCOG
developed a SCS Consistency Checklist on strategies and goals (The SCS Story and RTP/SCS
Table 3.1 Policy and Supportive Strategies) approved in the 2014 RTP/SCS to help applicants
meet this requirement.
In February 2015, SJCOG’s Board took action approving project prioritization guidance that
identified regional priorities to be utilized in ranking projects. Those regional priorities were the
following:
-

Economic Development
Growth
Multi-Modal Options
GHG Reduction
Disadvantaged Communities

In March 2015, the SGC extended invitations to two applicants, Domus Development, LLC and
VCOR, LP, inviting them to submit full applications. AHSC full applications were due April 20,
2015.
Both applicants are proposing projects that would be located in the City of Stockton. During the
full application stage, SGC invited MPOs to submit voluntary, advisory recommendations in
support of full applications. The recommendations prioritize project applications for the SJCOG
region based on regional priorities, allowing SJCOG through the SGC AHSC application process
to consult with SGC on the SJCOG regional priority projects. The consultation between the
Strategic Growth Council and MPOs in the prioritization process, as outlined by the Council,
gives SJCOG the opportunity to provide a face to local projects in San Joaquin County that the
staff may not be familiar with. At the same time, the SGC AHSC program awards funding
intended to help with the implementation of the RTP/SCS.
The two projects are described below (provided in no specific order):
1. Developer: Domus Development, LLC
Project: Anchor Village
The Anchor Village Project will provide infill redevelopment of a vacant site located at 601 N.
Hunter Street in downtown Stockton. The proposed high-density mixed-use development is
designed to provide affordable housing and on-site support services for low-income veterans and
individuals with mental illness.
The 60,867 square foot, four-story building will be built on a 0.7 acre lot consisting of 51 units
comprising 39 one-bedroom and 12 two-bedroom residential living spaces. The project density is
74.1. The transit oriented development will place residents in short distance to goods and
services found in the downtown corridor and is conveniently located within a short walk (halfmile or less) to four SJRTD bus stops and its Downtown Transit Center.

The project provides approximately 8,000 square feet of functional community space; including
office space which will house supportive services for tenants. Within the office space, there will
be suite offices that will offer private rooms for individual counseling, meetings, and social
services. The non-office space is designed for fostering social interaction, including activity
programs and classes for tenants. This space is designed to encourage residents to socialize and
create a strong sense of community. All common areas will be ADA compliant, ensuring
accessibility for disabled tenants.
This project would also support GHG reductions by offering reduced parking, encouraging the
idea of multimodal transportation.
2. Developer: VCOR, LP
Project: Grand View Village
The Grand View Village Project is a mixed-use 108-unit affordable housing development. The
project’s net density is 74.1 units per acre that is to be located at the corner of E. Miner Avenue
and N. Hunter Street in downtown Stockton.
The project is targeted towards low-income individuals and families, as well as small business
owners and entrepreneurs, providing retail space opportunities on the ground floor.
The project site encompasses nearly one square acre (.947 acres), replacing several distressed
parcels with high-quality infill that facilitate transit-oriented development. The site is located less
than two blocks from the SJRTD Downtown Transit Center, allowing for coordination with
SJRTD’s BRT transit service. In addition, bicycle and pedestrian enhancement facilitate active
transportation opportunities, which can aid in reducing VMT/greenhouse gas emissions. Grand
View Village is designed to improve the area’s vibrancy and invigorate the local economy by
providing approximately 28,000 square feet of quality commercial and retail space including a
cooperative based grocery store that will employ tenants living in the new development.
Grand View Village is situated within one-quarter mile from SJRTD’s Downtown Transit
Center, Stockton’s main transit station, and many key community destination points such as
Cesar Chavez Library and Fremont Park, and will serve to enhance the visibility and
connectivity between these currently underutilized amenities. Paired with its proximity to the
waterfront trail, transit infrastructure, and various employment centers, the project will position
Downtown Stockton to become a sustainable, walkable, and livable downtown community.
Additional project information is included on the project cutout sheets attached to this report.
After receipt of the full applications from SGC staff on April 27, 2015, SJCOG assembled the
AHSC Project Prioritization Committee comprised of volunteer representatives from the
RTP/SCS Working Group (City of Lodi and Catholic Charities). Participation on the committee
was limited to agencies that had not provided letters of support for the projects or agencies that
were identified as co-applicants. The committee convened on April 30, to review/develop the
AHSC project prioritization recommendation.

The recommendation committee concluded both projects would succeed in meeting the SJCOG
board approved regional priority criteria and would offer substantial benefit to residents living in
Stockton, particularly those near the project areas. The committee’s recommendation for each
project can be found in attachments one and two to this staff report. The section entitled rank
highlights the priority given each project for the applicable criteria. A full circle indicates high
priority.
The committee placed priority on the fact that both projects far exceeded the RTP/SCS
envisioned county-wide density levels (the RTP/SCSs average density of 9 units per acre
compared to the Anchor Village project at 74.1 units per acre and the Grand View Village
project at 110.2) for mixed housing development, providing affordable housing options for lowincome residents in the community; that both would bring convenient transit oriented
development to the downtown Stockton corridor; and that both would provide enhanced
opportunities for multi-modal travel options for residents that can aid in reducing GHG
emissions.
Individually, the committee recognized the projects each offered unique aspects that would
provide equally important tangible and intangible benefits to the community. The committee felt
Grand View Village’s approximately 28,000 square feet of commercial and retail space could
serve as a catalyst for the local economy by creating a vibrant and easily accessible destination
hub for goods and services. Further, the existence of the proposed commercial development
(including a cooperative based grocery store that would employ tenants living in the
development) would provide the added benefit of increasing employment opportunities for local
residents.
The committee was in agreement that the Anchor Village Project would be a vital asset to the
community by providing affordable housing and on-site services to low-income veterans and
individuals with mental health issues. The project would offer these groups a convenient and
centralized center for accessing important services and programs. Approximately 8,000 square
feet of valuable community and office space would be used for counseling sessions, group
activities, and social gatherings that all aid in strengthening the individual and ultimately the
community.
As a result of the review and scoring process, it was the recommendation committee’s
determination that both projects be recommended to the SJCOG Board as regional priority
projects and forwarded to the SGC for consideration in the AHSC grant funding process.
NEXT STEPS:
The aforementioned AHSC priority project recommendation will be submitted to the SJCOG
standing committees for review and comment prior to being presented to the SJCOG Board.
It is anticipated the SJCOG Board may consider action on an AHSC priority project
recommendation to the SGC at its regularly scheduled May 28, 2015 meeting.

ATTACHMENTS:
1. Project Cutout Scoring Sheet: Domus Development, LLC – Anchor Village Project
2. Project Cutout Scoring Sheet: VCOR, LP – Grand View Village Project
Prepared by: Phillip Brennan, Regional Planner
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Project: Anchor Village
Domus Development, LLC
Total project costs: $26,849,321
AHSC grant funding request: $5,857,141
The Anchor Village Project will provide infill redevelopment
of a vacant site located at 601 N. Hunter Street in downtown
Stockton. The proposed high-density mixed-use
development is designed to provide affordable housing and
on-site support services for low-income veterans and
individuals with mental illness.
The 60,867 square foot, four-story building will be built on a
0.7 acre lot consisting of 51 units comprising 39 onebedroom and 12 two-bedroom residential living spaces. The
project density is 74.1.The transit oriented development will
place residents in short distance to goods and services
found in the downtown corridor and is conveniently located
within a short walk (half-mile or less) to four RTD bus stops
and its Downtown Transit Center.
The project provides approximately 8,000 square feet of
functional community space; including office space which
will house supportive services for tenants. Within the office
space, there will be suite offices that will offer private rooms
for individual counseling, meetings, and social services. The
non-office space is designed for fostering social interaction,
including activity programs and classes for tenants. This
space is designed to encourage residents to socialize and
create a strong sense of community. All common areas will
be ADA compliant, ensuring accessibility for disabled
tenants.
This project would also support GHG reductions by offering
reduced parking, encouraging the idea of multimodal
transportation.

Guiding Principles
Does the project enhance Economic Development?
 Project targeted to serve low income veterans and individuals
with disabilities
 8,000 square feet of office space intended to provide supportive
social services for tenants
 Within walking distance to the RTD Downtown Transit Center,
providing connectivity to key employment destinations.
Rank:
_______________________________________________

Does the project implement SCS Potential Growth?
 The project exceeds the RTP/SCS envisioned county-wide
density of 9 units per acre. Densities within the RTP/SCS for
mixed housing range from 2.2 to 44.09. The net unit per acre
density for this project is 74.1 units/acre.
Rank:
_______________________________________________

Is the project anticipated to include multimodal options?
(Pedestrian, Bicycle, Transit Amenities)
 Location ½ a mile away the Downtown Transit Center and 1/8
mile from 4 transit stops.
 Will provide improvements that support the development of
projects including new sidewalks, ADA compliant curb ramps,
trees and lighting.
 Proposes 5600 square feet of Sidewalk
improvements/replacements
 Bike and pedestrian facilities: $277,500
Rank:
_______________________________________________

Does the project reduce GHG emissions?
 Yes, 0.0020 tons per dollar
Rank:
_______________________________________________

Does the project provide benefit in a disadvantaged
community?
 This project meets the definition of both a Disadvantaged
Community (DAC) and an Affordable Housing Project. The
project area is located in an identified DAC with a minimum score
of 96% on CalEnviroScreen.
Rank:

Project: Grand View Village
VCOR, LP
Total project development cost: $41,371,632
AHSC grant funding request: $7,542,866
The Grand View Village Project is a mixed-use 108-unit
affordable housing development. The project’s net density is
110.2 units per acre that is to be located at the corner of E.
Miner Avenue and N. Hunter Street in downtown Stockton.
The project is targeted towards low-income individuals and
families, as well as small business owners and entrepreneurs,
providing retail space opportunities on the ground floor.
The project site encompasses nearly one square acre (.947
acres), replacing several distressed parcels with high-quality
infill that facilitate transit oriented development. The site is
located less than two blocks from the RTD Downtown Transit
Center, allowing for coordination with RTD’s BRT transit
service. In addition, bicycle and pedestrian enhancement
facilitate active transportation opportunities which can aid in
reducing VMT/greenhouse gas emissions. Grand View Village
is designed to improve the area’s vibrancy and invigorate the
local economy by providing approximately 28,000 square feet
of quality commercial and retail space including a cooperative
based grocery store that will employ tenants living in the new
development.
Grand View Village is situated within one-quarter mile from
RTD’s Downtown Transit Center, Stockton’s main transit
station, and many key community destination points such as
Cesar Chavez Library and Fremont Park, and will serve to
enhance the visibility and connectivity between these currently
underutilized amenities. Paired with its proximity to the
waterfront trail, transit infrastructure, and various employment
centers, the project will position Downtown Stockton to
become a sustainable, walkable, and livable downtown
community.

Guiding Principles
Does the project enhance Economic Development?
 Project targeted to low-income residents and small business
owners and entrepreneurs.
 28,000 square feet of quality infill commercial and retail space,
including a cooperative grocery store.
 Within walking distance to the RTD Downtown Transit Center
Rank:
_______________________________________________
Does the project implement SCS Potential Growth?
 The project exceeds the RTP/SCS envisioned county-wide
density of 9 units per acre. Densities within the RTP/SCS for
mixed housing range from 2.2 to 44.09. The net unit per acre
density for this project is 110.2.
Rank:
_______________________________________________
Is the project anticipated to include multimodal options?
(Pedestrian, Bicycle, Transit Amenities)
 Project adjacent to RTD Downtown Transit Center
 Proposes four blocks of enhanced Class II bike lanes
connecting housing to the Downtown Transit Center
 Bike and pedestrian amenities: $772,850
Rank:
_______________________________________________
Does the project reduce GHG emissions?
 Yes, 0.0060 tons per dollar
Rank:
_______________________________________________
Does the project provide benefit in a disadvantaged
community?
 Located in SB535 disadvantaged community
 According to CalEnviroScreen 2.0, the project falls within the
96th-100th percentile for disadvantaged communities; 100th
percentile for poverty and asthma; and 99th for unemployment.
Rank:
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STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

Annual Adjustment of the Regional
Transportation Impact Fee (RTIF) and Third
Party Cost Estimate for FY 15/16

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Recommend SJCOG Board Approval of
Estimated Third Party Costs for FY 15/16
and Accept Annual Administrative Fee
Adjustment Calculation

DISCUSSION:
SUMMARY:
Based on Section 3.2 from the RTIF Operating Agreement, the region-wide RTIF structure is
annually adjusted by each Participating Agency at the beginning of each fiscal year (July 1)
based on the Engineering News Record California Construction Code Index (CCCI). Beginning
July 1, 2015, and based on a previously approved rolling three (3) year average methodology, an
adjustment of +1.84% is indicated. The resulting adjusted fee structure is as follows:

Table 1: Annual RTIF Programmatic Fee Adjustment FY 2015/2016
Land Use Type
Residential (Single Family DUE)
Residential (Multi-Family DUE)
Retail (Sq. Ft.)
Office (Sq. Ft.)
Commercial/Industrial (Sq. Ft.)
Warehouse (Sq. Ft.)
Other (per Trip)

Current Fee
Structure
$3,084.58
$1,850.75
$1.23
$1.55
$0.93
$0.39
$136.10

Annual Change @
1.84%
$56.76
$34.05
$0.02
$0.03
$0.02
$0.01
$2.50

FY 15/16 RTIF
Structure
$3,141.34
$1,884.80
$1.25
$1.58
$0.95
$0.40
$138.60

Additionally, Section 6.4 of the RTIF Operating Agreement establishes the procedure for billing
of 3rd party costs incurred by SJCOG to regionally implement the RTIF program. The
percentage of estimated on-going third party costs paid by each participating agency and SJCOG
is based on the percentage of the total county-wide program fees retained by each entity. SJCOG

staff estimates third-party costs for FY 15/16 will be $100,000. Based on the RTIF retained by
each entity through the end of FY 13/14, the amounts shown in the table below will be billed in
June 2015.
Table 2: RTIF Retained and Billable 3rd Party Costs
Agency

Total RTIF Retained
through FY 13/14

City of Escalon
City of Lathrop
City of Lodi
City of Manteca
City of Ripon
City of Stockton
City of Tracy
SJ County
SJCOG
Program Totals

$175,971
$2,195,248
$1,565,615
$8,277,745
$127,518
$7,586,583
$3,074,218
$8,329,772
$5,583,653
$36,916,323

% Retained

Billable 3rd Party Costs

0.48%
5.95%
4.24%
22.42%
0.35%
20.55%
8.33%
22.56%
15.13%
100.00%

$477
$5,947
$4,241
$22,423
$345
$20,551
$8,328
$22,564
$15,125
$100,000

RECOMMENDATION:
Recommend SJCOG Board approval of estimated RTIF third party cost estimate for FY 15/16 as
outlined in the staff report and accept the annual administrative fee adjustment calculation and
new RTIF fee schedule to go into effect July 1, 2015.

FISCAL IMPACT:
Based on building permit activity, there will be an increase in RTIF revenue of $56.76 for each
single-family dwelling unit, $34.05 for each multi-family dwelling unit, $.02 for per square foot
for retail, $.03 for per square foot for office, $.02 for per square foot for industrial, $.01 for per
square foot for warehouse, and $2.50 for other trips. The portion of third-party costs attributable
to SJCOG, $15,125, has been accounted for in the RTIF work element in the draft Overall Work
Program for FY 15/16.

BACKGROUND:
Administrative Fee Adjustment
The original RTIF Operating Agreement was fully executed by SJCOG and all member agencies
in 2006; a revised agreement was approved by the SJCOG Board in April 2015 and is currently

pending approval by resolution by the governing boards of each member jurisdiction. As part of
the program’s policy, the RTIF fee structure is to be adjusted on an annual basis. Section 3.2
from the Operating Agreement states that the fee shall be adjusted by each Participating Agency
on an annual basis at the beginning of each fiscal year (July 1) based on a three-year rolling
average of the California Construction Cost Index (CCCI). The indices and adjustment
calculation are detailed below. The historical CCCI table is included as Attachment 1 to the staff
report.
Table 3: FY 15/16 CCCI Calculation

Year
CCCI Index (April)
Annual % Change
3-Year Average

2015
6062
1.78%

2014
5956
2.94%

2013
5786
0.80%

2012
5740
N/A

1.84%

3rd Party Costs
Section 6 of the Regional Transportation Impact Fee (RTIF) Operating Agreement establishes
the guidelines regarding the program’s administrative costs. Per Section 6.4, each participating
agency and SJCOG is responsible for the 3rd party costs to regionally implement the RTIF
program which must be approved by the SJCOG Board of Directors. Eligible costs include legal
expenses, audit expenses, and consultant costs. The 3rd party costs to implement the RTIF
Program are paid to SJCOG by each Participating Agency and SJCOG.
The RTIF Operating agreement indicates that the amount of on-going 3rd party costs each
participating agency and SJCOG shall pay is based on the percentage of the total county-wide
RTIF Program Fees “retained” by each participating agency and SJCOG. That which is retained
is the amount of RTIF funds remaining after 10% of the RTIF funds are distributed by each city
to San Joaquin County and 15% of the RTIF funds to SJCOG from each city and San Joaquin
County. The following diagram illustrates the process of collecting and forwarding RTIF
between participating agencies in order to arrive at the net retained to calculate the percentage of
the 3rd party cost each participating agency is required to offset:

RTIF is Levied by each
City & the County of San
Joaquin
SJCOG Receives 15% of
RTIF Collected by each
City & the County of San
Joaquin

Each City Forwards 10%
of RTIF Collected to the
County of San Joaquin

Net RTIF Retained by each Participating Agency

SJCOG
SJ County
All Cities

Retains 15% of Total RTIF Collected Regionally
Retains 75% of RTIF Collected plus 10% of RTIF Collected from each City
Retains 75% of RTIF Collected

During the first two years of the RTIF program implementation (FY 2006 and 2007), SJCOG
member agencies were invoiced for third party costs based on estimates of those costs in order
for SJCOG to avoid being in arrears. The total invoiced over those two years was $155,362.
Because actual costs have been less than the amount collected there has been no further
invoicing of the member agencies for 3rd party costs. Annually since Fiscal Year (FY) 2008, the
actual amount of 3rd party costs has been deducted from that pool. The total expended through
Fiscal Year 13/14 was $126,596. The total available to offset FY 14/15 expenses, $28,766, is
expected to be exhausted by June 30, 2015. The table below summarizes current and projected
3rd party costs.
Table 4: FY 14/15 and FY 15/16 Estimated Third-Party Costs
FY 14/15 (Projected to Fiscal Year End)
Consultant Fees
Auditor
Legal
Total Projected FY 14/15 3rd Party Expenses

16,000
3,000
9,000
$28,000

FY 15/16 Estimate
Consultant
Auditor
Legal
Contingency

$ 90,000
3,000
5,000
2,000

Future Estimated 3rd Party Expenses

$100,000

Consultant Fees in FY 15/16 reflect an SJCOG Board approved contract with Kittelson
Associates Inc. to conduct the 2nd required AB1600 five-year update of the RTIF program to be
completed in 2016. Consultant fees outside of update years are substantially less.

NEXT STEP(s):
Each participating agency will need to adjust their RTIF structure accordingly to take effect on
July 1, 2015. At this time SJCOG will also be billing each participating agency (signatories to
the RTIF Operating Agreement) for their respective shares of future third-party costs.

ATTACHMENTS:
1. Table I: Calculation of 2015 Annual RTIF Adjustment

Staff Report prepared by: Kim Anderson, Senior Regional Planner

Historical California Construction Cost Index

2015
January
February
March
April

6073
6077
6069
6062

May
June
July
August
September
October
November
December

CCCI Annual Avg (Dec ‐ Dec)

Year
CCCI Index (April)
Annual % Change
3‐Year Average

2015
6062
1.78%

2014

2013

2012

2011

2010

2009

2008

2007

2006

2005

2004

2003

3939
3939
4021
4002
4007
3988
3989
3988
3993
3994
3988
3980

5898
5896
5953
5956
5957
5961
5959
5959
5959
5969
5981
5977

5774
5782
5777
5786
5796
5802
5804
5801
5802
5911
5903
5901

5683
5683
5738
5740
5755
5754
5750
5778
5777
5780
5779
5768

5592
5624
5627
5636
5637
5643
5654
5667
5668
5675
5680
5680

5260
5262
5268
5270
5378
5394
5401
5401
5381
5591
5599
5596

5309
5295
5298
5296
5288
5276
5263
5265
5264
5259
5259
5262

4983
4983
4999
5004
5023
5065
5135
5142
5194
5393
5375
5322

4869
4868
4871
4872
4886
4842
4849
4851
4942
4943
4978
4981

4620
4603
4597
4600
4599
4593
4609
4616
4619
4867
4891
4877

4339
4362
4360
4393
4403
4421
4411
4399
4533
4554
4587
4614

3978
4039
4034
4125
4125
4192
4194
4205
4309
4310
4325
4339

1.3%

2.3%

1.5%

1.5%

6.3%

‐1.1%

6.8%

2.1%

5.7%

6.3%

9.0%

2014
5956
2.94%

2013
5786
0.80%

2012
5740
N/A

1.84%

