SAN JOAQUIN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
MANAGEMENT AND FINANCE COMMITTEE
ERNIE’S FOOD & SPIRITS
1351 N. Main Street, Manteca, CA 95336
HOSTED BY: CITY OF STOCKTON
Wednesday, September 21, 2016
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 August 17, 2016

Action

4. 2017 SJMSCP Development Fees

Information

5. Final 2017 FTIP, 2014 RTP Amendment #3,
and Associated Air Quality Conformity

Action

6. Developing Recommendations for the Regional Transit Systems Plan

Discussion

7. California Vanpool Authority (CalVans)

Action

8. Status of Major Highway Projects

Discussion

9. Executive Director’s Report
10. Other Matters of Business
11. Adjourn to next regular scheduled meeting on Wednesday, October 19, 2016

Chair: Elena Reyes
City of Manteca

Vice Chair: Monica Nino
San Joaquin County

SAN JOAQUIN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
MANAGEMENT AND FINANCE COMMITTEE
Meeting held at
Ernie’s Food & Spirits
1351 N. Main Street, Manteca, CA 95336
August 17, 2016

MINUTES
1. The meeting was called to order at 12:09 p.m. by Chair Elena Reyes.
Attendance and Self Introductions:
Tammy Alcantor, Escalon City Manager; Troy Brown, Tracy City Manager; Donna DeMartino,
SJRTD General Manager/CEO; Gordon MacKay, Stockton Public Works Director; Monica
Nino, County Administrator; Elena Reyes, Manteca City Manager; Steve Schwabauer, Lodi City
Manager; Kevin Werner, Ripon City Administrator; Steve Salvatore, Lathrop City Manager;
Andrew Chesley, SJCOG Executive Director; Steve Dial, SJCOG Deputy Executive
Director/CFO; Diane Nguyen, SJCOG Deputy Director; Melody Lin, Assistant Regional
Planner; Rosie Gutierrez, SJCOG Office Administrator.
Other Attendees:
None.
Committee Members Not Present:
Stacey Mortensen, SJRRC Executive Director; Kurt Wilson, Stockton City Manager.
2. Public Comment:
None.
3. Approve Minutes of June 15, 2016:
It was moved/seconded (Brown/Nino) to approve the minutes of June 15, 2016
Motion passed unanimously (9/0) by voice vote.
4. Series 2011A Bond Refunding:
Steve Dial gave a brief background on this item and reviewed the primary benefits of refunding
now. The numbers are based on a week ago and can change based on interest rates on any given
time. Mr. Dial stated the chart attached shows the historical trend. Staff has identified that we
can reduce the debt service over the life of this issuance by almost $30 million or $2 million
annually. Mr. Dial reviewed the costs and risks associated with the consideration of the advance
refunding.
Elena Reyes asked about the $5.4 million from the 2011A debt service reserve fund for capital
projects. Mr. Dial stated all the cash flow savings will go back into the congestion relief category
and regional arterial program.
It was moved/seconded (Schwabauer/Werner) to recommend the Board to proceed with
refunding of Series 2011A Bonds. Motion passed unanimously (9/0) by voice vote.

5. Transportation Sales Tax Measures on the November 2016 Ballot:
Diane Nguyen stated this item is for information only to be aware of all the sales tax measure on
the November ballot and/or those seeking a renewal or current increase. COG has had
discussions on a very high level that there is not enough money in the Measure K program
which was renewed by the voters through 2041. Staff will continue to monitor the status of the
various transportation sales tax measures proposed throughout the state.
Andrew Chesley briefly discussed Sacramento’s proposed renewal and increased sales tax
measure. Mr. Chesley stated local jurisdictions are pursuing local sales taxes for nontransportation purposes. The results of the General Election and these measures will be used to
inform further discussions concerning a potential additional Measure K sales tax at some future
date.
This item was for information only, no action was taken.
6. Affordable Housing Sustainable Communities Priority Project Recommendations:
Melody Lin gave a brief background on this item stating this is a Greenhouse Gas reduction plan
statewide. The Affordable Housing Sustainable Community (AHSC) program received $120
million in FY 2014-15 funding from the Greenhouse Reduction Fund. The AHSC program
awards funding intended to help with the implementation of the RTP/SCS. The Strategic Growth
Council (SGC) extended an invitation to Visionary Homebuilders to submit a full application.
There were a total of 12 projects invited back statewide to submit a full application. Ms. Lin
described the Hunter Street Housing Project stating the project will be a 3-story redevelopment
located on Hunter Street half a mile from the RTD consisting of 74 residential units.
Andrew Chesley stated staff has been working with SGC to have them show more sensitivity
with areas of disadvantage communities unfortunately, some of the other criteria they have put
an emphasis on matching dollars for the program. Last year a project in Stockton was funded and
staff would like to see that happen again.
It was moved/seconded (MacKay/Salvatore) to approve recommending the Hunter Street
Housing Project to the SJCOG Board as a regional priority project to forward to SGC for
consideration in the AHSC grant funding process. Motion passed unanimously (9/0) by voice
vote.
7. 2016 Measure K Strategic Plan Status
Diane Nguyen presented this item stating the Measure K Strategic Plan is a Capital Improvement
Program and identifies the cash flow of the Measure K revenue and direct allocations to the list
of projects moving forward in Measure K. The current version of the plan provides a ten-year
outlook of Measure K projects through 2021 extended until 2030 with possible funding available
in 2022. Ms. Nguyen stated staff has met with local agencies and transit operators to discuss the
implications of the Measure K financial picture and how to prioritize projects. All updated
project information must be received by no later than August 19, 2016 to be included in the 2016
Strategic Plan and said the timeline is necessary to allow SJCOG enough time to prepare the
Draft 2016 Strategic Plan for release in September.

Andrew Chesley suggested for M&F Members to follow up with their public works staff and
find out what has been submitted. Mr. Chesley stated this has been difficult for the COG Board
to address because the Measure K program is underfunded from the original projection.
This item was for information only, no action was taken.
8. Executive Director’s Report
Andrew Chesley announced the City of Stockton widening improvement project on Thornton Road
is moving forward.
Mr. Chesley announced the San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission was awarded over $16
million for improvements at various stations, that’s great news for the SJRRC.
Mr. Chesley stated over the next few months staff will be contacting Public Works Department
regarding Federal funding for local CMAQ and RTSP program for another two years or more for
programming against those projects.
Mr. Chesley announced at the June COG Board meeting the Board adopted Local Transportation
Fund (LTF). The LTF was larger than anticipated and the Board adopted the apportionment with
that larger amount. Mr. Chesley stated it is our hope, to have discussions on the RTSP that will
allow us to come up with recommendations and address the challenges that there is not enough
dollars.
9. Other Matters of Business:
Andrew Chesley stated northbound I-5 and Country Club is almost completed and stated staff is
scheduling a ribbon cutting the end of September for only part of the project being completed.
Monica Nino reported on the RTSP workshop held at COG and stated the word “consolidation”
came up. Ms. Nino stated with the funds we have what are we doing to look at a greater level of
efficiency, is there some overlapping and are there any other opportunities for consolidation. Ms.
Nino stated she would be interested in sitting in on that discussion.
Mr. Chesley stated Donna DeMartino brought up some good options for coordination along these
lines. Mr. Chesley stated he believes when we sit down to make some final recommendations
there will be a component dealing with some MK monies attached to specific coordination
around public transit.
Donna DeMartino stated consolidation and coordination RTD would not oppose we would
definitely support the idea. RTD will be open to that discussion and would like to participate in
the discussion.
Kevin Werner expressed his concerns on how do you deal with the problem as we move forward
being that there is not enough money to go around.
10. Adjournment
There being no further business to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1:05 p.m. to
Wednesday, September 21, 2016.

September 2016
Management & Finance

STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

2017 SJMSCP Development Fee

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Information

DISCUSSION:
In March 2016, the SJCOG, Inc. Board adopted the 5-year financial analysis update to the San
Joaquin County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation and Open Space Plan (SJMSCP)
recommended by the Habitat Technical Advisory Committee (HTAC) Financial Subcommittee,
HTAC and SJCOG, Inc. staff. The goal of the update was to review the adopted model which
estimates the costs of implementation for fulfillment of the SJMSCP permits and defines the three
fee categories (Category A - Acquisition, Category B - Enhancement and Category C - Land
Management/Administration) and to update and refine the analysis as indicated during the course
of review with staff and the HTAC Financial Subcommittee.
The 2017 SJMSCP Development Fees (Table 1) were established using the newly adopted model
for the respective categories and are compared to the 2016 SJMSCP Development fee exhibited in
Table 2. The change is an overall increase of 14% in the Multi-purpose, Agricultural and Natural
habitat classifications from the prior year primarily related to the large increase of the land
acquisition component Category A land sale prices. Also, the rarely impacted Vernal Pool Upland
and Wetted habitat classifications rose 42% and 22%, respectively based on current
enhancement/restoration costs associated with the creation of those habitat types.

Table 1 - 2017 SJMSCP Development Fees
Habitat Type
Category A Category B Category C Total Fee
Rounded Fee
Open Space
$6,806.00
$1,713.00
$385.94
$8,904.94
$8,905
AG/Natural
$13,611.00
$3,426.00
$770.86
$17,807.86
$17,808
Vernal Pool
(grasslands)
$50,187.00
$13,902.00
$2,348.30
$66,437.30
$66,437
Vernal Pool
(wetted)
$49,273.00
$58,159.00
$2,305.42 $109,737.42
$109,737

Table 2 - 2016 SJMSCP Development Fees
Habitat Type
Category A
Category B

Category C

Total Fee

Rounded Fee

Open Space

$5,206.81

$1,651.07

$949.55

$7,807.42

$7,807

AG/Natural

$10,413.61

$3,302.13

$1,880.37

$15,596.11

$15,596

Vernal Pool
(grasslands)

$39,415.32

$621.84

$6,831.53

$46,868.70

$46,869

Vernal Pool (wetted)

$39,415.32

$44,025.87

$6,831.53

$90,272.73

$90,273

Projects which participate under the SJMSCP benefit from a pre-determined streamlined
processing of the project rather than navigating through a very long and cumbersome regulatory
process led by local jurisdiction staff outside the habitat plan. By opting for participation, the
project can choose any number of ways to provide mitigation for the impacts of the project through
the plan and even control the majority of the mitigation costs if desired. The options are:
1. Pay a fee;
2. Redesign the project to avoid/minimize impacts;
3. Provide land in lieu of the SJMSCP fee which the project will negotiate the easement/fee
title costs; or
4. Any combination of the above options.
Or, the project proponent can choose to not participate in the plan and fulfill mitigation
requirements on their own with state and federal permitting agencies.
RECOMMENDATION:
None
FISCAL IMPACT:
Development fees will provide funding for SJCOG, Inc. to mitigate project impacts covered under
the SJMSCP permits for the subsequent calendar year.
BACKGROUND:
In accordance with the SJMSCP and the updated financial analysis model adopted by the SJCOG,
Inc. Board for current and future fee updates, SJCOG, Inc. staff shall notify each local jurisdiction
regarding proposed annual adjustments to the SJMSCP development fees. The development fees
are calculated using a formula method which will be adjusted annually as shown in the table below
[FEE = Category A (acquisition) + Category B (assessment & enhancement) + Category C
(management & admin)]. Each component of the formula is adjusted using a specific mechanism
which relates to the individual component in the fees. The development fees established must be
adopted by each of the jurisdictions and would become effective on January 1st of the subsequent
year for projects using the SJMSCP.

Category A (acquisition) – Comparable Land Sales
This category is directly related to land valuation based on comparable land sales in San Joaquin
County in specific zones of the plan area (Central Zone and Delta Zone) over an established 2year period (Attachment 1). Cost estimates for this category will continue to be evaluated on a
yearly basis by taking all qualified comparable sales in each zone, including SJCOG, Inc.
easements, to set a weighted cost per acre using the same methodology as in the Financial Analysis
Update in 2007, 2011 and 2016.
The criteria to determine valid comparable sales to be used in the weighted calculation are:
1. All SJCOG, Inc. transactions (fee title and appraised value of unencumbered
property)
2. Sales not less than 40 acres
3. Sales not greater than 640 acres
4. No parcels with vineyard or orchard (except SJCOG, Inc. transactions for special
needs)
5. Must be land which would fulfill mitigation under the plan
6. Not greater than 2 years old from the date of June 30th of each year with all
acceptable comparable sales included (criteria 1-5). A minimum of 10 acceptable
comparable sales are required for analysis. If the minimum of 10 transactions are
not available, the time period will extend at 3 month intervals prior to the beginning
date until 10 comparable sales are gathered.


The update also changed the index method used to bring the nominal values represented by the
older values in the 24-month set of comparable sales to current market values. The recommended
approach better captures actual land market trends as reflected in the comparable sales. The
adopted inflator is an annual average land value change based on the change in nominal values
represented by the prior two years of comparable transactions.



This 2016 Financial Analysis Update also revised the method for determining the cost of resale of
encumbered lands within the county as a part of the analysis than the prior method limited to the
relatively rare resales of selected encumbered properties. The analysis showed a value of 70% of
the fee title value to be appropriate and accurate in lieu of indexing much older encumbered
property comparable land sales. The SJCOG, Inc. appraisals indicate the value of the property in
the “before” condition and the value of the property encumbered by the SJCOG, Inc. easement.
This data (which only becomes a richer database over time) provides the basis for calculating a
weighted average cost of easement acquisition as a set percent of fee title value at 70% which
reflects actual SJCOG, Inc. experience with easement terms and conditions.



Future annual fee analyses will be based on permit term left (e.g. 2017 will have 35 years left) on
the permits and mitigation required moving forward rather than static 50-year term and full
mitigation acreage from beginning of plan.

As in the current model, the Category A analysis results in costs of easement or fee title acquisition
per acre by habitat type and zone and the final cost per acre for each habitat type is a function of
the proportion of preserve acquisition by zone.

The calculation results in a 31% increase to the Agricultural/Natural Habitat type of Category A
(acquisition) component to be $13,611.00.
Category B (assessment & enhancement) – Refined Cost Factors/Redistribution of
Habitat/Consumer Price Index
The approved changes to this category included updated and refined cost factors for biological site
assessment and preserve enhancement and management planning, and preserve enhancement unit
costs that reflect current assessment of enhancement potential and enhancement practices for
different types of preserve lands.


Updated actual costs SJCOG, Inc. and other restoration projects in recent years associated
with habitat plans, restoration project and habitat creation.



In addition, the updated analysis redistributes preserve acres by habitat type to more
accurately reflect the range of types of natural lands preserves described in the adopted
SJMSCP rather than all in riparian habitat classification.

Annual cost updates will continue to use the California Consumer Price Index (CPI), as reported
by the California Department of Finance, for the preceding 12-month fiscal year (June – June) to
keep up with inflation on an annual basis. Between financial analysis updates, the CPI is an
appropriate measure of annual cost inflation for this category. The California CPI calculation was
an increase of 2.1%.
The calculation results in a 4% increase of the Agricultural/Natural Habitat types Category B
(Assessment & Enhancement) component to be $3,426.00.
Category C (management & administration) – Refined Cost Factors/Long Term
Investment/Consumer Price Index
The approved changes to this category included refined monitoring cost factors and updated
management and administration cost factors that are based on analysis of SJCOG, Inc. spending
in these categories.


The update includes refinement to the approach to post-permit costs, assuming that those costs are
lower than average annual costs during the permit term as many of the monitoring, reporting, and
administrative compliance costs are not required post-permit.



Capturing SJCOG, Inc. administration of full staff and legal costs associated with the SJMSCP.



Endowment investing will follow the existing conservative approach but possibly altered to invest
more aggressively. The HTAC Financial Subcommittee, legal counsel, and staff continue to review,
the potential use of an investing mechanism under the Uniform Prudent Management of
Institutional Funds Act (UPMIFA) (California Probate Code) as allowed by Chapter 4.6 of the
Government Code. This change in investment practice would reduce somewhat the amount of
funding needed in the endowment at the end of the permit term to fund post-permit costs. There
would be a commensurate reduction in the Category C component of the fee.

Annual cost updates will continue to use the California Consumer Price Index (CPI), as reported
by the California Department of Finance, for the preceding 12-month fiscal year (June – June) to
keep up with inflation on an annual basis. Between financial analysis updates, the CPI is an
appropriate measure of annual cost inflation for this category. The California CPI calculation was
an increase of 2.1%.
The calculation results in a decrease of -59% in the Agricultural/Natural Habitat types Category
C (Management & Administration) component from prior years to be $770.00.
In summary, SJCOG, Inc. staff calculated the fees using the SJMSCP Financial Analysis formula
model [FEE = Category A (acquisition) + Category B (assessment & enhancement) + Category C
(management & admin)] which is shown in final fee table and Attachment 2 (SJMSCP Cost and
2017 Fee Analysis). The overall result in the fee analysis is a 14% increase in the Multi-purpose,
Agricultural and Natural Habitat Classifications fees for 2017 shown in the Table 3 below.
2017 SJMSCP Development Fees
Habitat Type
Category A Category B Category C Total Fee
Rounded Fee
Open Space
$6,806.00
$1,713.00
$385.94
$8,904.94
$8,905
AG/Natural
$13,611.00
$3,426.00
$770.86
$17,807.86
$17,808
Vernal Pool
(grasslands)
$50,187.00
$13,902.00
$2,348.30
$66,437.30
$66,437
Vernal Pool
(wetted)
$49,273.00
$58,159.00
$2,305.42 $109,737.42
$109,737
COMMITTEE ACTIONS:


HTAC FINANICAL SUB-COMMITTEE: Recommended Approval to HTAC
John Beckman, BIA, Dave Stagnaro, Stockton, Kursten Sheridan, CDFW
Mo Hatef, SJ County, Josh Emery, USFWS





HTAC: Recommended Approval
Executive Committee: Information
SJCOG, Inc. Board: September 22nd if recommended

Prepared by: Steven Mayo, Program Manager

Attachment 1 – Comparable Land Sales

Attachment 2 – SJMSCP Cost and 2017 Fee Analysis

FINANCIAL ANALYSIS UPDATE FOR ADOPTION - August 10, 2016

Notes to User
Fee Summary Comparison

List of worksheet tabs and contents
Model overview and instructions for annual updates
Table showing calculated fee amounts by habitat type and category; comparison to adopted fees; linked from other sheets; includes California CPI
factor for Category C annual update

A1 PerAcreCostFactorsbyZone

Per acre easement cost factors by zone based on input from comparables and appraisal analysis

A2 PerAcreAcquisitionCost

Weighted acquisition cost factors by habitat type based on distribution of preserves by zone; adds transaction costs

A3 AcquisitionCostHabitatType

Total acquisition cost by habitat type, for preserves remaining to be acquired

A4 AcquisitionFEE

Category A fee by habitat type, based on remaining land conversion

B1 PreserveEnhancementCost

Weighted enhancement cost factors by habitat type based on estimate of acres enhanced and detailed per acre enhancement cost factors

B2 AssessmentEnhancementCost

All assessment and enhancement cost factors by habitat type

B3 AssessEnhancementCostAllocation

Total assessment and enhancement cost by habitat type, remainder of permit term

B4 AssessmentEnhancementFEE

Category B fee by habitat type, based on remaining land conversion

C MonitoringAdminFEE

Category C fee by habitat type, based on remaining land conversion; links to summary comparison for annual update

For 5-Year Update Only =>

Workbook break: the following tabs for Category C are only used in the 5-year economic analysis update

C1 MonitoringCost

Monitoring cost factors by habitat type, including post-permit annual cost

C2 PMAdminCost

Project management and administrative cost factors , including post-permit annual cost

C3 Endowment

Endowment cash flow, return assumptions, and total in year 51 to support post-permit annual cost

C4 MonitoringAdminCostAlloc

Total monitoring, management, and administrative cost by habitat type, remainder of permit term and endowment for post permit cost

C5 MonitoringAdminFEE

Category C fee by habitat type, based on remaining land conversion

Source for update acres =>

Workbook break: the following tabs are updated annually and every 5 years for acres inputs

1 SJMSCP Acres 6_4_2015

Land conversion and preserve acres by habitat type for the 50-year permit term (source table)

2 RemainingPreservetoAcquire

Preserve Acres, Total and Remaining to be Acquired (from Table 1 and Annual Report updates)

3 Cumulative Take_Remaining

Allowed and Remaining Incidental Take Acreage (from Table 1 and Annual Report updates)

4 PreserveAcquisitionSchedule

Preserve Acquisition Schedule, All Habitat Types, by Index Zone, Remaining Permit Term (from Table 2)

Table of Contents

SJMSCP Cost and Fee Analysis 2017 Update 20160804.xlsx - TABLE OF CONTENTS - 08/17/2016

FINANCIAL ANALYSIS UPDATE FOR ADOPTION - August 10, 2016

This workbook of linked worksheets calculates SJMSCP Impact Fees for Categories A, B, and C.
The workbook contains all of the elements needed for annual updates as well as the framework for the more complex 5-year economic analysis updates.
Category A and Category B are fees for one-time costs for land acquisition, enhancement, restoration and associated site assessments and planning.
These fees will be updated annually by updating the per-acre cost factors and updating the acres remaining to be acquired and the remaining acres of
land conversion based on data from SJMSCP Annual Reports.
- Category A per-acre cost factors updated by comparables analysis, as established in past practice
- Category B per-acre and annual cost factors updated by applying California CPI to unit cost factors
- The total costs in Category A and Category B for each annual update will reflect the acres remaining to be acquired and the fees for each annual update
will reflect the remaining acres of land conversion from SJMSCP Annual Reports.
Category C is a fee for on-going annual costs for the remainder of the permit term and post-permit in perpetuity.
Annual updates for this fee Category will apply the California CPI to the prior year fee amount, as established in past practice.
- Incorporating Annual Report data in the annual updates of on-going permit term and post-permit costs adds unnecessary complexity to the annual
update of this component of the SJMSCP fees.
- Updating annually the SJCOG, Inc. fund balance and budget analysis used to estimate costs in this category, as well as the endowment cash flow
analysis required to estimate post-permit costs, are more complex work efforts not justified to generally keep Category C fees in line with annual cost
inflation. Moreover, because these costs are not as sensitive to habitat type, it is not as important to account for the annual variation in preserve
acquisition and land conversion captured in the annual updates to Categories A and B.
Components of the workbook:
1. The Summary Comparison worksheet compares calculated updated fees to fees currently in effect and includes the California CPI for Category C
updates.
2. Category A tabs A1 - A4 calculate the fees for Category A Acquisition.
3. Category B tabs B1 - B4 calculate the fees for Category B Assessment and Enhancement.
4. Category C Fee tab shows the fees by habitat type calculated in the 2016 Economic Analysis, the basis for the subsequent annual fee update.
5. Category C tabs C1 - C5 calculate the fees for Category C Monitoring, Management, and Administration. 5-YEAR UPDATE ONLY
6. Tables 1 - 3 provide background data on preserve acres and land conversion by habitat type, updated annually from the SJMSCP Annual Report; Table 4
showing the preserve acquisition schedule by habitat type and zone is used only in the 5-year update.
Category A Acquisition
A.1 Category A Per-Acre Acquisition Cost Factors by Zone
1. Input results of annual comparables analysis for updated fee title values in Central Zone and Primary Zone of the Delta.
2. Input results of annual analysis of SJCOG, Inc. appraisals (easement percent of fee title value). Update appraisal list each year and calculate weighted
average percent by dividing cumulative total easement value (cost) by cumulative total before value (fee title value).
3. Value of Southwest Zone easement cost remains unchanged until experience indicates it should be updated.
A.2 Per-Acre Acquisition Cost Factors by Preserve/Habitat Type
No annual input needed. Links and formulas calculate total cost factors per acre for each habitat type.
1. Easement cost factor input linked from A.1.
2. Distribution by preserve type is not changed from 1996 Economic Analysis.
3. Transaction cost and VP acquisition assumptions not changed.
A.3 Total Acquisition Costs by Habitat Type, Remainder of Permit Term
No annual input needed. Links and formulas calculate total cost for each habitat type.
1. Land acquisition cost factors linked from A.2.
2. Preserve acres remaining to be acquired linked from Table 2 (updated annually based on SJMSCP Annual Report).
A.4 Fee Calculations
No annual input needed. Links and formulas calculate fee for each habitat type.
1. Cost by habitat type linked from A.3.
2. Land conversion remaining linked from Table 3 (updated annually based on SJMSCP Annual Report).
Category B Assessment and Enhancement
B.1 SJMSCP Preserve land by habitat type, enhancement analysis, and enhancement cost factors per preserve acre
1. 2016 Economic analysis included: refinement of natural lands detail and SJMSCP enhancement requirements refined, and update of costs for
enhancements and restoration. Table calculates weighted average cost per preserve acre for agricultural lands, non-vernal pool natural lands, and vernal
pool preserves. Update enhancement cost analysis every five years.
2. Annually, apply California CPI inflation factor to update costs in Column 5 Enhancement Cost per Acre. Formulas calculate updated weighted average
cost per preserve acre.
B.2 Category B Assessment, Planning, Restoration and Enhancement Cost Factors
1. Update remaining years in permit term.
2. Annually, apply California CPI inflation factor to update annual costs for site assessment, management plans, and enhancement plans.
3. Enhancement and restoration cost factors linked from B.1.
B.3 Category B Assessment, Planning, Restoration, and Enhancement Cost Allocation by Habitat Type
No annual input needed. Links and formulas calculate total cost for each habitat type.
1. Assessment and planning costs linked from B.2. Formulas calculate total enhancement and restoration costs from factors in B.2
2. Preserve acres remaining to be acquired linked from Table 2 (updated annually based on SJMSCP Annual Report).
B.4 Fee Calculations
No annual input needed. Links and formulas calculate fee for each habitat type.
1. Cost by habitat type linked from B.3.
2. Land conversion remaining linked from Table 3 (updated annually based on SJMSCP Annual Report).
Category C Monitoring, Management, and Administration
C.5 Fee Calculations - Annual Update Only
No input needed. Cost and land conversion values frozen based on 2016 Economic Analysis.
Category C fee amounts by habitat type linked to Summary Comparison table.
Update annually by applying California CPI factor to prior year Category C fee amounts, as in past practice.
Category C Monitoring, Management, and Administration - INSTRUCTIONS FOR FIVE-YEAR UPDATE
C.1 Category C (part) Compliance and Effectivement Monitoring Cost Assumptions
1. Update remaining years in permit term.
2. Preserve acres acquired and preserve acres remaining to be acquired linked from Table 2 (updated based on SJMSCP Annual Report).
3. Update monitoring cost factors (annual costs and annual costs per acre).
4. Total costs by type of monitoring for the remainder of the permit term calculated by worksheet formula.
5. Post permit cost updates by worksheet formula based on updates to detail in rows above. Acres input linked from Tables 2 and 4 (updated based on
SJMSCP Annual Report).
C.2 Category C (part) Project Management and Administrative Cost Assumptions
1. Update remaining years in permit term.
2. Update annual management and administrative staff cost and cost allocation from analysis of Cumulative Schedule of Receipts and Disbursement in
SJMSCP Annual Report, supplemented by cost code detail provided by SJCOG, Inc. staff.
3. Update Existing Preserve Fund Balance input (from SJMSCP Annual Report). Update fund balane allocation using analysis of category breakdown of
cumulative fee revenue collected. Worksheet formulas calculate share of existing fund balance available to fund permit term costs and resulting net
costs of Project Management and Administration for the remainder of the permit term.
3. Post permit cost updates by worksheet formula based on updates to detail in rows above.
C.3 SJMSCP Endowment Fund Cash Flow
This table uses estimates of annual post permit costs, existing fund balances, and interest earnings assumptions to estimate the endowment needed at
the end of the permit term to fund annual costs in perpetuity.
This analysis is to be updated at each 5-year economic analysis review. The worksheet solves for fund balance amount in year 51 that generates the
annual income to fully fund annual post permit costs. The worksheet calculates the annual fee revenue required over the remainder of the permit term
to achieve that fund balance when added to the existing fund balance for management and administrative costs post permit and interest earnings over
the remainder of the permit term. That amount is the total cost to be allocated by habitat type remaining to be acquired.
C.4 Category C Monitoring and Project Management/Adminstration, including endowment for post-permit costs, Cost Allocation by Habitat Type
No input needed. Links and formulas calculate total cost for each habitat type.
1. Monitoring costs linked from C.1, management and administrative costs linked from C.2; post-permit endowment cost linked from C.3. Formulas
allocate total costs by habitat type.
2. Preserve acres remaining to be acquired linked from Table 2 (updated based on SJMSCP Annual Report).
C.5 Fee Calculations
No input needed. Links and formulas calculate fee for each habitat type.
1. Cost by habitat type linked from C.4.
2. Land conversion remaining linked from Table 3 (updated based on SJMSCP Annual Report).
Tables 1 - 4 (Source Tables)
Table 1 Land Conversion and Preserve Acres by Habitat Type for the 50-year permit term
This table was finalized on June 4, 2015 as part of the Economic Analysis update. This table provides the source data by detailed habitat type for the 50year permit term totals.
Table 2 Preserve Acres, Total and Remaining to be Acquired
1. Total Preserve Acres by habitat type linked from Table 1.
2. Annually, update Total Preserve Acres Acquired through 12/31 from the SJMSCP Annual Report.
3. Total Preserve Acres Remaining to be Acquired calculated by worksheet formula; links to cost and fee calculation worksheets.
Table 3 Allowed and Remaining Incidental Take Acreage
1. Take Authorizations by habitat type linked from Table 1 and adding multi-purpose open space from SJMSCP Table 1-1 and Table 4.2-2.
2. Annually, update the Cumulative Acres of Take through 12/31 from the SJMSCP Annual Report.
3. Remaining Acres of Land Conversion calculated by worksheet formula; links to cost and fee calculation worksheets.
Table 4 Preserve Acquisition Schedule, All Habitat Types, by Index Zone, Remaining Permit Term - ONLY USED IN 5-YEAR UPDATE
This table is used in Table C.1 to calculate monitoring costs for the remainder of the permit term for preserves remaining to be acquired.
1. Preserve acres remaining to be acquired by zone linked from Table 2 (updated based on SJMSCP Annual Report).
2. At five-year update, update the years remaining in the permit term in Column C.
3. At five-year update, update the years remaining in the permit term in the denominator of the cell formulas.
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Category A
2017 Fees - August 2016

Other Open Space
Natural/Ag Lands
Vernal Pool Grasslands
Vernal Pool Wetted

Acquisition

$6,806.00
$13,611.00
$50,187.00
$49,273.00

Category A
2016 Fees - Adopted

Other Open Space
Natural/Ag Lands
Vernal Pool Grasslands
Vernal Pool Wetted

Difference Per Acre ($)

Other Open Space
Natural/Ag Lands
Vernal Pool Grasslands
Vernal Pool Wetted

Percent Difference

Other Open Space
Natural/Ag Lands
Vernal Pool Grasslands
Vernal Pool Wetted

Acquisition

$5,206.81
$10,413.61
$39,415.32
$39,415.32

Acquisition

$1,599
$3,197
$10,772
$9,858

Acquisition

31%
31%
27%
25%

Category B
Assessment &
Enhancement
$1,713.00
$3,426.00
$13,902.00
$58,159.00

Category B
Assessment &
Enhancement
$1,651.07
$3,302.13
$621.84
$44,025.87

Assessment &
Enhancement
$62
$124
$13,280
$14,133

Assessment &
Enhancement
4%
4%
2136%
32%

Category C
Monitoring,
Management &
Administration, &
Post-permit
Endowment
$385.94
$770.86
$2,348.30
$2,305.42

Total

Total Rounded

$8,904.94
$17,807.86
$66,437.30
$109,737.42

$8,905
$17,808
$66,437
$109,737

Category C
Monitoring,
Management &
Administration, &
Post-permit
Endowment
$949.55
$1,880.37
$6,831.53
$6,831.53
Monitoring,
Management &
Administration, &
Post-permit
Endowment
($564)
($1,110)
($4,483)
($4,526)
Monitoring,
Management &
Administration, &
Post-permit
Endowment
-59%
-59%
-66%
-66%

Total

Total Rounded

$7,807.42
$15,596.11
$46,868.70
$90,272.73

Total

Total Rounded

$1,098
$2,212
$19,569
$19,465

Total
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$7,807
$15,596
$46,869
$90,273

$1,098
$2,212
$19,569
$19,465

Total Rounded

14%
14%
42%
22%

14%
14%
42%
22%
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TABLE A.1
SJMSCP Fee Update - 2016 (for 2017 SJMSCP Development Fee Cycle)
Category A Per-Acre Acquisition Cost Factors by Zone (2016 dollars)
Central Zone
Fee title value1
Easement percent of fee title value2
Easement costs

a
b
a×b

$19,600
70%
$13,720

Primary Zone of
the Delta
$19,629
70%
$13,740

Southwest
Zone 3
na
na
$1,000

1. SJCOG, Inc. Fee Study Property List, Table A and Table B
2. SJCOG, Inc. Appraisals as of March 2015
3. Based on standard easement cost in Southwest Zone of $1,000/acre.
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TABLE A.2
SJMSCP Fee Update - 2016 (for 2017 SJMSCP Development Fee Cycle)
Per Acre Acquisition Cost by Preserve/Habitat Type (2016 dollars)
SJMSCP Zone
Central Zone
Preserve/Habitat Type
1

Easement cost by zone
Agricultural Lands
Percent in zone 2
Weighted costs 3
Natural Lands
Non-vernal pool natural lands
2
Percent in zone
Weighted costs 3
Vernal pool grasslands 4
Vernal pool wetted 4

Primary Zone of
the Delta
B
$13,740

Southwest
Zone
C
$1,000

Total
Weighted
Acquisition
Cost
A+B+C=D

Transaction
Costs 5

Total Land
Acquisition
Costs Per
Acre

D × 5% = E

D+E

d

A
$13,720

e
d×e

98%
$13,472

2%
$248

0%
$0

$13,720

$686

$14,406

f
d×f

77%
$10,600
n/a
n/a

4%
$610
n/a
n/a

18%
$183
n/a
n/a

$11,393
$15,680
$15,680

$570
$784
$784

$11,963
$16,464
$16,464

1. See Table A.1.
2. Percent of total lands in each category assumed to be in a given zone. Based on 1996 Economic Analysis.
3. Weighted average cost based on generalized proportion of total preserve land in each zone. Assumes easement acquisition for lands
categorized as agriculture and all natural lands except vernal pool habitat.
4. Assumes fee title acquisition for vernal pool lands. Vernal pool habitat fee title land costs assumed to be about 80% of average Central Zone fee title costs.
5. Transaction costs include biological baseline reporting, appraisal, escrow, and survey costs. Costs are estimated at 5 percent of acquisition cost.
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TABLE A.3
SJMSCP Fee Update - 2016 (for 2017 SJMSCP Development Fee Cycle)
Total Acquisition Costs by Habitat Type, Remainder of Permit Term (2016 dollars)
Land
Preserve Acres
Total Costs of
Acquisition Remaining to be
Acquisition
Preserves by Habitat Type
Acquired
Cost Per Acre
Agricultural lands
$14,406
51,585.03
$743,133,957
Natural lands
Non-vernal pool natural lands
$11,963
17,736.77
$212,184,980
Total for Natural/Ag Lands
$13,781
69,321.80
$955,318,937
Vernal pool grasslands
Vernal pool wetted

$16,464
$16,464

15,792.42
2,115.00

$260,006,321
$34,821,360

Sources: SJCOG, Inc., SJMSCP 2015 Annual Report , and Hausrath Economics Group.
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TABLE A.4
SJMSCP Fee Update - 2016 (for 2017 SJMSCP Development Fee Cycle)
Category A Acquisition
Fee Calculations (2016 dollars)
Habitat Type

Preserve Land Acquisition

Costs associated with natural/agricultural lands conversion
Natural/Agricultural land conversion (acres) , remaining
1
Multi-purpose open space conversion (acres), remaining

$955,318,937
52,675.40
35,021.59

Multiplier for natural/agricultural land conversion
1
Multiplier for multi-ourpose open space conversion

1
0.5

Acquisition Component of Natural/Agricultural Lands Fee

$13,611

Acquisition Component of Multi-Purpose Open Space Fee1

$6,806

Costs associated with vernal pool grasslands
Vernal pool grassland conversion (acres), remaining
Acquisition Component of Vernal Pool Grasslands Fee

Costs associated with vernal pool wetted
Vernal pool wetted conversion (acres), remaining
Acquisition Component of Vernal Pool Wetted Fee

$260,006,321
5,180.80
$50,187

$34,821,360
706.70
$49,273

1. As described in SJMSCP Section 7.4.1.2, the fee calculation allocates the costs associated with agricultural
habitat and non-vernal pool natural lands preserves to conversion of both those high value lands (agricultural
land and non-vernal pool natural land) and lower value multi-purpose open space. In other words, the SJMSCP
does not enhance multi-purpose open space lands but allocates some of the costs of enhancements on
agricultural and natural lands preserves to the conversion of multi-purpose open space lands to assist with the
financing of those enhancements.
Sources: SJCOG, Inc., SJMSCP 2015 Annual Report , and Hausrath Economics Group.
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TABLE B.1
SJMSCP Fee Update - 2016 (for 2017 SJMSCP Development Fee Cycle)
Category B Assessment, Planning, Restoration and Enhancement
SJMSCP Preserve land by habitat type, enhancement analysis, and enhancement cost per preserve acre (2016 dollars)
Perimeter
Hedgerow or
Total Preserve Acres
Other Linear
Percent of Acres Benefiting
(including
Preserve Acres
Enhancement
neighboring lands
from Habitat Feature (
Habitat Type
Agricultural Habitat Lands4
Natural Lands
Ditches
Grasslands
Oak woodlands
Riparian
Submerged aquatic in the Delta
Subtotal
Other natural lands5
Subtotal Non VP Natural
Vernal pool wetted
Vernal pool grasslands
Subtotal All Natural Lands
Total
See notes on following page

preserves)

1

Enhanced1

acres)2

Enhancements

2

3

4

57,935

10%

5,794

378
14,559
858
2,725
10
18,530
6,445
24,975
2,121
15,811

33%
33%
33%
33%
100%

Cost per Acre3

5
776

Total
Enhancement
Enhancement Cost per Preserve
Cost
Acre

6

7

$55,399

$42,989,981

$742

33%

126
4,853
286
908
10
6,183
2,148

$119,049
$20,318
$31,957
$93,988
$68,550
$33,768
$33,768

33%
33%

707
5,270

$58,197
$13,579

$15,000,124
$98,602,769
$9,139,788
$85,372,574
$685,499
$208,800,754
$72,545,599
$281,346,352
$41,145,279
$71,567,437

$11,265
$19,399
$4,526

42,907

14,309

$394,059,069

100,842

20,103

$437,049,050

1. Enhancement criteria derived from the SJMSCP, Section 5.4.6.
2. Unlike most other habitat types, agricultural lands are enhanced by treating linear features that run along the edge of or through fields--features such as roads or drainage ditches. In
these cases, the land area of direct enhancement activity is substantially less than that area benefiting from the enhancement. This has the advantage of minimizing impacts to agricultural
land production. Installing pollinator hedgerows at the edges of fields and grassland borders along irrigation and drainage ditches, and planting nest trees and associated shrubs and grasses,
are enhancements used in the cost analysis to represent the range of types of agricultural land enhancements outlined in the SJMSCP. In addition to benefits to species, these linear features
offer benefits of preventing soil erosion and reducing costs for weed control and linear water conveyance infrastructure maintenance. They also enhance the entire field they are associated
with, meeting the 10 percent enhancement criterion while also minimizing loss of productive agricultural land. The enhancement cost estimate for agricultural lands is therefore based on
the acres of hedgerow or other linear feature multiplied by the cost per acre to install hedgerows and similar linear features.
3. The enhancement cost applies to the acres where construction and/or installation actually takes place. In the case of hedgerows or other edge features, this is only the relatively small
area of activity, not the total area that is thereby enhanced. Enhancement cost includes costs for materials, construction labor, and equipment. In addition to the installation activity, the
cost per enhanced acre also includes a cost for project oversight and contract adminstration and three years of maintenance and monitoring. For vernal pool wetted restoration, the cost
includes 15 years of post-restoration monitoring.
4. For agricultural habitat lands, a SJMSCP describes a broad range of enhancement activities and a generalized target of 10 percent enhancement; providing benefits to species without
substantially reducing the amount of agricultural land in production. This can be achieved by implementing the linear features described in footnote 2. Pollinator hedgerows or similar linear
features enhance the entire field that they are associated with, thereby counting toward the 10 percent enhancement criteria while taking substantially less land out of production.
5. Estimated based on the weighted average cost for all other non-vernal pool natural lands.
Sources: Table A.1, SJCOG, Inc., ICF, and Hausrath Economics Group
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TABLE B.2
SJMSCP Fee Update - 2016 (for 2017 SJMSCP Development Fee Cycle)
Category B Assessment, Planning, Restoration and Enhancement Cost Factors (2016 dollars)
Remainder of Permit Term
Remaining years in permit term
Biological Site Assessment
Number of site visits per year
Annual cost
Total Site Assessment cost remainder of permit term
Preserve Management Plan Preparation
Number of management plans per year
Annual cost
Total Preserve Management Plan cost remainder of permit term
Preserve Enhancement Plan Preparation
Number of enhancement projects per year
Annual cost
Total Preserve Enhancement Plan cost remainder of permit term
Preserve Enhancements on Agricultural Lands
Enhancement cost per preserve acre

34

10 assumes 6 hours per visit
$7,964
$270,769

10
$53,092 assumes 40 hours per plan
$1,805,128

5
$26,546 assumes 40 hours per plan for each enhancement project
$902,564

$742

Preserve Enhancements on Non-Vernal Pool Natural Lands
Enhancement cost per preserve acre

$11,265

Vernal Pool Creation/Enhancement
Enhancement cost per preserve acre

$19,399

Vernal Pool Upland Grassland Enhancement
Enhancement cost per preserve acre

$4,526

Sources: SJCOG, Inc., ICF, and Hausrath Economics Group
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TABLE B.3
SJMSCP Fee Update - 2016 (for 2017 SJMSCP Development Fee Cycle)
Category B Assessment, Planning, Restoration and Enhancement (2016 dollars)
Cost Allocation by Habitat Type
Remainder of Permit Term
Costs - Remainder of Permit Term
Total cost allocated by preserve type percent of total perserve
land remaining to be acquired

Preserves by Habitat Type
Agricultural lands
Non-vernal pool natural lands
Vernal pool grasslands
Vernal pool wetted

Acres
Remaining to
be Acquired1
51,585.03
17,736.77
15,792.42
2,115.00
87,229.22

Percent of
Total
59%
20%
18%
2%
100%

Biological Site
Assessment
$160,126
$55,057
$49,021
$6,565
$270,769

Preserve
Management Plans
$1,067,505
$367,046
$326,809
$43,768
$1,805,128

1. Includes 600 acres of neighboring lands preserves.
Sources: SJCOG, Inc., SJMSCP 2015 Annual Report , ICF, and Hausrath Economics Group.
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Preserve
Enhancement Plans
$533,752
$183,523
$163,405
$21,884
$902,564

Cost per acre multiplied by
preserve acres by type remaining to
be acquired
Preserve
Enhancements
$38,278,062
$199,806,829
$71,483,314
na
$309,568,205

Vernal Pool
Restoration
na
na
na
$41,028,885
$41,028,885
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TABLE B.4
SJMSCP Fee Update - 2016 (for 2017 SJMSCP Development Fee Cycle)
Category B Assessment, Planning, Restoration and Enhancement
Fee Calculations (2016 dollars)
Remainder of Permit Term

Habitat Type

Preserve
Biological Site Management
Plans
Assessment

Preserve
Enhancement
Plans

Agricultural and Total for Agricultural
Non VP Natural and Non VP Natural
Land Land (incl. assessment
and plans)
Enhancement

Vernal Pool
Restoration /
Enhancement

Total for Vernal
Pool (incl.
assessment and
plans)

$215,183
52,675.4
35,021.6

$1,434,551
52,675.4
35,021.6

$717,275
52,675.4
35,021.6

$238,084,891
52,675.4
35,021.6

$240,451,900
52,675.4
35,021.6

Multiplier for natural/agricultural land conversion
Multiplier for multi-purpose open space conversion1

1
0.5

1
0.5

1
0.5

1
0.5

1
0.5

Assessment & Enhancement Component of Natural/Agricultural Lands Fee

$3

$20

$10

$3,392

$3,426

Assessment & Enhancement Component of Multi-Purpose Open Space Fee1

$2

$10

$5

$1,696

$1,713

$49,021
5,180.8
$9

$326,809
5,180.8
$63

$163,405
5,180.8
$32

$71,483,314
5,180.8
$13,798

$72,022,549
5,180.8
$13,902

$6,565
706.7
$9

$43,768
706.7
$62

$21,884
706.7
$31

$41,028,885
706.7
$58,057

$41,101,102
706.7
$58,159

Costs associated with natural/agricultural lands conversion
Natural/Agricultural land conversion (acres), remaining
Multi-purpose open space conversion (acres), remaining1

Costs associated with vernal pool grasslands
Vernal pool grassland conversion (acres), remaining
Assessment & Enhancement Component of Vernal Pool Grasslands Fee

Costs associated with vernal pool wetted
Vernal pool wetted conversion (acres), remaining
Assessment & Enhancement Component of Vernal Pool Wetted Fee

1. As described in SJMSCP Section 7.4.1.2, the fee calculation allocates the costs associated with agricultural habitat and non-vernal pool natural lands preserves to conversion of both those high value lands (agricultural land and nonvernal pool natural land) and lower value multi-purpose open space. In other words, the SJMSCP does not enhance multi-purpose open space lands but allocates some of the costs of enhancements on agricultural and natural lands
preserves to the conversion of multi-purpose open space lands to assist with the financing of those enhancements.
Sources: SJCOG, Inc., SJMSCP 2015 Annual Report , ICF, and Hausrath Economics Group.
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TABLE C.5 for Annual Update
SJMSCP Fee Update - 2016 (for 2017 SJMSCP Development Fee Cycle)
Category C Monitoring and Program Management/Administration, including endowment for post-permit costs
Fee Calculations (2016 dollars)
Remainder of Permit Term

Habitat Type

Monitoring

Project Management & Administration
Project
Land Manager Financial Plan 5Management Administration
Coordination
Year Updates

Post Permit Costs

Total

$19,920,137
53,133.4
35,288.7

$12,542,577
53,133.4
35,288.7

$5,413,076
53,133.4
35,288.7

$211,667
53,133.4
35,288.7

$411,840
53,133.4
35,288.7

$14,921,108
53,133.4
35,288.7

$53,420,405
53,133.4
35,288.7

1
0.5

1
0.5

1
0.5

1
0.5

1
0.5

1
0.5

1
0.5

Monitoring & Administration Component of Natural/Agricultural Lands Fee

$281

$177

$76

$3

$6

$211

$755

Monitoring & Administration Component of Multi-Purpose Open Space Fee1

$141

$89

$38

$2

$3

$106

$378

$4,443,040
5,180.8
$858

$2,797,529
5,180.8
$540

$1,207,347
5,180.8
$233

$47,211
5,180.8
$9

$91,858
5,180.8
$18

$3,328,043
5,180.8
$642

$11,915,028
5,180.8
$2,300

$595,034
706.7
$842

$374,659
706.7
$530

$161,694
706.7
$229

$6,323
706.7
$9

$12,302
706.7
$17

$445,708
706.7
$631

$1,595,720
706.7
$2,258

Costs associated with natural/agricultural lands conversion
Natural/Agricultural land conversion (acres) , remaining
1
Multi-purpose open space conversion (acres), remaining
Multiplier for natural/agricultural land conversion
Multiplier for multi-purpose open space conversion1

Costs associated with vernal pool grasslands
Vernal pool grassland conversion (acres), remaining
Monitoring & Administration Component of Vernal Pool Grasslands Fee

Costs associated with vernal pool wetted
Vernal pool wetted conversion (acres), remaining
Monitoring & Administration Component of Vernal Pool Wetted Fee
Note: Accounts for existing preserve fund balances applied against these costs.

1. The fee calculation allocates the costs associated with agricultural habitat and non-vernal pool natural lands preserves to conversion of both those high value lands (agricultural land and non-vernal pool natural land) and lower value
multi-purpose open space, thereby assisting with the financing of management and monitoring on agricultural and natural lands preserves.
Sources: SJCOG, Inc. and SJMSCP 2014 Annual Report (February 2015 draft), ICF, and Hausrath Economics Group.

SJMSCP Cost and Fee Analysis 2017 Update 20160804.xlsx - C MonitorAdminFEE - 08/17/2016

FINANCIAL ANALYSIS UPDATE FOR ADOPTION - August 10, 2016
TABLE 1
2016 Economic Analysis and Fee Update
Land Conversion and Preserve Acres by Habitat Type for the 50-year Permit Term

Habitat Type
Agricultural lands1

Land Conversion
57,635

Natural Lands
Ditches2
Grasslands3
Oak woodlands4
Riparian5
Submerged aquatic in the Delta Zone
Vernal pool grasslands6
VP - wetted surface area
VP -upland grassland
VP -Neighboring Land Protection preserves7
Other natural lands8
Subtotal Natural Lands

2,140
14,202

Total

71,837

Number of Preserve
Acres to Land
Conversion Acres
1.00

Total Preserve Neighboring Land
Protection
Acres for
Preserves
Compensation
57,635
300

126
4,853
286
900
3

3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00

378
14,559
858
2,700
10

707
5,187

3.00
3.00
na
3.00

2,121
15,561

25

Total All
Percent
Preserve
Acres Total Acres
57,935
57%

378
14,559
858
2,725
10

0.37%
14.44%
0.85%
2.70%
0.01%
2.10%
15.43%
0.25%
6.39%
42.55%
100.00%

6,420
42,607

250
25
300

2,121
15,561
250
6,445
42,907

100,242

600

100,842

NOTE: In the following footnotes, "type" refers to the mapped habitat unit identified in the SJMSCP Biological Analysis (Chapter 2). The following footnotes provide summaries only and
the reader should refer to the Biological Analysis for a detailed desription of each habitat type.
1. Neighboring Land Protection Preserves consist of ditched agricultural lands providing habitat for giant garter snake and pond turtle and other lands as needed for compensation to other
covered species associated with agricultural land preserves,
2. Drainage ditches (unlined) generally found in agricultural fields (D types).
3. Valley grasslands (G types) and Foothill grasslands (G2 types).
4. Blue Oak woodlands, savanna and forests (BL types), Blue Oak Conifer woodlands, savana and forests (BCN types), Valley Oak Woodland, savanna and forests (V types), and Mixed Oak
Woodlands, savanna and forests (O types).
5. This category includes those portions of rivers and major streams located outside the Primary Zone of the Delta (Mokelumne, Calaveras, Stanislaus, and San Joaquin Rivers). These were
originally included in a separate "Riparian Zone" during the SJMSCP planning process (i.e., "Riparian" refers to a zone rather than to the "Riparian" habitat type. The Riparian Zone was
"absorbed" or combined into its surrounding zone (i.e., Central/Central-Southwest) in the final SJMSCP. It generally included River and Deep water channel (W), Tributary Streams (W2),
Creeks-intermittent and perennial (W3, W3-i, W3-p), Dead-end sloughs (W-4) and their associated riparian habitats (Great Valley Riparian - R, R2, R3, R5, R4, S, S2). This category includes
25 acres of Neighboring Lands Protection Preserves for Valley elderberry longhorn beetle habitat.
6. Vernal pool grasslands (G3 type) .
7. The vernal pool preserves for Neighboring Land Protection consist of existing vernal pools (no creation requirement). Enhancements will benefit the tiger salamander.
8. This category includes all natural land types except for Vernal Pools. Cost estimates in this category are an average of the costs of acquiring, restoring, enhancing the Natural Land
categories specified in the preceding categories excluding Vernal Pools. This category also includes natural lands not included in other categories: All Water Features (W types), Channel
islands (I types), tule island and mudflat (I2) marsh, and Diablan sage scrub (S3 types) and all other types of Natural Lands.
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TABLE 2
2016 Economic Analysis and Fee Update
Preserve Acres, Total and Remaining to be Acquired

Preserve/Habitat Type
Agricultural lands
Natural lands
Ditches
Grasslands
Oak woodlands
Riparian
Submerged aquatic in the Delta
Other natural lands
Subtotal non-vp natural lands
Total Non VP Natural/Ag Lands
Vernal pool wetted
Vernal pool grasslands
Total

Total Preserve
Acres - 50-year
Permit
57,935

Total Preserve
Total Preserve Acres Remaining
Acres Acquired
to Be Acquired
through
(links to A.3, B.3.
12/31/2015
and C.4)
6,349.97
51,585.03

378
14,559
858
2,725
10
6,445
24,975
82,910
2,121
15,811
100,842

7,156.83
50.80
30.60
7,238.23
13,588.20
6.00
18.585
13,612.78

378.00
7,402.17
858.00
2,674.20
10.00
6,414.40

17,736.77
69,321.80
2,115.00
15,792.42
87,229.22

Sources: Table 1 and SJCOG, Inc., 2015 Annual Report Table 6 and Table 12
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TABLE 3
2016 Economic Analysis and Fee Update
Allowed and Remaining Incidental Take Acreage

Preserve/Habitat Type
Agriculture
Multi-purpose (other open space)
Natural lands
Vernal pool wetted
Vernal pool upland grassland
All other natural lands
Total

Take Authorizations 50-year Permit Cumulative Acres
Remaining Acres of
(including multi- of Take through Land Conversion, (links
purpose open space)
12/31/2015
to A.4, B.4. and C.5)
57,635
12,821.69
44,813.31
37,465
2,443.41
35,021.59
707
5,187
8,308
109,302

0.30
6.20
446.24
15,717.84

706.70
5,180.80
7,862.09
93,584.49

Sources: Table 1, SJMSCP Table 1-1 and Table 4.2-2; SJCOG, Inc., 2015 Annual Report Table 4 (revised)

SJMSCP Cost and Fee Analysis 2017 Update 20160804.xlsx - 3 Cumulative Take_Remaining - 08/17/2016

September 2016
Management & Finance

STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

Final 2017 Federal Transportation
Improvements Program (FTIP), 2014
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)
Amendment #3 and Associated Air Quality
Conformity Analysis

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Adopt the Final 2017 FTIP, 2014 RTP
Amendment #3, and Associated Air Quality
Conformity

DISCUSSION:
The San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) completed and released the Draft 2017 FTIP,
2014 RTP Amendment No. 3 and associated Air Quality Conformity Analysis on August 10, 2016,
for a 30 day public review and comment period. SJCOG held a public hearing on August 25, 2016
to receive verbal comments on these documents. Comments were required to be submitted in
writing by 5:00 p.m. on September 9, 2016. SJCOG issued legal public notices in Lodi News
Sentinel and Latino Times to engage the public in the hearing process for the 2017 FTIP.
SJCOG staff has made necessary changes to the 2017 FTIP based on comments received, and the
comment documents are included in the Final Document along with the Response to Comments
in Appendix P. SJCOG staff is recommending adoption of the 2017 FTIP, 2014 RTP amendment
no. 3, and the Air Quality Conformity Analysis. These final documents are available for viewing
on the SJCOG website: http://www.sjcog.org/index.aspx?nid=110.

BACKGROUND:
SJCOG, as the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the San Joaquin County Region, is
required to biennially adopt the FTIP as part of the formal process for applying for federal funds
from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Federal Transit Administration (FTA).
Projects requiring federal funding, a federal action, or projects that are considered regionally
significant must be included in the FTIP.
Because San Joaquin County is in an Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) designated air
quality non-attainment area, the FTIP must also be found to conform to the State Implementation
Plan (SIP) for the attainment of air quality standards. To demonstrate our compliance with the
SIP, SJCOG must also adopt an air quality conformity finding.

Final 2017 FTIP
The 2017 FTIP is a financially constrained transportation programming document. It is developed
by SJCOG and its member agencies, in cooperation with Caltrans, FHWA, and FTA. The 2017
FTIP includes programming for projects in Federal Fiscal Year 2016/17 through Federal Fiscal
Year 2019/20.
2014 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Amendment No. 3
The RTP is a long term strategy to meet San Joaquin County transportation needs. The 2014 RTP
catalogues these needs out to the year 2040. Amendment No. 3 to the 2014 RTP revises the open
to traffic dates for a small set of existing projects. These changes are identified in the regionally
significant projects listing in the 2017 FTIP, accounted for in the air quality conformity analysis,
and listed in the Summary of Project Changes in the RTP amendment.
Air Quality Conformity Document
The Federal transportation conformity regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations Parts 51 and
93) specify criteria and procedures for conformity determinations for transportation plans,
programs, and projects and their respective amendments. The Air Quality Conformity Analysis
for the 2017 FTIP and 2014 RTP Amendment No. 3 contains the documentation to support a
finding that the 2017 FTIP and 2014 RTP Amendment No. 3 conform to (40 CFR 93 and) the
California State Implementation Plan (SIP) and meet the air quality conformity requirements for
carbon monoxide, ozone, and particulate matter pollutants.
Public Review Period
SJCOG completed and released the Draft 2017 FTIP, 2014 RTP Amendment No. 3 and associated
Air Quality Conformity Analysis on August 10, 2016, for a 30-day public review and comment
period. SJCOG held a public hearing on August 25, 2016 to receive verbal comments on these
documents. Comments were required to be submitted in writing by 5:00 p.m. on September 9,
2016. SJCOG issued legal public notices in Lodi News Sentinel and Latino Times to engage the
public in the hearing process for the 2017 FTIP. SJCOG staff has made necessary changes to the
2017 FTIP based on comments received. All comments are included in the Final 2017 FTIP
document along with the Response to Comments in Appendix P.

RECOMMENDATION:
SJCOG staff recommends a motion to approve the Final 2017 FTIP, 2014 RTP Amendment No.
3, and corresponding Air Quality Conformity Analysis, as to form.

FISCAL IMPACT:
Adoption of the Final 2017 FTIP by the SJCOG Board, and the anticipated approvals from
Caltrans, FHWA, and FTA will allow the 2017 FTIP to become the region’s active financially

constrained transportation programming document starting December 16, 2016. At that time, the
2015 FTIP would be superseded.

ATTACHMENTS
None.

Prepared By: Ryan Niblock, Senior Regional Planner
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STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

Developing Recommendations for the
Regional Transit Systems Plan

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Discussion

DISCUSSION:
SUMMARY:
The Regional Transit Systems Plan (Systems Plan) is the long-range transit plan that looks at bus
and rail transit needs, their related costs, and details a financial forecast of anticipated funding
through year 2024. The Plan outlines a regional transit vision and six “action areas” that define
various strategies and calls for a collaborative process with transit operators, the general public,
and city/county governments to develop solutions.
With the close of the 30-day public review of the plan and the completion of 5 public workshops,
SJCOG staff received extensive feedback from the public, stakeholders, and SJCOG Board
members. Some comments remarked on the readability of the plan in conveying technical
information effectively as well as presenting a lot of helpful information about the transit operators.
A consistent comment, in addition, was that the Plan lacked meaningful recommendations to
immediately tackle some tough policy decisions and therefore no solutions could be pursued to
address the funding challenges.
This staff report summarizes some key themes and policy areas that were discussed through the
public outreach process and offers more detail on potential recommendations to be incorporated
within the Systems Plan. SJCOG staff is looking for feedback and refinement on these policies in
September before bringing back a final draft of the Systems Plan later this fall.
RECOMMENDATION:
Discussion and input on transit policy to build recommendations within the Regional Transit
Systems Plan.
FISCAL IMPACT:
None at this time. Any policy development that results in funding policy will ultimately have a
direct fiscal impacts on the allocation and expenditure of state, federal, and local funds in the San
Joaquin region.
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BACKGROUND
Public transportation is important to the efficiency and effectiveness of the San Joaquin region’s
transportation system. It is a crucial factor in opportunity and economic prosperity which are
contributors to overall quality of life.
The San Joaquin region provides public transportation, via bus and rail transit, that serves both
local and regional transit needs. This is made possible by the local transit operators in the cities of
Tracy, Manteca, Ripon, Lodi, and Escalon as well as by the regional transit operators, San Joaquin
Regional Transit District (bus transit) and San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission (rail transit).
Through short trips within the County or longer trips to neighboring counties, it connects residents
to jobs, schooling, shopping, medical visits, and other key destinations.

The San Joaquin Council of Governments has
prepared the Draft Regional Transit Systems Plan
that describes a future of public transit needs, costs,
and financial resources through 2024. It identifies
considerations, issues, policy development, and
implementation areas that will need to be examined
further, thereby guiding a comprehensive decision
making process on transit investments. A copy of the
draft plan can be found at this link:
http://www.sjcog.org/index.aspx?nid=274
Moving beyond the basic question of “how much
money do we have to spend on transit?”, the Systems Plan provides an action plan to help better
frame investment decisions that address increasing transit demand, access issues, and the need to
move San Joaquin’s growing population efficiently and safely.
The Systems Plan data show that, on a regional (cumulative) level, there is not enough revenue
sources to finance all the proposed transit system maintenance, enhancements, and improvements.
The plan assumes $1.02 billion in projected revenues to support the $1.23 billion in public
transportation needs through the planning period.

The Plan also articulated complex funding challenges that would require changes in policies in
order to support priorities for transit investments. Those challenges are summarized in the
infographic on the next page.
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Status of the Plan Development: The 30-day public comment period has ended and revisions are
underway to incorporate comments received. Also, SJCOG held five public workshops on the
Regional Transit Plan, three of which were workshops for the SJCOG Board of Directors.
Public Feedback – Policy development is not robust enough within the plan.
The Systems Plan presented policy considerations and questions as it relates to funding policy and
building a foundation to invest strategically in transit. The Systems Plan devoted a chapter entitled
“Courses of Action” which discusses a menu of action areas and implementation strategies that
maximize the transit investments. Those action areas involve exploring, identifying, and
evaluating innovations and non-traditional approaches through recommended actions in a
two-year work plan. Public feedback (which was mostly received during the SJCOG Board
workshops) was critical that the plan simply did not do enough in formulating policy and
articulating stronger recommendations to policymakers. SJCOG Board members expressed that
the Systems Plan needed to come back with specific recommendations to address these issues.
Development of Recommendations for the Final Draft of the Regional Transit Systems Plan
SJCOG is seeking additional feedback to formulate policies and recommendations and some
questions/considerations are summarized in Exhibit A. Exhibit B is a “working draft for
discussion purposes” of possible policies to start the stakeholder engagement process.
NEXT STEPS
Month of September – COG Committee Input on Policy Development.
September 22, 2016—SJCOG Board discusses policy development and public feedback on the
Plan.
Late Fall 2016 – Final Draft of Regional Transit Plan for SJCOG Board Adoption
Prepared by:

Diane Nguyen, Deputy Director
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Exhibit A: Policy Questions/Considerations for Development in Systems Plan

4
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EXHIBIT B

Developing Recommendations for the
Regional Transit Systems Plan
---For Discussion Purposes to jumpstart stakeholder
engagement and collaboration--

Consult with RTD and local transit operators to identify at
least 3 areas for coordination; Establish an Executive
Management Ad Hoc Committee (comprised of City
Managers/County Administrator and CEOs of RTD and
SJRRC). Report back with recommendations including cost
analysis.
Fiscal Impact: To be Determined

1

09/13/2016

Community (Regional) Benefit Apportionment for Urbanized Areas in
Lodi, Manteca, & Tracy: In its role as MPO, SJCOG makes a planning
recommendation to eligible recipients of UZA funding. Fifteen
percent of Lodi, Manteca, Tracy UZA funding, starting in FY 16/17, is
apportioned to Regional Bus or Rail Transit eligible activities.
Furthermore, recommendation includes any operating eligible for
regional bus or regional rail funding must provide data on ridership to
those UZAs (as a requirement) to receive funding annually. Also, for
the Manteca UZA, recommendation addresses Ripon’s transit needs
with a proposal where 5% Share of the Manteca UZA would meet
Ripon’s transit needs.
Fiscal Impact: Lodi UZA ($1.6 M)
Manteca UZA ($1.7M)
Tracy UZA ($1.8M)

LTF (Local Transportation Fund)– Proposal that starting in FY
16/17, phase LTF in a five-year plan that transitions use of LTF
from Streets and Roads to 100% transit use. (e.g. 20%, 40%,
60%, 80%, 100%)
Fiscal Impact: Reduction of LTF funds for Local Streets and
Roads and increase of LTF funds for transit purposes.

2

09/13/2016

STA (State Transit Assistance)– Proposal that apportions
100% of STA (Section 99313) funding to San Joaquin
Regional Transit District, starting in FY 16/17. Previous
apportionment based upon ridership formula (e.g. 80.5%
RTD, 4.4% Lodi, 1.3% Manteca, 2.3% Tracy, 11.5% SJRRC,
$5,000 minimum to Ripon and Escalon.)
Fiscal Impact: $2.9 Million annual apportionment in Section
99313

Seek SJCOG Board direction to start the process and
identification of next steps examining the possibility of a
November 2018 ballot for a “third Measure K”.
Fiscal Impact: If approved by voters, a quarter-cent or halfcent sales tax will have enormous fiscal impacts.

3

September 2016
Management & Finance

STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

California Vanpool Authority (CalVans)

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Authorize Executive Director to Execute
Agreement to Join the California Vanpool
Authority (CalVans)

DISCUSSION:
SUMMARY:
San Joaquin County Supervisor Chuck Winn and San Joaquin County have expressed an interest
to explore the opportunity to join the California Vanpool Authority for San Joaquin County.
Informal discussions have occurred between Supervisor Winn, San Joaquin County, the San
Joaquin Regional Transit District and CalVans Executive Director, Ron Hughes.
The goal is to provide essential services transportation to underserved portions of the county.
While Cal Vans is primarily a home to work service, there are discussions to determine if that
service, or some other, might be available to achieve the goal.
As discussions continue, other transportation options will be explored and evaluated to identify
potential solutions to meet the needs of San Joaquin County residents. This action would not
obligate or commit SJCOG to join should the direction change. It would help minimize the time
frame for implementation, should it be deemed the effective solution for the needs.
CalVans is geographically limited by its member agencies and Council of Governments are
generally the members since they are comprised of city and county representatives. As a
member, CalVans would be authorized to own, operate and administer a vanpool transportation
system in San Joaquin County.
RECOMMENDATION:
The proposed action would authorize the Executive Director to execute a joint powers agreement
with the California Vanpool Authority (CalVans) to provide vanpool services in San Joaquin
County. The action would add another non-exclusive option to the current vanpool provider
pool.
FISCAL IMPACT:
None. CalVans state that there is no cost to joining CalVans and members can leave at any time.
CalVans also stated there were no on-going membership fees.

BACKGROUND:
CalVans is a Joint Powers Agency established in 2012 as a public transit agency. Originally an
offshoot of Kings County Area Rural Transit, CalVans now manages the program out of its
Hanford office and serves ten counties. The agency currently has more than 200 vanpools with
nearly 150 designed for farm workers and many with state and federal employees. CalVans
distinct benefits include:
 National Transit Database Reporting to increase 5307 Transit Funds
 Bi-lingual Support
 GPS and Vehicle Monitoring
 No credit or background check
 Advance notice not required to discontinue a vanpool
CalVans Board Structure
CalVans Board of Director’s is comprised of representatives from each of the member agencies.
One voting member and an alternate shall be appointed by the member agency. The debts,
liabilities, and obligations shall be the sole responsibility of the Transit Authority and not its
officers, employees, agents or Member Agencies. A member agency may withdraw at any time
by filing a written notice of withdrawal 180 days before the actual withdrawal. Board meetings
are held monthly at the Hanford Office and a call-in option would be available from the member
agency office (SJCOG) as an alternative location.
The Current Vanpool Program
Vanpools are commuter vehicles with volunteer drivers. SJCOG’s Commute Connection
manages the vanpool program and works closely with vanpool providers to promote services and
incentives to commuters. Vanpooling relieves congestion, provides a lower cost option, provides
job access and reduces parking demand. The primary vanpool providers serving San Joaquin
County are Enterprise Rideshare and v-Ride. There is no exclusive agreement with a single
provider and any future action will not alter the way Commute Connection promotes the
program. If SJCOG becomes a member of CalVans, all three vanpool providers would be
promoted to the public.
COMMITTEE ACTIONS TO DATE:
Technical Advisory Committee: Presented as a discussion item and received basic vanpool
program questions with no opposition to joining the Authority.
NEXT STEPS:
Should SJCOG proceed with recommended action, SJCOG would solicit a board member and an
alternate to serve on the CalVans Board of Directors. A written request would be submitted to
and reviewed by the Vanpool Authority and voted on by the entire Board. If accepted by a twothirds majority vote of the entire Board, an addendum would be executed to join the Vanpool
Authority.
Staff report prepared by: Yvette Davis, Senior Program Specialist
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STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

Status of Major Highway Projects

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Project Matrix

DISCUSSION:
Attached to this staff report is a project matrix developed as a project management
communication tool to provide updates on the current delivery status of projects on the state
highway system. For these major highway projects, SJCOG is an implementing agency, financial
sponsor, or both and shares in the responsibility in helping to insure the successful delivery of
the projects identified. Please see project notes section on the spread sheet for related
information.
Interstate 5 HOV and Rehabilitation Update
The Interstate 5 High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Rehabilitation Project between Hammer and
Country Club is in the final stage of construction. The permanent concrete median barrier and
overhead sign structures are being constructed. The target date for completing the remaining
roadway work on the project is September 15, 2016.
Although the work between Country Club and Hammer Lane will be complete, there is still
ongoing rehabilitation work between Country Club and Eighth Street as part of the I-5
Rehabilitation Project (separate project). The linkage between the I-5 HOV/Rehabilitation
Project and the I-5 Rehabilitation Project occurs at the Smith Canal and includes the Stockton
Channel Viaduct Bridge north of the State Route 4 “Crosstown” Freeway Connector. This area
has created the most complex traffic shifting challenges while maintaining three travel lanes in
each direction. Caltrans is trying to complete the I-5 Rehabilitation Project by December 2016,
but could be subject to weather delays.
The next traffic shift will occur September 21, 2016. The shift will involve moving the two
southbound lanes on the northbound side of the median back over to the southbound side,
eliminating the Southbound split from Alpine to Crosstown connector. The northbound traffic
will then be split from Pershing to Alpine. The split will keeping all traffic on the Northbound
side of the median and split traffic into two lanes on the outside and one lane on the inside. This
traffic split has been performed previously on the project.
To take advantage of the newly constructed northbound inside HOV/Mixed Flow lanes from
March to Hammer being completed in September, Caltrans and SJCOG staff have agreed that
opening the new inside northbound lane between March and Hammer will offer an immediate
benefit to the corridor. The principle benefit will be this new inside lane will not be unused and

waiting to be opened until the anticipated completion of the I-5 Rehabilitation Project in
December.
Because this is the first HOV lane project in the San Joaquin area, a secondary benefit will be
motorists will have time to adapt to the new HOV use requirements. The HOV will be active
only during the a.m. and p.m. peak hour commute times (6 – 9 AM and 3-6 PM, MON-FRI).
At all other times the newly constructed HOV lanes can be used as “Mixed Flow” lanes with
no HOV (2+ Occupants) requirements. By time the remaining segments of the HOV lanes
are completed and open to traffic (December 2016) motorists and the California Highway
Patrol will have had a few months to become accustomed to the new requirements and use of
the facility.
There will be a “ribbon cutting” ceremony on September 21st. at the Quail Lakes Shopping
Center on the northeast side of the I-5 March Lane Interchange, near Office Max/Olive Garden
celebrating opening of the March to Hammer Lane segment.
State Route 99 South Stockton Widening Project
This major highway widening and interchange improvement project is nearing completion. The
project has constructed:
 Six lane inside widening between SR 4 “Crosstown” and Arch Road interchange
 Auxiliary lanes between new interchanges
 Main Street bridge overcrossing
 Charter Way two-way bridge overcrossing to Main Street
 Golden Gate (new) interchange to Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd.
 Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad bridge structure
 Mariposa interchange reconstruction
 New frontage roads
 Safety improvements to remove access with highest accident rates (Clark-Dr. Charter
Way)
 Rubberized asphalt concrete (AC) uses recycled tires and reduces noise
 Soundwalls
 New stormwater drainage facilities
 Ramp meters
 Landscape plant mitigation at interchange locations (separate projects following
construction)
The total project cost was originally estimated to be $250.5 million using local and Proposition
1B funding. The project involved the acquisition of 150 parcels. Reduced cost for Right of Way
and Construction place the total project cost at $214 million. The project contract was awarded in
October 2012 and started construction in March 2013.
Through the combined project delivery efforts of SJCOG and Caltrans and in partnership with
the City of Stockton and San Joaquin County, this project is a success to the community and
region. This project involved a unique design and construction strategy that involved creating a
temporary bridge for the BNSF Railroad. This temporary bridge known as a “shoefly” was
necessary to shift the tracks of the railroad over to a new temporary railroad bridge to construct a

new railroad overcrossing adjacent to the Golden Gate interchange bridge structure. The shoefly,
although temporary for the railroad, ultimately became the permanent bridge for the new
interchange. Normally a “shoefly” results in throw away costs when having to construct a new
grade separation or railroad overcrossing.
All of the paving is anticipated to be complete by September 20th. The remaining work involving
striping, signing, and bridge preparation at the interchanges is expected to be completed by midOctober. SJCOG and Caltrans staff are working to schedule a “ribbon cutting” ceremony in midOctober for this project. Note, if the Mariposa Interchange is ready to open sooner than the rest
of the project, it will be opened prior to the ribbon cutting. The widening and interchange appear
to be completing within the same week. If this schedule remains, the ribbon cutting ceremony
likely will be held atop the Mariposa interchange; an alternate location will be up top the Golden
Gate interchange where the shoefly was.
Prepared By: Kevin Sheridan, Project Manager

Major Highway Project in Construction

Project Schedule Exceeding Expectations
Project Schedule Meeting Expectations
Project Schedule Not Meeting Expectations
Measure K

Project Description

Total Project Cost
(millions)

State Route 99 Arch Road Ramp Meter
Project. Improve ramp areas for ramp
meter installaton.

3

Existing Funding
Commitment

3

Measure K
Highway

RTIF

Measure K
Local

STIP

PROP 1B
Other Local

RTIF Highway

RTIF Local

TCIF

CMIA

Route 99

HRCSA

SLPP

STIP Local
(RIP)

STIP
State
(IIP)

Project Phase

Begin Construction
Phase Date

Comments

Final Design

Fall 2016

The California Transportation Commission (CTC) approved the construction
funding at the August CTC meeting. The project construction contract is
expected to advertise in September 2016. Caltrans is the implementing agency
for the construction phase.

PID/Environmental &
Preliminary Design

Spring 2017

The project is currently in the Project Approval & Environmental Document
(PA&ED) Phase. SJCOG's constultant is currently performing the Traffic
Operational Analysis and coordinating with Caltrans for approval. Upon
approval the preliminary design of the alternatives will continue. Once the
viable alternatives have been examined a public map showing will take place to
seek public input, expected January 2017.

Project Initiation
Document (PID)

TBD

Caltrans and SJCOG's consultant BKF working on the Project Initiation
Document (PID). The draft PID is scheduled to complete by December 2016.

SHOPP

Environmental &
Preliminary Design

Fall 2016

This project has been approved by Caltrans in the State Highway Operational
Protection Program (SHOPP). The environmental and preliminary engineering
phase will begin in Fall 2016.

Other State Federal Funds

2.8 Million
SHOPP

400K

State Route 99/120 Connector Project.
Improve State Route 99 connection to
State Route 120.

TBD

5

5
RSTP

State Route 99 Lodi 6-Lane Widening
Project. Widen State Route 99 to the
inside between Harney Lane and Turner
Road.

TBD

$300K

PPM

State Route 99 Victor to Turner Road
Auxiliary Lane. Modify existing
Northbound Onramp and construct
Auxiliary Lane to Turner Road

4

TBD

State Route 99 Austin Road, NB
Waterloo to Hammer Lane Ramp Meter
Projects. Construct and install multiple
ramp meters.

3.1

2.5

2.5

.6
SHOPP

Construction

Spring 2015

Ramp metering project(s) located at Austin, and Northbound locations at
Fremont, Waterloo, Cherokee, and Hammer Interchanges. Caltrans is providing
the construction management. Construction ongoing.

State Route 99 Fremont to Hammer
Lane SB & NB Ramp Meter Projects.
Construct and install multiple ramp
meters.

8.41

8.41

2

6.410
SHOPP

Design/Construction

Spring 2015

Ramp metering project(s) Northbound and Southbound locations at Fremont,
Waterloo, Cherokee, and Hammer Interchanges. Caltrans is providing the
construction management. Project is in construction, contractor is beginning at
Hammer and moving South. Construction ongoing.

Navy Drive BNSF Railroad Grade
Separation. Correct curve and widen
Navy Drive at BNSF overcrossing

8.9

Construction

Spring 2015

Project completed construction in April 2016

Construction

October 2013

Caltrans has secured the additional funding necessary to continue constructing
the project. The project has sufferred from expansive soil and not meeting
compaction greater than originally anticipated. Additional "light weight" fill will be
added to the project to help stabilize the soil and sub grade. Once the settlment
items and materials are in place.

Nov 2013

Construction ongoing. SJCOG, Caltrans, and the Port of Stockton working to
revise section of Navy Drive near the City of Stockton MUD location. This work
required a contract change order. The change order was necessary to conform
to the Port's Navy Drive Widening Project which was not programmed for
construction at the time this project began construction. Project expected to
complete by November/December 2016.

February 2013

All efforts are being made to complete this project by October 2016. However
the final pavement is weather dependant and could push final paving and final
striping to Spring 2017. Golden Gate MLK Interchange and BNSF Railroad
Structure construction on going. Mariposa Interchange being reconstructed and
is expected to be open in August. Caltrans finalizaing remaining Right of Way
settlements. New Charter Way overcrossing completed, Main Street
overcrossing being reconstructed.

Highway 12 Bouldin Island
Rehabilitation (Caltrans SHOPP)
shoulder widening to 10' and pavement
rehab from Terminous to Moke River

Western Extension Highway 4
(Crosstown Freeway) Extend
Crosstown Freeway from Fresno Ave to
Navy Drive.

Route 99 South Stockton (Crosstown
Freeway to Arch Road) Inside widening
to 6 lanes, interchange
modification/construction, and auxilliary
lanes

56.33

140.4

214.46

1.5
Port of
Stockton

1.673

5.74

56.33

193.64

214.46

56.33 SHOPP

70.2

52.4

Construction

11

36.56

132.26

16.01

17.02

1.558

Construction

All phases of highway construction are complete.The project is being grouped as
Route 99 Manteca (Arch Road to Rt.
120) Inside widening to 6 lanes,
interchange modifications/construction.

154.84

154.84

22.53

10

32.77

89.54

Construction

a single project and was nominated as one of the Top 3 Highway Widening
Phases 1 & 2
Projects in the State by the California Transportation Foundation (CTF). The
Summer/Fall 2012,
remaing work at the Lathrop Road/Main Street Interchange is Landscaping and
Phase 3 Winter 2012
Planting Mitigation. SJCOG, Caltrans, and the City of Manteca staff met to
discuss the Interchange Community Identifier

I-5 North Stockton Widening Inside
widening to 8 lanes from Country Club to
Hammer Lane with some auxiliary lanes
and HOV lane option beginning at
Charter Way.

(Millions) Total =

119.5

119.5

44.22

709.34

758.00

165.40

32.8 SHOPP
for
Construction

33.35

21.50

186.90

1.67

0.00

1.67

6.50

6.50

72.70

33.35

221.80

353.40

5.74

19.81

49.79

1.56

147.49

96.14

Construction

August 2011

This project has been signicantly delayed. The final stage to construct the
concrete median barrier, sign, and stripe is scheduled to complete by August.
However the overall project to open all HOV lanes is controlled by the
rehabilitation project between 8th Street and Country Club, scheduled to
complete by December. Please see Project Matrix Staff Report for additional
information

14.40

14.40

09/13/2016

